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Preface

The early 1990s have been turbulent times in central Europe, a period of Umbruch or radical change. As the twentieth
century draws towards its close, some of its creations (such as Y ugoslavia and Czechoslovakia) have dissolved
themselves into smaller entities, but two others (the Federal Republic of Germany and the German Democratic
Republic) have bucked this trend and formed, or (as some would have it) reformed, a single German state. As language
has always been a major player in the debates on cultural identity in the German-speaking countries, it iS not surprising
that this momentous development should have occasioned a flurry of activity amongst professional observers of ‘the
German language', much of which has consisted of fevered attempts to capture the details of linguistic confrontation
and change before the specificity of this historical moment is swept away, aform of linguistic 'rescue archaeology' of
the present.

This book was also driven by the recent upsurge of interest in the German language, but although it addresses the ‘what
now? question from various perspectives, it seeks to develop a more wide-ranging and less ephemera agenda. Its
central topic is the contemporary language, but its authors have tried to place their particular concerns in a broader
context. The two main objectives will be apparent from the titles and the names on the contents page: first, it offers
descriptive, theoretical, and analytical contributions to the study of the forms, functions, and uses of contemporary
German, and secondly it offers some insights into the interests and approaches of German-speaking linguists.

The overall aim was therefore to appeal to severa different but partly overlapping constituencies: to readers interested
in the German language itself, to those interested in approaches to the study of the German language, and to those
interested more generally in the study of the uses of language and language in use. Readers should find answers to
guestions such as 'what is happening to the German language?, but also to questions like ‘what do German-speakers
make of their language?, ‘what kind of work do German-speaking (socio)
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linguists do?, ‘what have they adopted from other traditions and what can they contribute? In order to achieve thisaim,

the text has been written entirely in English and (where practicable) the examples and illustrations have been given in
both German and English.

The contributors themselves, while writing in an individual capacity, nevertheless represent a wide spectrum of
approaches to the study of what | am calling 'real language' (see Chapter 1). Some would call themselves either
sociolinguists or applied linguists, others simply linguists. For the purposes of this book, | have deliberately avoided all
such occupational labels, and | hope that its very diversity will be part of its appeal.

Ulrich Ammon and Florian Coulmas begin by looking at two contrasting functions of the language as a whole: Ammon
uses the concept of an 'international language' to assess changes in the relative importance or 'value' of the language in
global terms, while Coulmas traces the various attempts to construct a sense of nationhood on the basis of a‘common
language' from the Enlightenment to the present day.

Wolfgang Sauer and Helmut Gllck also adopt a historical perspective in their account of the socio-cultural project of
fixing' the form of the language. Focusing on the emergence of a standardized spelling system and continued attempts
to reform it, they show how this apparently esoteric academic debate is also a significant and hotly disputed public
issue. In their second chapter, they extent their argument for aflexible and tolerant approach to norms and variations by
outlining a number of current linguistic developments that conventional ‘authorities’ (grammars and dictionaries) ignore
or discount.

The role of linguistic change in the enactment of social and cultural change is demonstrated graphically by Peter
Schlobinski and Helmut Schonfeld. During the 1980s, these two linguists worked separately on the urban vernacular of
Berlin, based at institutes that were afew miles apart but to the west and east of the Berlin Wall respectively. They are
now able to collaborate, and their joint work on sociolinguistic change in the new capital city exemplifies the kind of
'Jjoint venture' advocated by Norbert Dittmar in his chapter on theories of sociolinguistic variation in the German
context. Dittmar isolates the central theoretical issues in the development of sociolinguistics in the Federal Republic
(and Austria) on the one hand and the GDR on the other, and shows how the strengths of both traditions could be
incorporated in new approaches in the future. He also shows why theoretical work on sociolinguistic variation has
developed in rather different ways in Germany and in the USA and the UK, despite the fact that the two traditions have
many areas of common interest.
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Long before the dismantling of the Berlin Wall in 1989/90 and of internal borders within the European Community in
1993, Europe in general and Germany in particular had been developing into multicultural and multilingual societies.
One of the great challenges for this 'new' Europe will be to overcome communication barriers in increasingly
heterogeneous and highly mobile populations. Martina Rost-Roth discusses the problems of intercultural
communication in the German context, both between 'native’ and 'non-native' German-speakers and between native-
speakers from West and East. Ruth Wodak also considers problems of communication, but focuses specifically on
institutional settings and shows how ‘critical linguistics can both reveal and help to counteract the unequal division of
power in social relationships.

