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Chapter 11

Misconceptions about pluricentric languages
and pluricentric theory*

1. Introduction

This chapter is an attempt to review common ideas - and in particular
misconceptions - about pluricentric languages (PCLs) and the theory surround-
ing them. The reason for this is, that after more than 50 years of research in
PCLs there is still substantial disagreement about how PCLs should be defined
and described. It seems necessary to give an overview about the different ap-
proaches to pluricentricity in order to reflect critically on them. They will be
related to the theoretical framework that has been developed since 2010 within
the “Working Group on Non-dominant Varieties of Pluricentric Languages”
(WGNDV)2 Many of the misconceptions I will address come from publications
on the pluricentricity of German, as I have been working on that for more than
45 years now. Many of these misconceptions are also relevant for other PCLs.

A. Basic misconceptions (MC) about PCLs
1. Misconception 1: The general rejection of pluricentricity and its
sources

The most fundamental misconception regarding PCLs is the outright re-
jection of pluricentricity as a valid concept for languages that are, in fact, plu-
ricentric. The rejection of the concept of pluricentricity has largely faded
among linguists working on the main PCLs over the last 20 years. However, in
some linguistic communities, the pluricentric concept is still strongly rejected,
despite belonging to a pluricentric language. This can be observed in two types
of languages in particular:

1. "New PCLs" that have emerged only recently.

Examples include the new nations that emerged after the split of the
former Yugoslavia and the successor states of the Soviet Union that underwent
a transformation after the communist system ended.

2. H1'gb]y centralized PCLs that often follow the “one language — one nati-
on” concept.

Such a situation can actually be observed in Albanian®, Arabic®, Catalan®,
French, Russian® and (particularly strongly in) Romanian’, to name but a few®
The “old” linguistic and political elites of the D-nations in these languages are



122

often unwilling to accept the “new” linguistic norms (and the political circum-
stances) that develop in independent nation(s) and that they can no longer
control.

3. Imagined nations through a common language

The intensity of the “battles” over pluricentricity and self-definition
seems to be directly related to the force that links language, nation and iden-
tity. The more a particular language is considered to be the sole basis for defin-
ing of individual, collective and national identity, the more its pluricentricity is
rejected as it is thought to sever the unity between (the imagined) nation and
the language on which it is based. This causes “passions of the tongue” as
Ramaswamy (1997) calls the devotion towards the mother tongue that exists in
some language communities (Tamil is one of them) and even lead people to self-
immolation for the preservation of their language.®

4. Religion and language in Arabic

The preservation of a status quo (of a seemingly unified language) is also
the key word for Arabic, which is a striking example for the rejection of plu-
ricentricity and at the same time, a typical PCL. The concept of pluricentricity
is thought to be detrimental to the idea of Pan-Arabism and not compatible with
the notion that Arabic is the holy language of the Quran. Modern Standard
Arabic (MSA) is therefore considered to be the “best” variety, although its use
is marked by diglossia and rarely used in daily conversation and sometimes
even not even a key to getting a better job.'® However, there are, about 30
(mainly uncodified) national varieties in the various Arabic speaking countries,
yet they are - as has already been mentioned in chapter 3 - generally perceived
as “debased forms, deviations or corruptions of MSA”**, Ever since Abd-el-Jawad
wrote his paper in 1992*?, there has been little change in this general attitude
in the Arabic speaking world - except maybe in Tunisia*®, Morocco** and to
some extent also in Algeria.

5. The imagined loss of social status

A third major source for the rejection of pluricentricity is the fear of loss
of social status when adopting the norms of the ND-variety. M. Clyne (1992:
459) stated that

“Cultural elites in the O-nations tend to defer to norms from the D-

nation(s). This is related to the fact that the more distinctive forms of
national varieties are dialectally and sociolectally marked.”
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It is by now common knowledge that the elites of the NDVs tend to pre-
fer the norms of the D-nation (as an act of linguistic cringe/opportunism). The re-
jection of native NDV-norms by the social elites is also supported by miscon-
ceptions about the nature of the NV, which is falsely and exclusively associated
with the regional varieties of the NV and not with the standard variety of the
NDV. As one participant of the internet-forum of the Austrian quality
newspaper “Der Standard” put it like this:*®

What's that supposed to be, "Austrian German"? Vorarlbergerisch?*®

Carinthian?*” Meidlingerisch*®7*

The participant in the forum discussion associated Austrian German ex-
clusively with a very local variety (Meidling - district of the capital city Vi-
enna) or a self governing federal state (Bundesland) of Austria (Carinthia,
Vorarlberg). Such misleading attitudes are mainly due to the lack of informa-
tion about the nature of the native NDV and its linguistic characteristics, which
are not made aware in schools and often not codified in dictionaries and refer-
ence works.

