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STANDARD LANGUAGE AND DIALECT IN AUSTRIA

The German language in Austria is known for a number of particular features based on the 
local dialects and their interaction with Standard German. The speakers are competent to apply 
linguistic variation to their speech in an interplay between dialectal and standard forms. For the 
description of the “mixing” of the two extremes for producing actual speech, it is useful to apply 
the sociophonological model of input-switch rules intervening between two (or more) alternative 
forms (variable rules). Ranging from dialect and urban speakers across LI and L2 learning of 
Austrian German to the use of dialect in mass media, we show that the delicate choice of ISR 
variables helps explain how sociopragmatic meaning is generated through the application of var­
iation. At the same time, it is shown how dialects are finally merged into a wider spoken standard 
language in the framework of a pluricentric language.

K e y  w o r d s :  sociophonology; Austrian Germany standard language; dialects.

1. Background
1.1. German in Austria
The German language consists of a number of dialects; in the South of the 

German-speaking area, there are two large groups; firstly, the Alemannic area cov­
ering the South-West of Germany, parts of Switzerland, Liechtenstein, and the 
westernmost county of Vorarlberg in Austria; secondly, the Bavarian dialect group 
covering parts of Germany’s Bavaria and Austria; nonetheless, due to different 
linguistic centres, Austrian German can also be distinguished from Bavarian in 
Germany German is therefore grouped among the “pluricentric languages” [1; 2].
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Austrian German dialects can be subdivided into Southern-, Middle/Southem-, 
and Middle-Bavarian subdialects, roughly distinguishing the Northern, Middle, 
and Southern parts of the country -  including South Tyrol (now part of Italy) and 
other areas which are no longer German-speaking.

In (much) earlier times, the dialects of German were partly not mutually 
understandable, however, the development of Standard German has approached the 
dialects to the standard language, and, therefore, also to the other dialects. The 
Bavarian dialects of Austria are all mutually intelligible for all speakers, while 
speakers can usually distinguish local varieties, such as, e.g. Carinthian German, 
Tyrolian, Viennese, or more precisely in the vicinity of one’s own location.

The historical dialects of Austria have been catalogued and compared by 
philologists of the German language [3; 4; 5]. The modem situation has been as­
sessed by linguists, especially for the urban areas of Salzburg, Vienna, Graz (e.g., 
[6; 7; 8]). This reflects the traditional divide between historical dialects spoken in 
mral areas, and mixed varieties in the urban areas which are characterised by dia­
lect mixing and more influences from the standard language. This makes the lan­
guage of speakers in urban centres similar to each other, while mral areas may re­
main more dialectal. In the urban varieties, sociolectal differences are found as 
well. Speakers are often able to use more than one sociolect in dependence of the 
communicative situation.

1.2. Standard language and vernacular
Speaking a dialect and a standard language taught at schools is a bilingual, 

often diglossic situation with a register variation. Standard languages and vernacu­
lars therefore influence each other, whereby typically the standard language pro­
vides lexical items, the vernacular may influence the phonology and possibly 
grammatical stmctures of spoken forms of the standard language. Before all, 
dialects will lose words which are very different from the standard language and 
which denote objects that are no longer widely used, e.g. words for traditional 
farming objects. Deviant morphological forms may also be replaced. To give an 
example, let us consider the verb haben ‘have’: in Standard German (SG), the verb 
form [ich] habe ‘[I] have’ in Austrian dialects have been ?i had which reminds of 
the medieval written form, e.g., Ich hart min lehen ([9] 28,31; T have my fief by 
Walther von der Vogelweide, 1170-1230, who originated from what is today 
Austria). However, this form ?i had has fallen out of use over the last few decades; 
people would say ?i ho:b today when speaking dialect. This means that the dialectal 
form has actually been replaced with a phonologically adapted variant of SG. In this 
way, dialects become mere phonological variants of the standard language. 03

(03) Language change in the dialect: [ich] habe ‘[I] have’
STD ?if habe ?i? hab(e) ?i? ha:b 
DIA ?i(5)/h an /—► ?i hao || 1* ?iho:b
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A grammatical difference between dialect and standard can be seen in the following 
dialectal verb form to be becoming burning for to start burning with a present 
participle brenat (SG ‘brennend’) which could not be used (as a gerund) in 
Standard German:

(04) Grammatical differences between dialect and standard language
(a) DIA1 dp sto:dl

5
is bRsnpt vupn.