Siegfried Jager and Sylvia Moosmuller deal with political language and the language of politicians respectively. Like
Wodak, Jager has developed an approach to critical discourse analysis that has much in common with similar work in
the USA, the UK, and France. He appliesit here to the analysis of political discourse, concentrating on the language of
political journals and other publications of the right in Germany, with particular emphasis on the discourse of racism.
He also discusses changes in Neues Deutschland, the former official newspaper of the ruling East German Socialist
Unity Party, and the problems posed to the left by the Gulf War. Moosmdiller investigates attitudes to language
variations in public domains, looking in particular at perceptions of the language behaviour of Austrian politicians
against the background of the general evaluation of regional dialects and the standard variety.

The last three chapters also deal with aspects of language which enjoy a high public profile, albeit in very different
ways. Marlis Hellinger discusses the debates on the androcentricity of German grammar and gender-related language
behaviour, drawing comparisons with (and contrasts to) English and language use in anglophone contexts, and
considers feminist programmes for planned language change. In the public debates on the supposed 'decling' in the
‘quality’ of German (or rather its use), two culpritsin particular are often identified: youth and television. Peter
Schlobinski seeks to undermine this view, as well as the conventional 'taxonomic' approach to the study of so-called
Jugendsprache, arguing that a pragmatic approach focusing on speech styles rather than individual words and phrases
shows that youth language is a highly skilled and creative activity. Werner Holly also sees no support for the 'language
decline' thesis in relation to the consumption of television, and concentrates instead on television as a special form of
communication in which the viewer
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Is actively engaged, illustrating his analysis with discussions of four TV genres (news bulletins, soap operas, quiz and
game shows, and commercials).

In the first chapter | would like to introduce not so much the remaining contributions specifically as the whole subject
of the study of language use in the German-speaking context. My intention is to provide akind of prism or filter
through which the reader can view the rest of the book in a coherent way. Although | shall take a partially historical
approach, my real concern is to pull together what seem to me to be the crucial strands of this complex area of study.
While discussing (the relevance and scope of) particular academic disciplines, | shall avoid the potentially arid pastime
of determining demarcation lines and propose instead that the 'active reader' draw his/her own conclusions from the
contents of the book as to what might or should constitute appropriate and fruitful areas of research on ‘language in use'.
Some of what | shall say will be picked up again and dealt with in more detail in later chapters. my intention is to show
how these and other aspects fit into the larger picture of real language study in German-speaking countries.

P.S.
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1
The Study of Real Language:
Observing the Observers

Patrick Stevenson

1
The Rediscovery of Real Language and the Radicalization of Linguisticsin the Federal Republic

The traffic in borrowed words and phrases between English and German is by no means one-way, even if the balance
of trade heavily favours English exports into German. Perhaps because of their relative rarity, German words used in
English often appear more conspicuous and more exotic: consider, for example, Schadenfreude or Berufsverbot. One of
the most recent additions to this inventory is the concept of the Wende (meaning 'radical change of direction' or 'turning
point'). In the immediate past, the term Wende was used to refer to the dramatic historical developments in the former
GDR initslast days, and it is probably true to say that in virtually everything that has been written about the twelve
months between the first pro-democracy marchesin Leipzig in October 1989 and the official day of unification in
October 1990 the word Wende has appeared, either in its own right or in one of many newly coined compounds
(Wendesprache, 'language of the Wende'; Wenderede, 'speech about the Wende', Wendespr liche, 'Wende sayings or
slogans’; Wendehals, 'turncoat'; etc.).