B. Misconceptions in the early period of pluricentricity an later on —
Battling with deep-rooted monocentric views about language

The early period of pluricentricity was the decade of the late 1970s and
1980s when the concept gained ground via the discussion on the pluricentricity
of English, German, Spanish, Portuguese (and to some extent in French). In the
1990s, it was consolidated through M. Clyne’s publications about German (1984,
1995), his seminal volume of (1992) and the many publications on World Eng-
lishes.?® The following section is a summary of the most important early
counter-arguments for readers who are new to this field. Most of it will be
known for those who are familiar with the concept and the development of the
debate. Many examples come from German and English but are, in principle,
representative for other PCLs too.

2. Misconception 2: The monocentric concept of languages as “mother” of
all misconceptions about pluricentricity

As already discussed in chapters (2) and (3) of this book, at the forefront
of political and language policy misconceptions about PCLs is the idea that
non-dominant varieties (NDVs) of pluricentric languages (PCLs) are mere “dia-
lects”, “substandard”, “peripheral elements” that can only be considered as “re-
gional varieties/diatopic varieties”, and in a very restricted way as standard lan-

guage. This approach can be found (among others) in Hugo Moser's publica-
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tions on German (e.g. 1959a and 1985) for German where he coined the terms
“Hauptvariante Bundesrepublik” [main variety Federal Republic of Germany*“],
“Binnendeutsch” [Core German] and “AufSengebiete der deutschen Hochsprache™?*
[external areas of the German standard (“high”) language], who considered
German as a monocentric language. In a way, this urge to centralise norms can
be seen as an echo of the strong Pan-Germanism (ethnic conception of the na-
tion) that set in after the founding of the German Empire in 1871 and lasted un-
til 1945. It seems that parts of the German German linguistics community have
cultivated this idea again (see chapter 15). The author of an Austrian school
dictionary published in 1941 put the unity of language and nation underlying
the one language-one nation concept as follows:??
The German language has many and very different dialects ... Above all
these dialects, however, lives the German common language, i.e. the
common language of the whole nation, the so called good, pure
German, also called "High German" or "Written German". ... Someone
who does not want to be just a Viennese, a Carinthian, a Swabian, a
Saxon, etc., but a real German, who feels at home in German lands

everywhere, an educated man, he must also speak the language of the
whole great people, just that “Good German”, the High German.??

This was the language ideology since the early 19" Century and was still
prevailing a long time after WWIL. 1t is still represented by German nationalist,
right-wing extremist political organizations until today. Michael Clyne’s work
of 1984 and 1995 successfully challenged and replaced the old monocentric
view (for German) and showed that German is a PCL. However, the underlying
“core-periphery notion” of the old monocentric model is still used to some extent
in English sociolinguistics until today via Kachrus model of circles (inner Circle,
outer Circle and expanding Circle), which attempts to describe the pluricentricity
of English, but without the same ideological implications as in German.** Both
Moser and Kachru have been criticised for the direct or indirect monocentric-
ity of their models that obviously are not suitable to describe PCLs.** The “core-
periphery notion” is still widely used in French?® with the concept of "bon usage"
and "hexagonal French" (French French), a term that stands for the predomi-
nance of the French French variety.

However, the above quote of the author of an Austrian dictionary is a
first hand exemple of central notions of monocentrism, which were first
summed up in Muhr (2004: 13) under the following terms: “centralist, elitist,
monolingual, mono-normative and derogatory towards non-core-norm speakers.” As



125

already said before in chapter (4), it equates language and nation and regards

the standard variety as the only ‘pure’ expression of the language and its mas-

tery as a prerequisite for being considered educated.

It also distinguishes between high (standard language) and low (regional
language), unity (standard) and fragmentation/split (regional/national variety),
belonging to and being a member of a powerful political entity (achieved through
standard language) and outsider status, who is only part of an insignificant political
unit (adhering to a regional language/not unified national standard). The (po-
litical) objective underlying of monocentric conceptions of language is to
achieve and exercise power through centralised norms and control over the
social behaviour of speakers with the claim that this approach is advantageous
for everyone speaking this specific language. The monocentric argument in de-
tail is as follows:?’

1. There is only one language with a specific name (French, German etc.) and
there is only one language standard for it. If there is another norm of this
language, it can’t be correct because that it would diminish the status of the
dominant variety.

2. A certain nation is represented by this language and the nation represents
this language as its most valuable asset and symbol. This nation pretends to
be in “possession” of this specific language.