DEF.M.NOM bam is burning become
(b) STD1 der Stadel1hat zu brennen begoimen

DEF.M.NOM bam has to bum started
(c) DIA2 dp sto:dl

?
hot tsum bRenpn aogfaorjpn

DEF.M.NOM bam has to bum started
(d) STD2 der Stadel hat zum Brennen angefangen

DEF.M.NOM bam has to bum started
The barn has started to burn.

But the situation is more complex. After (a) may have fallen out of fashion in 
modem times, and (b) represents normative language, the (urban) dialect speakers 
may use (c), with the verb 'anfangeif and a verbal noun (gemnd) with an inflected 
preposition, SG ‘zum Brenneif which is the replacement for the infinitives which 
are not usable in this context in AD. This new dialectal form can be rendered in 
colloquial SAG with ease as in (d). In short, the interplay between Austrian 
dialects (AD) and SG is intricate and creates stylistic and pragmatic variations 
which can be chosen and interpreted by the communicators.

There are also morphological differences in nominal agreement; AD do not 
have a genitive case, the dative and accusative suffixes are different; furthermore, 
the suffixes partly differ from SG forms. German distinguishes the so-called 
“strong” and “weak” inflections, the AD system is as follows:

(05) Nominal morphology: (indefinite article + adjective + noun in AD
M N F PL

NOMa kla:np mao a kla:ns haos a kla:ne frao klane haesp
ACC ankla:n(pn) a klams haos a kla:ne frao klane haesp

mao
DAT an kla:n(pn) an kla:n haos ana kla:npn frao klane haesp

mao
a small man a small house a small woman small houses
M N F PL

NOMdp kla:ne mao is kla:ne haos di klame frao di klanpn haesp
ACC inkla:n(pn) is kla:ne haos di klame frao di klanpn haesp

mao

'The Austrian standard language adopted a dialect word here for German ‘Scheune’, by 
applying SG phonology on the word.
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DAT inkla:n(m) in kla:n(en) haos da kla:nen frao di klanen haese 
mao
the small man the small house the small woman the small houses

Since the agreement patterns differ between AD and SG, the SG phrase (from our 
corpus) ein Hase mit langen Ohren [asn ha:ss mit lapen o:e.n] ‘a rabbit with long 
ears’ (dative neuter) would be и ho:s mit ladtje urn in AD; an urban speaker, 
however, actually produced и ha:se mit laije o:m -  which is very commonly heard. 
I.e., the indefinite article ein is reduced to the dialect form, but not the nouns Hase 
and Ohren. The missing -n in langen reflects a different morphological form in the 
dialect. The speaker would probably never say (c) (or perhaps only inside the 
family), but might switch to (b) in a more formal situation.
(06) Variation in Graz: Urban speech is neither the traditional dialect nor the 
standard language
(a) URBAN v ha:ss mit
(b) STANDARD ein Hase mit
(c) DIALECT v ho:s mit

CHOICE D1A STD
gloss a rabbit with

lape o:m
langen Ohren
laope шш
D1A/STD STD
long ears

For Austrian speakers, the two extremes of AD and SG form a continuum with 
sociopragmatic relevance; since dialect only has covert prestige for the ingroup 
feeling of a local community (cf. [10]), the standard language certainly has the 
overt prestige of an acrolectal variety. Urban speakers attempt to speak SG, but 
consider their AD forms to be “facilitations” rather than dialectal forms; saying [p] 
for ‘ein’ feels like a mere phonological reduction. Considering prestige, speakers 
are sensitive to the choice of dialectal and standard forms. One man once emphati­
cally uttered: “ois va:s i, alles weiB ich!” which means “1 know everything” twice; 
switching from AD to SG gives weight to his statement.

In the following example, a rural speaker from a touristic region in Upper Styr- 
ia complains about the German influence on the local language. She complains that 
people nowadays use words such as Nudelholz ‘rolling pin’ which is “German” for 
her, while the (preferred) “Austrian” (i.e., dialect) word is nudlvosgu (orthogr. 
Nudelwalker).1 What follows next is interesting: She speaks in dialect and says 
deis is oes des daetje (SG: das ist alles das Deutsche ... ‘That is all this German 
...’), but then she changes into SG and repeats a[es dostje vanir, (‘[these are] all 
German words’). The word ptoesi] (preuBisch, ‘Prussian’) is an emotional way of 
referring to Germany in a negative way.2 In other words, the speaker uses SG in

Austrian speakers of German often feel very strongly about some words which they 
cannot accept in the form used in Germany; for instance, a ‘plastic bag’ is Ttite in Germany, but 
Sackerl in Austria. All speakers in Austria agree never ever to use Ttite.