As one of the great media events of the time, this Wende was recorded and analysed in unprecedented detail and at
great length, and along with the political commentators linguists of various descriptions leapt with alacrity on to the
bandwagon. Even before unification was alegal reality, the Wende had spawned myriad linguistic investigations, from
the anecdotal (Wotjak 1991) and ironic or even whimsical (Rohl 1990a, 1990b) to the earnest and systematic
(Hellmann 1990); the most ambitious project to date is the Gesamdeutsche Kor pusinitiative conducted by the Institut
fUr deutsche Sprache in Mannheim, consisting of a vast corpus of linguistic data drawn from 10,000 newspaper texts
from East and West (Hellmann 1992, Herberg and Stickel 1992, Herberg 1993).

< previous page page 1 next page >



< previous page page 2 next page >

Page 2

Just as it seemed as if the long-running academic soap opera based on the study of linguistic contrasts between East
and West was on its last legs, the Wende appeared like a deus ex machina to open up awhole new chapter. Indeed, after
the critical transition period along phase of social and psychological adjustment will follow, providing countless
opportunities for linguistic research on many different levels. intercultural communication, sociolinguistic variation,
political discourse, medialanguage, and so on. For what is sometimes still seen as the parent discipline of formal
linguistics devel opments such as these may be of little consequence, but they give a decisive impetus to the study of
real language, the language that isin daily use for all conceivable purposes. in personal interaction, for self-expression,
for reflection, and so forth. The Wende in the geopolitical situation of what we may now call simply 'Germany’ (Press
Departments of German Embassies announced shortly after unification that this would be acceptable practice although
the country's official name remains the Federal Republic of Germany) inevitably brings about a Wende in real language
study, albeit of aless dramatic nature.

However, the term Wende itself has an interesting and important history. Before the demise of the GDR looked an even
remote possibility, the word was used in West German political discourse throughout the 1980s to refer to the shift
(back) to the right after the years of social democratic-liberal aliance in the 1970s. Thus, for example, a book published
In 1986 by Hans Uske entitled Die Sprache der Wende considers linguistic manifestations of this switch to conservative
dominance, particularly the language of Christian Democrat politicians. The way had been paved for this crucial
turning-point by a Tendenzwende in the 1970s, a more general and diffuse trend away from the more liberal, less
authoritarian ethos of the years following the traumatic upheaval in the educational world in the late 1960s, itself
perhaps the single most profound development in West Germany's social history. As well as 1989, therefore, both 1982
(the year when Chancellor Helmut Kohl's first government came to power) and 1968 (the year that is synonymous with
student protest in Germany) were major turning-points not just in German history but in the study of the German
language.

The explosion of academic interest in language use and social reality in the late 1960s that is now often referred to as
the 'pragmatische Wende' in German linguistics (see e.g. Steger 1980: 352, and Hartung 1991a: 24 36) was an abrupt
departure from previously entirely formal/theoretical concerns. Admittedly, this new preoccupation was not without
precedent in the history of language study in the German context. In the long tradition of dialectology, an empirical
discipline
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par excellence, language was always seen as embedded in social relationships: the term soziallinguistisch was first used
by Ferdinand Wrede at the beginning of this century (see Wrede 1903) and Adolf Bach (1934/1969) talks of a'sozial -
linguistisches Prinzip'. However, 'social aspects are not really integral to the studies of dialectologists, but tend to be
tacked on as an extra dimension, and although they are the natural precursors of contemporary sociolinguists, their
work is not akind of sociolinguistics avant la lettre (Hartig 1985: 18). Furthermore, as L 6ffler (1985: 13 14) argues,
the necessary socio-cultural and socio-historical conditions for the emergence of an integrative discipline of 'socia
linguistics ssmply did not exist until very recently.

The turning-point in the study of language around the beginning of the 1970s saw the emergence of what initially at
least were seen as two discrete (sub-)disciplines: sociolinguistics and linguistic pragmatics (also referred to, among
other things, as pragmalinguistics). The latter was and to a large extent continues to be more a portmanteau term for a
broad range of approaches, which Schlieben-Lange (1979: 11 22) subsumes under three main headings. pragmatics as a
theory of the use of signs, asthe linguistics of dialogue, and as speech act theory. The roots of some of these
approaches lie more in philosophical, of others more in linguistic traditions, but together they constitute a science of
‘speaking as an activity', whose ultimate aim is to establish 'die universellen Bedingungen der Méglichkeit von
Kommunikation und dann die jewells einzel sprachlichen und einzelgesellschaftlichen Typen sprachlicher Tétigkeiten'
(the universal conditions that make communication possible and then particular types of linguistic activity in specific
languages and societies); (Schlieben-Lange 1979: 22).