3. Every person who belongs to this nation is assumed to speak only one vari-
ety of that language - the standard norm - which is the only correct one.
This must be the case in all communicative situations - private or official
ones. The perfect monolingual speaker is the idol that is aspired to.

4, The ,,good and correct usage” of the language is only achieved by a (small)
minority. The correct norm is not available to all.

5. The majority of the speakers are not proficient in this type of language
which makes the formal standard norm the social dialect of the elite. Those
who want to be part of the social élite have to adopt this norm and adapt to
its social “habitus”.?®

6. The norm of the language is decided in the centre of the nation - in and
around the economic/demographic centre (capital). This denies the periph-
ery of the language any participation in the norm-setting. And it leads to
the second level of pluricentricity which is present both in dominant and
non-dominant varieties.

The central objectives of monocentric language policies are to fight
movements that potentially endanger the unity of the language (and the stan-
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dard norm). Strategies to achieve this are: the linguistic characteristics of non-
dominant varieties are denied the status of being an appropriate standard
and/or they are not codified, or only selectively.?® The elitist approach resists
any attempt to narrow the gap between the official standard norm and the “ac-
tual” everyday norm.

Most misconceptions about PCLs found in academic literature and among
laypeople are basically variations of the six arguments. These attitudes are by
no means imposed by some kind of dictatorship. Rather, they are maintained
as they serve the interests of certain social groups both in DVs and NDVs.

3. Misconception 3: Pluricentricity considered as nationalism and chau-
vinism®

The observations in this section mainly refer to Austrian German (AG).
However, they are also exemplary for other PCLs and NDVs too, as they de-
scribe defensive attitudes against the labelling a language as a PCL and against
attempts by self-definition by a NDV that seeks to achieve endonormativity.

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, all kinds of (academic) battles were
fought on whether certain languages should be considered as pluricentric -
one of them was German. Proponents of the concept of German as a PCL were
accused by both conservatives and by left-leaning people of being outdated, iso-
lationist, separatist, segregationist. This happened in the context of the fall of the
Berlin Wall, the dissolution of borders in Eastern Europe after 1989 and the
freedom of travel rights in the European Union under the Schengen-
Agreement. 1 think that this criticism is exemplary for similar cases of
NDVs/languages that have tried to constitute themselves through the
development from the disintegration of a larger statehood. Examples are the
countries of Ex-Yugoslavia (Croatia, Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro‘“)
and the former Soviet-Union (Moldavia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan etc.)

In particular, the idea of considering Austrian German (AG) as a NV was
perceived to be dividing people, supporting the exclusion of people, stirring up emo-
tions, leading to xenophobia and therefore inciting nationalism (or even chauvin-
ism)®2, and as an attempt to declare Austrian German an independent language by
turning dialect into standard language.®® The critics unequivocally argued in fa-
vour of the DV - German German - and the concept of "one language-one nation"
by ignoring the fact that Austria has established itself as a nation of its own
since WWIL3*

Their arguments were also wrongly based on the term national variety and
in particular on the term national. Critics from the political left and right spec-
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trum claimed that this term had been used by the Nazis during the years 1933-
1945 and was therefore associated with chauvinism, xenophobia etc. This was of
course, a far-fetched and bogus argument as the term has long been used in
English linguistics, where the concept of state-nations is used and no one would
think of such a connection.

As recent political events in various parts of Europe have shown, the
ethnically based concept of nations is not only threatening the concept of plu-
ricentricity, but also the very existence of the European Union and of the na-
tions that make it up. While accusations such as the above are no longer heard
in serious academic discourse (in relation to German), the battles are still being
fought in other PCLs. One could say that inappropriate arguments that have
become obsolete in the ‘older’ PCLs over time may resurface in the ‘new’ PCLs
and cause trouble there for a while as well. They must be countered with well-
founded arguments.

4. Misconception 4: Pluricentricity is supposed to support purism and
language policing

Another important accusation against the pluricentricity of German was
that it advocated the “purism of national varieties” and “language policing” meas-
ures.

These concerns arose when an answer was sought to the question how
elements of other NVs of German should be treated in Austrian dictionaries
and in textbooks for schools. Should they be marked as non-Austrian?

The allegation of “national variety purism”>® was raised by Ammon (1995:
181ff) against the national dictionary of AG (Osterreichisches Worterbuch). He
devoted a entire chapter in his book to the fact that the AG-dictionary that
marked German German (GG) vocabulary (only 147 items) with an asterisk, and
by that denoting them as “foreign” to AG.