2The kingdom of Preufien (Prussia), leader of the German unity, is a traditional rival of the 
Austrian Empire (resisting German unity at that time); referring to Germans as “Prussians” 
makes them “rivals”, often with respect to language use. Another derogatory Austrian word for 
Germans is Piejke which was the name of a Prussian composer (1917-1884) of military marches.
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order to criticise that people speak SG nowadays (in her words: Prussian-German) 
instead of AD.1 Again, the overt prestige of SG is used in order to emphasise on an 
opinion.
(07) Styrian speaker complaining about SG words -  speaking SG, not AD

ode nudlho]ts -  nudlvoege! deis is oes -  dais is oes
orth. oder ‘Nudelholz’ -  Nudelwalker! Des is ois -  des is ois
gloss or rolling pin -  rolling pin this is all this is all

DIA STD -  DIA DIA DIA
des daetje; a|es doetje -  pRoesn -  pRoesije vcEBte!

orth. des deitsche; alles deutsche PreuBen- preuBische Worter!
gloss this German all German Prussia- Prussian words
~ DIA STD STD STD
To conclude, the way people are actually speaking is often a mixture of dialect and 
standard language with sociopragmatic functions. In the following, it will be 
shown how this system can be described in a sociolinguistic analysis.

1.3. Sociophonology
Modem sociolinguistics observed that beside dialects, there are also social 

differences in language use (,sociolects, [11]). It is socially relevant which variety is 
chosen by a speaker in a situation, as has been convincingly shown by Labov in 
a number of studies. Sociolinguistic variation can appear in two forms, by choices 
between dialect and standard language, or between two different languages; both 
activities usually lead to some degree of mixing of the involved varieties. 
Therefore, sociolectal variation and multilingual variation within one speaker’s 
production is analysed with regard to the choice of variables (cf. [12]; overview: 
[13]). This approach sees phonological variation as a dynamic process of variable 
selection. Speakers do not simply choose either a standard language or a dialectal 
register; rather, they mix these two sets of fomis, thereby creating a mixed output 
which allows for more sociopragmatic choices which are sociolinguistically and 
pragmatically interpretable by competent listeners.

(08) The mixing of dialect and standard variables leads to various sociolinguistic 
registers.

WRI: Ichhabe das Haus selbst gebaut.
STD: if ha: be das haos selbst gebaot
DIA: i hob os ho:s soe:va bo:t
URB: if ha:b dos ho:s selbc bo:t
UPP: if ha: be das haos selbst gebaot
gloss: I have the house self
I  have built this house myself.

built

1 She equates SG with the German from Germany, which is, of course, inaccurate, but also 
a widely accepted perception based on the perceived linguistic dominance of Germany; her 
perception of local Austrians having to linguistically adapt to the German tourists is her main 
motivation for this rant.
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Historiographically, the description of phonological variation departed from 
the idea of “ease of pronunciation” or “slow/fast speech”, following the idea that 
the same speaker would produce any of these forms in different situations. Dressier 
termed these forms “casual vs. allegro speech styles” [14; 15; 16]; in a study of 
Salzburg German, a model for sociophonological variation as an extended compe­
tence of the speakers was developed (“one-competence model”, [17]). The 
phonological model of Natural Phonology (NP; cf. [18;19]) proved useful for the 
description of sociolinguistic variation, as it was first implemented for Viennese 
German (VG; [20; 21]), assuming a “two-competence model”, i.e., a co-existence 
of two sets of phonological rules, with variables being connected through “in­
put-switch rules” (cf., e.g., [22]) which are bidirectional. Since every phoneme is 
a variable, it is possible to describe the above-mentioned apparent “mixture” of the 
sociolinguistic registers.

NP distinguishes phonological “processes” and “rules”, whereby processes 
are substitutions that adapt phonological intentions to phonetic conditions, and 
rules are frozen adaptations, i.e., non-phonetic substitutions. This proved to be 
particularly useful for the description of (socio)phonological variation. 
A phonological process would apply across-the-board under specific phonetic 
circumstances; a rule, on the other hand, would occur for other reasons than mere 
phonetic conditions, e.g., sociolinguistic parameters. Moreover, phonological 
processes can oppose each other in a sociophonological input-switch rule; for 
instance, a process in one register may be opposed to a static phoneme in another.