Sociolinguistics, on the other hand, was a much more sharply circumscribed discipline, and had a much narrower focus
than the sociolinguistics developing in North Americaand in Britain at that time. Of al the various strands of
sociolinguistic research being conducted in these environments (for an overview, see Trudgill 1983), virtually the only
one which impinged on the German context was the British sociologist Basil Bernstein's theory of linguistic codes (for
adetailed discussion, see Barbour and Stevenson 1990, chap. 6, and Dittmar, this volume). Although other aspects have
since been adopted, it is important to note that for many people in Germany today who studied virtually any
‘philological’ discipline in the 1970s, sociolinguistics continues to be synonymous with code theory and the subsequent
Sorachbarrieren controversy that engulfed all levels of the educational world.

Trends in academic research are rarely entirely independent of influences from the socio-political environment in which
the research
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takes place, and the emergence of sociolinguistics and linguistic pragmatics in the Federal Republic provides aclassic
example of how developments within a discipline may be contingent on events outside the ivory tower. On the one
hand, the deeply conservative institution of Germanistik was in a state of crisis after decades of isolation from
international trends, and on the other hand the profoundly disillusioned post-war generation in the Federal Republic
perceived both academic and political establishments as irredeemably compromised by their refusal to abandon the ‘old
order'. At the same time, debates were raging about the whole structure of the education system, which was also seen
by many as maintaining élitist traditions and failing to deliver equality of opportunity. The educationalist Georg Picht
(1964) pricked the bubble of optimism and self-confident expansion with his prediction of a Bildungskatastrophe
(educational disaster).

A floundering academic discipline in search of 'ein neues Selbstversténdnis' (a new self-image) (Schlieben-Lange 1991.
56), a student population frustrated and alienated from its studies, a society deeply divided over educational principles:
the ground was well prepared for the reception of a controversial theory that appeared to show how class-based
difference in socialization led to different degrees of access to the dominant linguistic codes in the classroom and thus
to different life chances. Whether or not Bernstein was actually saying what his enthusiastic readers in Germany
supposed (see again Barbour and Stevenson 1990, chap. 6) is historically less important than the act that the code
theory provided a concrete focus for the various aspects of the conflict: academic, social, and educational. In particular,
It appeared to offer students aradical alternative to the conventional canon of 'philological studies, a sense of purpose
and 'socia relevance, areal feeling of self-justification. Linguists were divided between those who turned to
(American) structuralism and either persevered with it or rejected its abstraction and its silence on questions of
language behaviour in favour of alinguistics of everyday life. More significantly, perhaps, the nature of these new
Ideas about language made them both accessible and appealing to academics from other disciplines: sociology,
philosophy and above all the new discipline of educational studies (Padagogik). (For an important early discussion of
these issues and more besides, see Wunderlich 1971.)

Ultimately the euphoria and intense enthusiasm surrounding these debates gave way to renewed disillusion, when they
failed to usher in abrave new world and the years of expansion in higher education were succeeded in the second half
of the 1970s by a chillier climate of retrenchment and stagnation. Nevertheless, it is important to hold
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on to the picture of aradical departure that many believed was being spearheaded by the study of language in the heady
post-1968 years. It was not smply a different way of looking at language, nor even merely one that offered amore
adequate account of actual language use: both the tenor and the words of early West German sociolinguistic studies
were imbued with a sense of almost missionary zeal. Wunderlich (1971: 317 18), for example, argues that the main role
of sociolinguistics should be to contribute to akind of consciousness-raising: not simply working towards equality of
opportunity, but developing public awareness, fighting discrimination and manipulation, avoiding stereotypes,
questioning assumptions, and so on. In the same vein, in addition to commonly expressed hopes that sociolinguistics
could offer both a socially valuable activity for linguists and concrete socia benefits especially in the emancipation of
the proletariat, Ammon and Simon (1975: 10 15) also seek the development of acritical social awareness among the
participants in the educational process. students, teachers, and school children.