Ammon criticized this as “purism”. This was, of course, completely unjus-
tified as it is absolutely normal that dictionaries add information about the use
of words used by their linguistic community and about those that are not
common. The accusation is all the more unjustified as German dictionaries like
the “Duden” have always marked linguistic items of Austrian German (AG) and
Swiss German (CHG). Why the marking in the dictionary of AG was “purism”>®
can probably only explained if one sees this as an attempt to force a NDV into not
to become too different from the DV - an attempt that was temporally successful as
the Austrian dictionary stopped the marking of GG vocabulary and was rein-
troduced in a marginal way in the 42" edition of the dictionary.
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Entirely in line with this strategy were accusations of two professors of
German linguistics (born in Germany) who accused me of supporting language
policing measures when I suggested that Austrian expressions should have pri-
ority in textbooks for schools and GG vocabulary should be avoided in newspa-
pers and public texts. Again, this was nothing more than an attempt to inter-
fere in the linguistic self-definition of AG. Such accusation may seem strange
for other PCLs, where the power relation between the varieties is not as one
sided as in German. However, they show a consistent pattern that is always
directed against the self-definition of NDVs and are therefore worth
mentioning.

So, in total, eight arguments put forward against the existence and self-
definition of AG have been put forward, which in my view represent the
complete arsenal of the opponents of pluricentricity and are probably relevant
for most other NVs of PCLs.?” It must be emphasised that none of these argu-
ments ever had or has any factual basis.

(1) The nationalism argument (Pluricentricsm is nationalism, as it is excluding
other varieties);

(2) The separation argument (the self-defining activities of the NDVs will split
the language into separate languages);

(3) The argument of creating a separate language (the secret goal of the propo-
nents of the pluricentric concept is claimed to be the creation of a national
language independent of the DV (German German).

(4) The language police argument (Language police like measures are taken to
ensure the establishment of a NDV).

(5) The argument that dialect is transformed into a standard language ("Low" lan-
guage is standardised, thereby lowering the level of the standard lan-
guage);

(6) The inconsistency argument (NDVs like AG are internally so fragmented, that
there is no real national norm);

(7) The overlapping argument (There are almost no native features of AG as they
are also found in neighbouring areas of Germany and Switzerland and seen
from this point of view there is no AG national variety).

(8) The outmoded and obsolete argument (in the context of the European unifica-
tion, the small languages and the national varieties no longer serve any
purpose).
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C. Current misconceptions on PCLs and NDVs

5. Misconception 5: The “One language — one nation — concept”

The most powerful misconception regarding the concept of PCLs is the
notion of “One language - one nation” (already mentioned in section 2). It
equates language (mother tongue, national language etc.) and national iden-
tity. The argument essentially claims that everyone speaking the same “mother
tongue” belongs to the same nation and is therefore to be considered an (eth-
nic) Albanian, Bulgarian/Macedonian, Hungarian, Serbian, Russian etc. despite liv-
ing in different countries.

The misconception is often held by dominant nations and can currently
be observed in several PCLs.?® The results of this ideology are often border dis-
putes, the occupation of territories and populations as well as (in extreme
cases) denying the very existence of an independent statehood. A “mild ver-
sion” of this is the denial that the smaller countries sharing the language do
not have a variety of their own right but only a “dialect” as shown in the previ-
ous chapters.

This concept of ethnic nation, which extends across sovereign nation
states, is in direct opposition to the standard theory of pluricentricity, which is
based on the concept of state-nations. The reason for this is obvious: Looking at
the many (very different) countries that share former colonial languages like
English, French, Spanish, Portuguese etc., it is quite evident that these coun-
tries cannot be grouped under a common concept of (ethnic) nationhood in
which every state is a separate nation of its own.*® Otherwise, the “new” coun-
tries would be subsumed as dependent entities under the “old” countries,
which of course none of the ‘new’ states would accept. Any attempt to apply
the concept of ‘one language - one nation’ to describe PCLs is therefore unten-
able.

Given these facts, it is quite surprising that Ammon (2004: 1537) - who
was an eminent scholar in German linguistics - proposed three different types
of pluricentricity using the terms “plurinational” (for nations), “pluristatal” (for
states) and “pluriregional” (for regions of a nation). This terminology is now be-
ing used throughout in research on the pluricentricity of German and there-
fore needs consideration. The term “pluristatal” is attributed by Ammon to the
former two German states (and only to them) and claiming that there was one
German nation encompassed the former two German states. Obviously, he uses
the concept “one language - one nation, two states” and not the concept of two
state nations (which they definitely were). In doing so, (for political reasons) he
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inconsistently omitted Austria which is also a German speaking country. It was
as recently as in the mid- 1980ies when some German historians claimed again
that Austria was still part of the German nation*®, Austrian historians vehe-
mently rejected this, since as Austria has ever since 1945 considered itself as
being a nation of its own and not a part of the German nation.