The NP-based description of VG [6] and spoken SAG [7] describes both the 
variable rules and “pluricentrism” [1;2], the latter in terms of hierarchical (cascaded) 
centres and peripheries, where rural speakers will be influenced by a smaller urban 
centre, while speakers of the smaller urban centre will be influenced by the speech 
in Vienna, and all are under the influence from Germany, e.g., through media, with 
every higher centre being more overtly prestigious than the smaller one [23]. The 
microanalysis of the phonological interactions between standard language forms 
and local varietal forms shows a complex interaction of variables which are used 
differently from the simple binary distinction between standard and vernacular 
forms.

1.4. Input-switch rules
Input-switch rules are rules which define variables for phonemes or words. It 

is important to note that they are not unidirectional rules, instead they put two (or 
more) variables in an equivalence relationship (bidirectionality). The list of 
input-switch rules describes the phonological differences between SAG and VD 
(cf. 01). However, some switches are more salient than others. For instance, a dia­
lectal variant will sometimes be considered “more/less dialectal” than others, other 
forms or phonological realisations will rather be interpreted by speakers as “low 
register” (slang) or in terms of “ease of pronunciation” (casualness, laziness). This 
is intuitive, if one considers forms such as AD [is] for SG das (‘the’ 
DEF.N.NOM/ACC). This perception explains why some “dialectal” features can 
enter the meso- or acrolectal register, i.e., the sociolect which, in principle, requires 
standard language, while other forms are frowned upon if used in formal settings.
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Very clearly, function words can have reduced forms (such as indefinite article ein 
pronounced as [в]). However, there are systematic correlations between forms 
perceived as SG and AD by competent language users. This correlation has been 
described in the form of input-switch rules from which a user can choose in order 
to achieve sociopragmatic effects. For Austrian German, one can establish a list 
such as the following, where the SG form is on the left, and the AD form is on the 
right. The rules are to be separated into phonological correlations and word-based 
rules applying to specific function words (and few frequent lexical words) only.1

(09) Some segment- and word-based input-switch rules for VG (cf. [6; 7; 24])
St /as/ led W1 /аэх/ /а:/
S2 /as/ <-> /а/ <-> 

/ов/2 *
W2 /vib, ппв/ /та/

S3 /и:/ <-> /ив/ W3 / 19, di9, ГП19, S19/ *-> /к, di:, mi:, si:/
S4 Г\\1 Лв/ W4 /ni9t/ /ns:d/
S5 /у, у / Л:, 1/ W5 /das/ /ds:s/
S6 /0 , се/ <-»/£;, d W6 /sind/ *-> /sa:n/
S7 /об/  <-> /з ;/ W7 / 1st/ /i:z/
S8 /а:/ ^  /о:/ W 8 /kom(s)/ /к и т / /k im f
S9 /1/ Id 4 * W9 /V-st du/ <-+ /'V-st/°
S10 [...] W10 /gs-/ ^  / _ / ; /g -/6

Translations (spoken/written/English): aox /auch/ ‘also’; vib /wir/ ‘we’; 15 
/ich/ T ; di? /dich/ ‘you (SG.ACC)’; 11119 /mich/ ‘me’; S19 /sich/ ‘him/her 
(DAT/ACC)’; nnft /nicht/ ‘not’; das /das/ ‘this’; sind /sind/ ‘be (1/3P)’; 1st /ist/ 
‘be.3S’; kom(s) /коште/ ‘come (IS)’.

These substitutions are exemplified in example (10): In the sentence Was hast 
du gesagt? ‘What did you say?’7, the input-switches a<->a/a,-du<->0, g e -^ 0  are 
applied by different speakers in different ways, thereby allowing the recognition of 
various social group memberships. The exact choice of variables constitutes a 
sociolectal register.

'Function words and grammaticalised forms are not the denotative information of a text, 
but rather cues for the interpretation of the text. They can usually be less salient (unstressed, 
phonologically reduced), as is described in grammaticalisation theory.

2A word such as breit SAG /bRaet/ is /bRond/ in many dialects, except in Vienna (and 
Lower Austria) where it is /bRa:d/ (in VD); in accordance with the model of centre and periphery, 
the latter (Viennese) form is spreading to other dialects (in rural areas) and therefore becomes 
another input-switch rule for some speakers who may then fluctuate between the forms /bRaet/ 
<-»■ /bRond/ <-> /bRa:d/.