It is also important to appreciate the broader significance of the debates on linguistic codes and Sprachbarrieren, and to
alesser extent the new work in linguistic pragmatics, in the development of language study in the Federal Republic. On
the other hand, although the discussion of these issues may now be dormant, the issues themselves have not entirely
gone away. On the other hand, the sudden and turbulent arrival of sociolinguistics in particular was not a transitional
phase but a catastrophic moment in the history of language study. Even if the early hopes later proved unfounded, there
was no going back, and subsequent developments could not have happened without this decisive break with the past
(see dso Dittmar 1983: 22).

What happened to the study of real language after this critical period is the subject of Section 4 below, but we might
conclude this section on a sceptical note. Some of the leading figures in American sociolinguistics have always
expressed a certain distaste for the term, preferring to see their work as 'the kind of thing all linguists ought to be doing’
(cf. Labov 1972: p. xix). for them, sociolinguistics should have an inspirational function rather like pace-settersin
middle-distance running, who sacrifice themselves in order to enhance the performance of the others. Dell Hymes, for
instance, famously made the morbid declaration that ‘the final goal of sociolinguistics must be to preside over itsown
liquidation' (Hymes 1977: 206). Similar views have been expressed by German linguists. Heinrich L6ffler (1985: 19),
for example, argues that by its nature sociolinguistics '[kann] nur eine Ubergangs-Disziplin sein . . . und keine bleibende
Wissenschaft' (can only be atransitional discipline and not alasting science), it is
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just one framework for approaching the study of human activity. Peter Auer (cited in Schlieben-Lange 1991: 137) even
contends that there is no longer any such thing as sociolinguistics, as it has splintered into awhole range of discrete
topics that are not bound together in any coherent way.

This apparently growing fragmentation of sociolinguistic study has aways been characteristic of linguistic pragmatics:
Dieter Wunderlich (in Funk-Kolleg Sprache 1973: 102), for example, prefers to pose a set of pragmatic questions rather
than try to define a discipline of pragmatics. However, as we shall see, although the emergent disciplines of the early
1970s may have since 'presided over their own liquidation’, one of the outcomes has been a widespread
crossfertilization of ideas and techniques of analysis, leading to a range of new approaches to the study of real

language.

2
Language, Linguistics, and the Socialist State

In the GDR, the study of language, like any other academic enterprise, was always subservient to the 'needs of the
socialist nation' (see e.g. Uesseler 1982: 119, Schonfeld 1983: 213): Marxist-Leninist linguistics stressed the dialectical
relationship of language and society and therefore established its essential tasks as the identification and resolution of
social problems associated with language (Ising 1974 and Grof3e and Neubert 1974a are two of many classic
formulations of this position). However, although there was no social upheaval in the GDR in the late 1960s
comparable to the developments in the Federal Republic, linguistics in the socialist state became much more concretely
concerned with sociolinguistic issues at around the same time.

Both American work such as that of Labov and his followers and the Bernstein/Sorachbarrieren controversy in the
Federal Republic were registered by GDR linguists, but were considered to have little to offer as they derived directly
from socia problems peculiar to capitalist societies. Some of the very early sociolinguistic work in the GDR was in fact
devoted to a critique of Western approaches, particularly the (justifiable) charge that it had no theoretical foundation in
any explicit model of society (e.g., Grol3e and Neubert 1974a: 9; note also the recent 'assaults from within' in Cameron
1990, Romaine 1984, and Williams 1992). Nevertheless, despite the obvious differencesin social context, ideological
motivation, and academic objectives, thereisin fact alot of common ground in terms of concepts and views on the
nature of linguistic variation: to give just one example, the substance of the discussion of linguistic and communicative
competence in
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Grofe and Neubert (1974a) would be readily accepted by "Western' sociolinguists.