A comparable attitude exists in the case of countries such as Croatia and
Bosnia that established themselves as independent nations and have insisted
on their national independence after the Balkan war, including their respective
decisions to have a language of its own (albeit these are is still mutually com-
prehensible with Serbian).

Another case is the establishment of Luxemburgish as national language
in Luxemburg, which is considered as a reaction to the German occupation dur-
ing WWII and was perceived by leading German linguists as a deplorable loss
for the German language.

The “one language - one nation concept experienced a surprising rebirth
after 2010 with the pluriareal concept of German linguists (see chapter 12 of this
book). This concept claims that German is not a pluricentric language, but
merely a succession of language regions and thus has no "centres" with na-
tional borders playing no role. There will be a detailed description of this con-
cept and its fallacies are discussed in chapter 14.

This kind of struggle between “old” and “new” nations seems to be a con-
comitant side effect of the process of national self-definition of nations, which
includes the establishment of national language norms as part of it. The sig-
nificance of these conflicts lies in different approaches to national and linguis-
tic self-definition, which also concerns the naming of national varieties.

6. Misconception 6: Misleading terminology: The naming of national varie-

ties: English in America or American English / Osterreichisches Deutsch
or Deutsch in Osterreich

Closely linked to this discussion is the question of the correct terms for
naming the national varieties. Once an NV has been established and is gradu-
ally developing, the question arises as to what it should be called: English in
America or American English (AME), Osterreichisches Deutsch or Deutsch in
Osterreich? What might, at first glance, appear to be a petty name dispute is ac-
tually much more than that. In the case of AME it is quite clear: After more
than 200 years of independence nobody speaks of “English in America” anymore,
but uses the term “American English”, emphasizing the fact that AME is part of
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the identity of the US population, as it is a distinct variety that is accepted by
the population. Kahane (1992: 213) puts this development as follows:
The essential developments of American English, then, consist of a de-
cline of Anglophilia, the standardization of informal speech, the level-
ling of social dialects, the integration of foreign elements. ... The pio-
neers of yesterday have turned into middle class citizens.

Following these developments, the NV naturally represents the speakers
and their country, even if it is not a completely different language. The politi-
cal entity gives the language and its linguistic features a certain status. More-
over, it is the country and its speakers that shape the language, and not the
other way around. Therefore, the correct naming puts the name of the country
as the determiner first, and the name of the language second: Austrian Ger-
man/American English etc.

Why would something that seems quite self-explanatory be worth men-
tioning at all? In 2015, some professors of German linguistics (all of whom of
German origin) in Austria suddenly changed the name of the Austrian NV from
“Osterreichisches Deutsch” (Austrian German) to “Deutsch in Osterreich” (German
in Austria).** This terminology is even used in English-language publications of
the project: German in Austria.*? It is obvious that a pan-German concept (one
language - one nation) is behind this change in terminology, which subsumes
Austria under the German nation. *3

A large scale special research project, funded by the Austrian National
Research fund calls itself “Deutsch in Osterreich. Variation - Kontakt - Perzep-
tion“#*. This is not only a terminological revision but also of content as the fo-
cus is obviously not primarily on the characteristics of Austrian German (stan-
dard) and its contribution to Austrian identity but overwhelmingly on dialect
studies:**

These tendencies can hardly be considered anything but revisionist.
They are pursued by professors who obviously favour the views of their domi-
nant nation of origin and therefore downgrade the Austrian variety by reduc-
ing their research mainly to so-called “dialect use”*®. Proof of this is that 48%
for the 194 publications found on the web site of the project deal with the so
called "dialects" of Austrian German (German in Austria according to their
terminology). There are no publications that provide an overview about the
specific features in phonetics, phonology, lexicology, syntax of AG etc. The
other half of the publications deal with specific inner-linguistic or methodo-
logical questions.
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Seen in a larger context, the terminological revision is nothing less than
an attempt to undo 45 years of research on the NDV of Austrian German and to
reduce it to a regional, mainly dialectal (local) phenomenon that has little or
no significance in respect to the Austrian identity as a whole. This is a prece-
dent worth noting and a warning to other NDVs of PCLs whose pluricentricity
might also be undone by forces that inflict a status loss to their NDV.