The word (ich) komme is SG /коте/, colloquially /кот/, dialectally (AD) either /кит/ or 
/kirn/; the dialect forms coexist and do not belong to a specific region.

4This is an 1-vocalisation (i-type) resulting in a glide Ml (cf. [6], etc.; [25]), e.g. /oegemaen/ 
‘allgemein’ (generally).

Absence of the 2nd person pronoun after the inflected verb in AD.
'’Deletion of the verbal prefix ge- in AD, or its shortening to a sesquisyllable, e.g. /gfresn/ 

‘gefressen’ (eaten [when speaking of animals]).
n

Word by word: ‘What have you said?’
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(10) Various discemable speech styles in AG
(a) STANDARD LG. yas hastu gssa:kt
(b) UPPER CLASS1 yas hastu gssa:kt
( c ) DIALECT/LC YDS host ksok(t)
(d) URBAN MC vas hast ksa:kt
It is noteworthy that it is partially acceptable for a realisation of SAG [a] as [a] in
(b) (upper class), while middle-class speakers would avoid [a] in favor of [a], as in
(d). For the prefix [gs-/g-], the opposite choice applies. The deletion of /du/ ‘you 
(SG.NOM)’ is another input-switch rule (W9).2

It may happen that rules interact with each other; the alternative spoken forms 
arsj and oeso for /also/ (‘well’) requires two different historical phonological 
analyses, either (a) a]so —► asso (S9), or (b) a]so —► *o]so (S8) —► osso (S9). In (a), 
the switch S9 creates a new phoneme which does not undergo the same 
sociophonological treatment as the intermediary form in (b). This example shows 
that the microsociophonological analysis can deal also with more difficult 
examples.

1.5. Standard languages and vernaculars
A standard language is a historically planned (predetermined), relatively uniform 
variety of a language used in a wide range of communicative functions, based on 
prescriptive, written norms codified in grammars and dictionaries. A linguistic 
standard is an ideal influencing the spoken practices of speakers, and ultimately 
their respective varieties.

The introduction of written languages provides a superimposed linguistic layer 
to be used by specialists for religious, administrative and educational purposes 
(e.g., Sumerian, Latin, Sanskrit). Spoken varieties coexist independently in the 
form of dialect continua and spoken languages (largely unnoticed by historical 
records). The communicative needs are still bridged through multilingual practices 
(e.g., learning more varieties, or by the establishment of a spoken lingua franca). 
In this situation, the standard language will not interact much with the spoken 
varieties, as it is not actively accessible to most people.

Modem standard languages, on the other hand, are formed from one (prestigious) 
spoken variety (ausbau language; [26; 27]) and spread through school education. 
This language is also elaborated for context-independent, active use (activation, 
textualisation) which makes written and spoken (elaborated) communication more 
easily accessible to more people {demotisation) which proves to be highly effective 
in economy and education. Since standard languages are planned, codified, and 
mostly learned as L2 (cf. [28]), they are well-described and therefore objectively

'The term class shall be understood vaguely, not strictly, in the sense that in a sociologically 
more complex situation, we can still establish a simplified model for “social classes” based on 
family background, wealth, and education.

у
Historically, the form du has been integrated into the verb in the form of the -s-t ending 

and probably reattached in SG (V-st du), while not in AD (V-sl). To give another example for 
such processes, in dialects in Carinthia (South Austria), the IP pronoun is reattached after having 
become a suffix of the verb: hamn-min /haben wir/ ‘we have’, lit. ‘haben-wir wir’ (‘have-we 
we’).
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accessible as a norm for writing and speaking. Furthermore, standard languages are 
elaborated (= ausbau) in structure and lexicon and allow high information density, 
grammatical complexity, precision, and lexical richness, and therefore serve 
higher-level (acrolectal) communicative functions.

Standard languages and spoken nonstandard varieties (dialects) create a stylistic 
spectrum between orate and literate registers of a “language” (cf. [29; 30; 31; 32]). 
These registers express the distinction between context-dependent (situative, 
dialogic) and context-independent, i.e., well-planned, unidirectional text production 
(cf. [33; 34])1, with literate registers being more explicit in expressing semantic 
relations by junctors and subordination.