The self-image of GDR sociolinguistics was based on adual conception of its position in the history of language
sciences. On the one hand, it was eager to stress its role in re-establishing the continuity of the 'acceptable’ German
tradition of studying 'social’ aspects of language use (especially dialectology) developed in the nineteenth century, and
indeed a number of maor studies in social dialectology were published during the 1960s and early 1970s (e.g.
Rosenkranz and Spangenberg 1963, Schonfeld 1974). On the other hand, as West German dialectologists could also lay
claim to this same 'heritage’, considerable emphasis was laid on the special role of constructing a progressive discipline
that would contribute to the development of a harmonious and integrated socialist society.

Unlike North American and western European sociolinguistics, the sense of a'grand design’' permeates GDR work in
thisarea. Thisis, of course, partly afunction of the respective academic systems: in the West, individual researchers
sought to make their mark so that advances in theory or methodology would be associated with their name, while
researchersin the East typically worked as members of academic collectives whose work was directed towards the
achievement of agreed goals. One inevitable result of thisis that the cut and thrust of academic debate conducted
openly on the pages of journals and monographs was lacking in the GDR. Another consequence, however, isthat it is
genuinely possible to characterize GDR sociolinguistics as a coherent academic programme: it had several distinct
strands, but they were al clearly related to a central objective.

As linguists in the Federal Republic looked west for ways out of their impasse in the 1960s, GDR sociolinguists not
surprisingly drew much of their inspiration and theoretical apparatus from the east, especially the Soviet Union but also
Czechoslovakia. First, for example, sociolinguistic variation was described in terms of the Soviet model referred to in
German as the Geflige der Existenzformen (literally 'structure of varieties), which embraced not only the
Literatursprache (standard variety), Umgangssprache (colloquia speech), and Dialekt, but also 'social varieties such as
technical registers and other groups-specific forms; this Geflige was seen as a dynamic system that was in constant flux
responding to changing social and political structures and communicative needs (Schonfeld 1985: 209 10). Secondly,
the concept of Tatigkeit (activity) was adopted and developed as part of the theoretical basis for studying language use.
The first task was to identify the means through which links between complex social processes and language were
mediated, and this was only possible 'wenn
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die sprachliche Kommunikation als eine gesellschaftliche Tatigkeit verstanden wird, die in ein System tbergeordneter
Tatigkeiten eingeordnet ist'; (if linguistic communication is understood as a social activity, which is embedded in a
system of superordinate activities) (Schonfeld 1983: 214). It was on the basis of these concepts that the central notion
of GDR sociolinguistics was developed: the soziolinguistisches Differential, which is an analytical framework based on
the four key factors of code, speaker, interlocutor, and communicative situation, and which also incorporates regional,
social, and functional variability (see Grof3e and Neubert 1974a: 13 16, Schonfeld 1983: 215, Uesseler 1982: 121; al of
these aspects are dealt with in more detail by Dittmar, this volume).

Fundamental to the whole approach is what Hartung (1981) calls the 'Gesellschaftlichkeit der Sprache' (the 'socialness
or social nature of language): language and society are not independent categories which linguists should seek to relate
to each other, but rather language is partly constitutive of society. Communication, therefore, is not merely a
'realization of language' but is part of the reality surrounding language; it is the process by which individuals are linked
to each other and through which a concrete objective is achieved (Hartung 1991a: 25, 37). The emphasis on
communication derives directly from the ultimate purpose of GDR sociolinguistics, to identify speakers
‘communicative knowledge' in order to promote efficient social intercourse, and one of the significant concrete
outcomes of this was a series of painstaking empirical studies of language use in the workplace (see e.g. some of the
papers in the volumes Aktuelle Probleme 1974; Normen in der sprachlichen Kommunikation 1977, Kommunikation und
Sorachvariation 1981; also Herrmann-Winter 1979, Schonfeld and Donath 1978). We may also note in passing that this
approach implies a pragmatic component, which is why there was no perceived separation between sociolinguistics and
linguistic pragmaticsin the GDR.