7. Misconception 7: The naming of linguistic varieties within pluricentric
languages to describe “Second level pluricentricity”

The concept of pluricentricity is firmly rooted in variational linguistics
and based on a functional approach to describing linguistic variation, as well as
in sociolinguistics, having as basis one or more varieties of (a) language(s) that
have official status and are present in different nations. Despite some attempts
to turn back the clock, as outlined in chapter 2 and 13, it is now generally
agreed that these varieties should be referred to as “national varieties” of a “plu-
ricentric language” (and not of a polycentric language*”). Apart from the difficulty
to decide of what is to be considered to be part of a NV (i.e. only the standard
variety or all varieties of the languages prevalent in the country in question),
there is also the question of how the varieties within each NV are to be called.
In traditional linguistics, there is quite a lot of terminological confusion in this
regard.

As a rule, terms like dialect, dialetto, accent, argot, patois, Regiolekt, Mundart,
vernacular, Umgangssprache,*® colloquial language, slang, everyday language, langage
familier, lingua colloquiale, giria, caldo, spreektaal, jezyk potoczny etc. are used with-
out certainty that the refer to exactly the same linguistic phenomenon or pro-
vide an exact description. A classic example is the German term “Umgangs-
sprache” (colloquial language) that is thought to be situated between local “dia-
lects” and “standard language”, without being able to say where exactly the
boundaries between dialect, colloquial language and standard language lie - where
each variety exactly starts and ends.*® In addition to its unsuitability for an ex-
act description, terms like “dialect”, “sublanguage”, “Substandard”®®
“Umgangssprache”, colloquial language (and the like) are socially discriminatory
for their speakers and contradict the functional approach of variational lin-
guistics.

I would argue that such terms should be avoided in the description of
PCLs. Instead the general term “variety” should be used in combination with a
descriptive adjective that is based on four functional criteria:
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(1) geographical region, (2) social group, (3) situation of speech and (4)
mode of utterance:

e ‘“regional variety” instead of “dialect”;

e “local variety” instead of “local dialect” /" Ortsmundart”etc.

e “trans-regional variety” or “koine (variety)” instead of “Umgangssprache”
(colloquial language)

 “standard-variety” (codified or established by wuse) instead of
“Hochsprache” [high/elevated language], “literary language” etc.>*

o As there are different types of “standards”, the term should also be
specified by adjectives describing the situation of speech or geo-
graphical circumstances:

e “formal standard” (the traditional standard variety),

e “informal standard” (language of everyday / wider communication),

o “regional standard” (a clearly discernible variety in a larger region
(e.g. Bundesland / department / district etc.),

e “local standard” (in a town or village).

o “spoken formal standard-variety” and “written formal standard variety”
would be specifications that differentiate the “standard-variety”
based on the criterion “mode of utterance” as there are differences
in the norms of spoken and written utterances.

This approach enables a much more precise description of varieties that
exist within NVs. They also provide a transparent way of labelling of second
level pluricentricity-occurrences, which as a rule are bound to transregional
varieties or koine-varieties that cover larger regions of NV and are tied to a
linguistic identity.

8. Misconception 8: Types of centres: Full, semi, quarter centre and rudi-
mentary ones versus dominant and non-dominant ones

The terms “minimal/formal, basic and full pluricentricity” that were men-
tioned above must not be confounded with Ammon’s (1989, 2004, 2017) concept
of “full centres”, “nearly full centres”, “semi-centres”, “rudimentary centres of a lan-
guage” and recently even of “quarter centres” - a terminology particularly popu-
lar in German linguistics. It was originally based on a scale of full endonormativ-
ity to full exonormativity.>? In the 2™ edition of the “Variantenwérterbuch”® the
category “quarter-center” was additionally introduced and the definition for
“centres” and “NVs” changed:>*
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In all full centres as well as in all semi-centres German is the official
state language, either for the entire state ("national official language":
Germany, Austria, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg - in Switzerland with si-
multaneous territorial restriction) or only for a sub-region of the state
("regional official language": East Belgium, South Tyrol). In the full
centres, the national varieties of German are codified in their own ref-
erence works but not in the half centres. In the quarter centres, Ger-
man is only a minority language and not an official state language, and
the national variants are not codified - like as in the half-centres.
However, these are only real quarter centres, if there are also national
varieties that are 1) specific to the country or minority concerned, 2)
regularly occur in local model texts, especially in newspapers, occur-
rences, and 3) are recognized as correct for public use by local lan-
guage standards authorities (especially teachers).[**]

This definition seems to be quite incoherent and based on contradictory
criteria: (a) status: official recognition for full and half-centres, no official rec-
ognition for minority varieties; (b) scope of recognition: for the whole territory,
for a region, no recognition for a defined territory (for an unofficial minority
language); (c) codification: full codification, no codification (in half centres and
quarter centres). The introduction of a concept like “quarter centre” is particu-
larly confusing as it refers to a very restricted usage in minority varieties that have
no influence on the overall language as a whole, since in oral communication
they usually practice a non-standard variety and in writing they use the pre-
vailing dominant norm. In addition, only some cases of German as a minority
language are included in the description, while others are not®®. The argument
for this is:

“There are sometimes also specific expressions of the German stan-
dard language” ... These forms may be considered standard texts be-
cause they are familiar locally (to varying degrees), especially in the
types of text typical for the use of standard languages (eg. newspapers,
specialist texts, school essays, public speeches), and because they are
accepted as correct by “the” authorities responsible for linguistic cor-
rections (teachers, editors).5”

In my view, this approach blurs the whole concept of PCLs as it extends
the concept of “centre” to units that have little or no endonormativity. The au-
thors of the “Variantenwdérterbuch” therefore themselves refrain from calling
them “national centre” and say: “Because of the lack of reference to the re-
spective country, we do not specify the quarter centres as “national” cen-
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tres.”®® One might ask: on what grounds then are some of those “quarter cen-
tres” included at all and others are not?

And if they do not constitute any kind of a national centre, what are
they? The WGNDV has always rejected the idea of including cases of minority
languages into the concept of PCLs (see chapter 8 of this book).*? It is obvious
that Ammon’s concept of centres is only referring to the specific situation of
German, and even there its usefulness is not obvious. Considering the inconsis-
tency of criteria, the approach is also not applicable to other PCLs. Finally, the
terminology also lacks descriptive neutrality. Giving a NV (centre) a label like
“half-centre”, “quarter centre” etc. somehow implies that the variety is lacking
something - symbolically, it is as if it is worth only half as much or even less
than a “full” centre. This is not implied when looking at the original criteria,
but can be inferred if the terms are taken at face value.

For good reasons, the WGNDV therefore uses the terms “dominant” and
“non-dominant” variety/centre.*® The terms are both sociolinguistic and quanti-
tative in nature. A large number of criteria has been put forward in recent
years (Clyne, 1992: 459, Muhr 2012: 36, Muhr, 2015) to describe and distinguish
dominant from non-dominant varieties/centre, which are easy to apply and fa-
cilitate the recording and description of PCLs. ®* They are equivalent to "differ-
ent types of PCLs" that were described in chapter 9 of this book.

9. Misconception 9: Being a speaker of a NDV does not imply any profes-

sional and personal disadvantages - The social costs of the rejection of
pluricentricity — Observations since the early 1980ies

The rejection of the pluricentricity of languages is evidently accompa-
nied by social and economic costs. In this section, I will give some examples
that I have observed during the past 30-40 years. They are intended to illus-
trate the multiple problems that exist between the demands of DVs towards
speakers of NDVs. Although I have no concrete evidence that similar incidents
occur in other PCLs, it is likely that they do. Nevertheless, the phenomenon is
mentioned here because it has a massive impact on people who have to endure
such disregard for their respective L1 or L2 norm.

1. Professional disadvantages for teachers

Speakers of AG who have been working at universities or in schools often
have to endure professional discrimination and derogatory remarks. Rans-
mayer (2006) provides extensive empirical data about the discrimination of
speakers of AG in academic contexts at universities in Europe in the mid 2000s.
Several of them reported that they have even been denied the opportunity to
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teach core subjects as their pronunciation was considered to be “non-
standard”. Such incidents have particularly often been observed at French uni-
versities and at universities where academics from northern Germany worked,
according to emails sent to me. Austrian teachers of German resident in France
who were candidates for the French teacher exam (CAPES) were forced to
adopt a Northern German pronunciation, since their standard Austrian
pronunciation was classified as “dialect” and thus the successful completion of
the (existentially enormously important) examination was denied. Martin
(1995) researched the attitudes of teachers of German at British universities
and the experiences of British students of German. The result: most of the Eng-
lish students she interviewed tried to put down the German they had learned
in Austria, for fear of failing the exams.®? Cyr/Cyr (2018) also report such ex-
periences with regard to speakers of Quebec French, who are often discrimi-
nated by speakers of French French.

I would like to give just two more examples from a multitude of such in-
cidents: In an e-mail, a former Swedish student (after a study visit to Austria)
complained to me that German professors at the University of Stockholm did
not allow her to pass an important language test because of her ‘poor pronun-
ciation’. A doctoral student of German who had studied in Salzburg (Austria)
and was working at a French university was told by her French colleagues that
she spoke bad ‘mountain German’ (Bergdeutsch), etc. Experiences like this are
depressing and intolerable.