Modem nation-states usually define a national standard language and subsume 
other varieties as dialects or minority languages (abstand languages', [26; 27]). 
Education in a standard language leads to a one-sided multilingualism in which all 
speakers of nonstandard varieties share one common and elaborated language 
which subsequently influences the spoken varieties structurally and assimilates 
them to the standard language (dialect levelling), leaving less and less space for 
local peculiarities. Eventually, this situation leads to one language with various 
registers (orate vs. literate) and small dialectal (geographical) or sociolectal 
(social) differences, with mostly phonological and the lexical differences (dialect 
levelling).

One complication is pluricentrism ([1; 2]), when one (standard) language has 
various political centres and therefore develops small differences also in the 
respective standardised forms. Chinese, English, German are examples for such 
a situation. For our purpose, the common rejection of some “Germany”-identified 
lexemes used in Austria gives a glimpse of such a situation.2

Standard languages have overt prestige and influence non-standard varieties 
now termed dialects. Convergence is the result of the sociopragmatically motivated 
application of ISR. It is common for standard languages to influence dialects and 
minority languages as a dominant language. The following example shows one of 
the autochthonous minority languages spoken in Austria, Carinthian Slovene 
(CSlov.), with visible lexical influences from German; compare with the German 
and Standard Slovene (Slov.) translation:

(11) Slovene as a minority language under German superstratic influence ([36]): 
CSlov. О Maria! Jz sem bla na tankstele in
gloss Oh Mary! IS be.lPR AUX at gas station and

F
Germ. Oh Maria! Ich bin zur Tankstelle und

^ f .  also “high- and low-context communication” ([35]).
When Austria joined the European Union, since this also lead to many standardization 

efforts, the permission to use of certain specific “Austrian” words was agreed upon, e.g., 
Paradeiser for Tomate ‘tomato’; this leads to German EU texts such as “[...] Ausfuhrlizenzen 
[...] im Sektor Obst und Gemiise (Tomaten/Paradeiser)” (https://eur-lex.europa.eu). This is 
mostly symbolic for an Austrian linguistic demarcation from Germany, as the word Paradeiser 
by and large fell out of use in spoken AG already -  people say Tomaten.
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Slov. О, Maria! Jaz sem bila na bencinski crpalki in

CSlov. sem faus1 tankava!
gloss be.lPRF false refuel-1PRF
Germ. habe falsch getankt!
Slov. sem napacno natocila!
On the other hand, vernaculars usually influence standard languages as a substrate, 
adapting the standard forms phonologically and sometimes morphologically and 
with different function words as well as culture-specific lexemes.

(12) The various substratic influences from vernacular to standard
(a) phonological adaptation ha:bs —► ha:bs (S8)
(b) morphological adaptation mit langen —► mit larje
(c) function words adaptation ein —> e; einen —> a:n
(d) Certain lexemes Tiite —► Sackerl

Sociophonological behavior reflects stereotypical attitudes on standard and dialect 
forms, where dialect is seen as the basilectal, familiar and thus also casual register. 
The forms which are phonologically “closer” to the standard language are 
interpreted as merely being casual forms, even if they are dialect variables.

2. Material & method
The following analyses gives a synopsis and summary of various aspects of 
sociolinguistic behavior in Austria, (a) The first section discusses one complex 
input-switch between a process (a gradual monophthongization) in SAG and 
a corresponding monophthong in VD in the so-called ‘Viennese monophthongiza- 
tion’ [37; 38]. (b) The second section discusses the acquisition of phonological var­
iation by Austrian children facing a sociolectally complex situation [39]. (c) Third­
ly, a case study on the sociophonological competence of an immigrant is presented 
[24]. (d) Finally, a description of acrolectal dialect use in acrolectal usage (i.e., in 
media) is given.

Abbreviations
IP 1st person plural NOM nominative case
IS 1st person singular NP Natural Phonology
ACC accusative case orth. orthographic form
AD Austrian dialect(s) P phoneme-based ISR
AUX auxiliary verb PRF perfect
DAT dative case S segment-based ISR
DEF definite article SAG Standard Austrian German
DIA dialect form SG Standard German (also SAG)
F feminine gender Slov. Slovene
Germ. German STD standard language
ISR input-switch rule UPP upper class language
LI first language development URB urban language

hn Carinthian Slovene, the 1-vocalisation is of the u-type.
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L2 second language development VG Viennese German
M masculine gender WRI written form
N neuter gender
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