In the course of the 1970s, the overriding social objective of GDR sociolinguistics found a name for itself:
Sorachkultur. This notion had first been developed by the Prague School of linguists in the 1920s and 1930s, but was
only adopted in the GDR at the time when cultural policy in the form of developing 'socialist personalities (Hartung
1981 293) was given a high political profile. The idea of 'cultivating' language use is arather delicate issuein the
German context, as it has a number of connotations that many linguists would wish to distance themselves from (I shall
return to the important complex of issues associated with terms such as Sorachpflege, Sorachlenkung and Sorachkritik
aswell as Sorachkultur in Section 5 below). In the first half of the GDR's history, efforts that might come under this
heading were
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devoted first to the eradication of 'Fascist elements' and then to the promotion of the Literatursprache (standard variety)
as auniversal means of communication that would ensure equal access to all important social processes. This
represented a sharp volte-face in officia attitudes towards the standard variety, which in the early years had been seen
as a powerful weapon in maintaining the dominant social position of the élite in bourgeois societies. However, it also
entailed a rather simplistic and heavy-handed approach to the status and function of non-standard varieties. The
development of concepts such as the sozolinguistisches Differential made it possible to conceive a more refined
approach, that Grol3e and Neubert 1974a: 16) for example refer to as a 'gesunde [healthy] Sprachkultur’, taking a middle
road between prescriptivism and linguistic laissez-faire.

In fact, an essential part of this new understanding of Sprachkultur was precisely aresistance to older notions of fixed.
prescriptive norms based on the ‘correctness of the standard variety. The role of Sorachkultur was to promote the
knowledge and use of the standard variety while fostering a view of other forms as situational or functional rather than
social varieties, in recognition of the complex needs of a modern industrial society. The concept of linguistic norms still
played a central role in this; however, norms were no longer 'yardsticks of quality' but parameters which permitted
creativity without impeding communication (Nerius 1985). The new watchword was ‘communicative adequacy' (see
especially Techtmeler 1977), derived from the notion of ‘appropriateness’ in Soviet linguistics (in many respects thisis
another point of contact between the sociolinguistics of East and West).

Overall, GDR sociolinguistics was long on programmes of research and theoretical deliberations but relatively short on
answers other than rather vague generalizations. Nevertheless, it had the considerable strength of being driven by an
explicit social theory and a clear sense of socia purpose. Furthermore, one of the last major publications (Hartung
1991b) showed not only further refinements of the GDR model but also a greater openness to work conducted in the
West.

3
East Meets West:
Language in Transition

During the years of separation, sociolinguists in East and West followed each other's work and maintained such contact
as the obvious restrictions allowed. Despite the differences outlined in the previous two sections, most of those engaged
in real language study on both sides of the ideological divide were concerned with similar issues. The
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guestion of whether 'the German language' itself was reinforcing the political conflict by developing into two distinct
entities was really a side issue for most sociolinguists. Some did choose to specialize in this area and there is no doubt
that it threw up many interesting linguistic questions (see e.g.Clyne 1995: chap. 3, Hellmann 1985), but many of the
protagonists in this debate were journalists, politicians, and writers, for whom linguistic phenomena were metaphors for
broader cultural issues.

There has been atendency amongst linguists to play down the extent of linguistic differences between 'East' and 'West'
German on the basis that the vast mgjority are lexical or semantic and have no structural consequences. There are two
ways of looking at this. On the one hand, we can say that thisis true up to a point although it overlooks both the
profound cumulative effect of these 'superficial’ differences and the importance of pragmatic contrasts in speech
behaviour such as the realization or performance of specific speech acts (see Schlosser 1990, Wachtel 1991). On the
other hand, it is arguable that the real historical significance of the debate was that it was one of the primary focal
points in the ideological struggle over national identities (see Polenz 1988, Dieckmann 1989; in the broader context,
Ahlzweig 1994, Bauer 1993, Coulmas, this volume, Stevenson, 1993, Townson 1992; Hellmann 1989 gives avery clear
account of the 'phases’ of the debate and their dependency on changes in the German-German political context).