2. Professional disadvantages for translators and interpreters

Austrian translators and translations services were and are confronted
with the problem that their translations were not accepted by German custom-
ers. They were returned to them with the note "wrong translation" or "too Aus-
trian". The only way out of such a situation is probably to apply a “bilingual”
approach and to follow the GG norms for German clients, in order to comply
with their expectations.
3. Avoiding speakers with an Austrian accent for the dubbing of commer-

cials and popular TV-series

This was common practice in the 1990s and 2000s. When an American
children's series was to be dubbed in Vienna, children had to be flown in from
Berlin.®® The Austrian language colouring, which the originally planned Vien-
nese children could not completely avoid, would have meant that the series
could only be broadcast on Austrian television, but could not be sold to German
TV-stations.
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A similar situation arose with the language used in the popular series
“Kommissar Rex” [Detective Rex] (a detective series with a dog as main charac-
ter). It was located in Vienna and produced from 1994-2004 by the Austrian Na-
tional Broadcasting Corporation together with a private German TV-station.
The actor playing the chief detective, an Austrian actor, consistently speaks (as
a Viennese detective) a very different North German accented standard Ger-
man, while his colleagues speak unmistakably Viennese. For a British series of
that kind, this would mean that a Scotland Yard detective superintendent con-
sistently uses the English of New York or Los Angeles when working in London!
The reason for this was that the German TV-station insisted on it. The message
was clear: the “boss” speaks “correctly” while his subalterns speak the local
variety and thus showing their lower social and professional status. This re-
sembled and was very reminiscent of the situation in the former colonies in Af-
rica or America. However, since the years of 2010, it has become more and
more usual that regional and national accents are more and more being used in
German detective series, even though Austrian accents are still thought to be
“strange”.

4. The purification of Austrian literature from AG linguistic features

Publishers' editors systematically remove Austrian language characteris-
tics from Austrian literature and replace them with GG or neutral expressions.
I have conducted two major studies (1996 and 2013) of Austrian authors in this
regard. They showed that 33-50% of the authors had experienced the removal
or replacement of genuine Austrian expressions in their literary works.®* At
the same time, there is also the anticipatory self-censorship on part of Austrian
authors, which seems to be even stronger than the interventions of the editors.
An author and friend of mine told me in this regard: “With the first book you
fight like a lion for every word, with the second book you are only worry about
important words, and by your third you already know what to leave out.” The
main reason for this is that the book market in Austria is rather small and nu-
merous Austrian writers publish with German publishers, where their manu-
scripts are then “normalised” according to GG norms as the publishers are of
the opinion that they cannot sell works to a German audience if they are dis-
tinctly Austrian. This leads to the strange situation that lexical and syntactic
features of AG are hardly to be found in Austrian literature.
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10. Conclusion

This chapter has attempted to discuss nine common misconceptions
prevalent in research on PCLs and to focus on substantive claims that have a
strong influence on the theory and description of PCLs. From the observed
phenomena, it can be deducted that most misconceptions are mainly caused by
the attempts of representatives of dominant varieties to downplay the linguis-
tic differences, to pursue descriptive models that downgrade NDVs to diatopic
varieties, or even to deny the existence of a NDV at all. The correct description
of the NDVs based of their own standards, rather than on exogenous norms, is
therefore the most important task in the research and description of PCLs and
for the work of researchers.
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genen Nachschlagewerken kodifiziert, in den Halbzentren dagegen nicht. In den Viertelzentren ist Deutsch
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Halbzentren - nicht kodifiziert. Jedoch handelt es sich nur dann um wirkliche Viertelzentren, wenn es dort
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autoritaten (vor allem Lehrerinnen) als fir den 6ffentlichen Sprachgebrauch korrekt anerkannt werden.“]
German is a also minority language in Denmark, Slovakia, France, the Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary and
Russia.
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Formen diirfen als standardsprachlich gelten, weil sie vor Ort (in unterschiedlichem MaRe) geldufig sind,
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first conference in 2011 to use the pair “dominant” and “non-dominant” to show a clear opposition be-
tween the two terms.

The concept of “major variety” and “minor variety” (a terminology already in use in respect to NVs of Eng-
lish) resembles it but lacks the socio-semiotic dimension that is essential for the description of PCLs and not
synonymous. However, it can be used to denote general relations between NVs of different size.

| would just like to cite two more examples from a large number of such occurrences: In an email, a former
Swedish student complained to me (after studying in Austria) that German professors at Stockholm Univer-
sity refused to let her pass an important language proficiency exam because of her “bad pronunciation”. A
graduate student of German who had studied in Salzburg (Austria) and was working at a French university
was told by her French colleagues that she spoke bad “Bergdeutsch” (mountain German) etc.
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