In any analysis of this question, whether in relation to the past or to the future, it is important to distinguish between
official discourse and everyday speech. For obvious reasons, comparative research before 1989 derived almost entirely
from the former, although this distinction was often not made explicit, with the result that conclusions were drawn
about 'the state of the language' on the basis of highly restricted sources and types of data (if any at al). However, the
political Wende opened up opportunities to study both categories in great detail. At the centre of the flurry of empirical
observations since 1989 has again been the search for changes, this time from the perspective of the assumption that all
forms of linguistic expression in the former GDR would be assimilated to the patterns prevailing in the (old) Federal
Republic. The general label Sprache der Wende covers all manifestations of this period of upheaval: the voice of
organized opposition, made public for the first time, and the many voices of protest on the streets; the desperate
attempts by the regime to 'regain the confidence of the peopl€' (that is, to cling on to power) by building key concepts of
the reformers, such as 'dialogue’, into the ‘wooden language' of Party discourse (see Good 1994, Teichmann 1991,
Schlosser 1990:
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184 8); and the changing substance and tone of the media, especially Neues Deutschland, formerly the official organ of
the SED (Socialist Unity Party) and now published by its successor the PDS (Party of Democratic Socialism) (see
Hellmann 1990 and Jager, this volume).

Much of thisis now a matter of retrospective interest, in the sense that it is a closed process which may or may not be
of consequence in other contexts, but there is a very serious field of future socio-linguistic work in the study of
individual speech behaviour (see the chapters by Rost-Roth, and Schonfeld and Schlobinski, in this volume). The
pathetic story recounted by Schlosser (1990: 194) about a GDR business manager declaring during avisit to Frankfurt
am Main in March 1990 that 'es wird alles besser werden, wenn wir erst nach der Marktwirtschaft planen' (everything
will get better when we start planning according to the market economy) may have an apocryphal ring to it, but anyone
with experience of both societies will confirm that there are many psychological and communicative barriers still to be
overcome by the citizens of the former GDR (see Stevenson 1995). These barriers are particularly apparent in the
domain of employment, where East and West Germans not only have to work side by side, but also have to compete
with each other for increasingly scarce jobs. Several current research projects are investigating the problems faced by
East Germans in negotiating what for them is an entirely new and unfamiliar communicative context, the job interview
(see Auer 1996). (Many recent publications have explored aspects of the East/West issue before and after unification:
see, for example, Burkhardt and Fritzsche 1992, Heringer et al 1994, Lerchner 1992, Mutter sprache 3/1993, Reiher
1994, Reiher and Léazer 1993, Welke et a 1992.).

4
New Directions in Pragmatic Sociolinguistics

The predominant approach to sociolinguistics in the GDR, with its emphasis on communicative practices and
processes, almost by definition implied a strong pragmatic component. Some West German linguists would now also
argue that there is no reason in principle to distinguish between linguistic pragmatics and micro-sociolinguistics (that is,
excluding those areas often referred to as the sociology of language, which deal with large-scale phenomena such as
language maintenance and shift or language contact and diglossia; see e.g. Hinnenkamp 1989: 3). However, the
explosive and chaotic growth of these two disciplines in the Federal Republic in the 1970s resulted in sufficient
confusion for aleading practitioner in both fields to call for a pooling of resources (Schlieben-Lange 1979: 112 20). On
the one
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hand, Schlieben-Lange argues the need for a stronger empirical basis for linguistic pragmatics, suggesting greater use of
data from face-to-face interactions in natural dialogues and giving promising examples of work on institutional speech
from domains such as education, the law, and psychotherapy. On the other hand, she sees another way forward through
what she calls 'dialectical sociolinguistics, which would look at how socia interaction produces meanings and specific
forms of action, which in turn produce further interactions.

Along the same lines and around the same time, Schlieben-Lange and Weydt (1978) set out a concrete agenda for the
'pragmatization of dialectology'. They argue that the traditional industry of German dialectology has produced many
answers over the years, but that it keeps asking the same questions. The result is that we know a great deal about
regional differencesin phonetics and phonology, morphology, syntax, and lexis, but very little about characteristic
Sorechwei sen (speech styles or manners of speaking). Y et speakers do have intuitions about this level of speech and
these are precisely the features of regional varieties that create the biggest obstacles to outsiders. The programme of
research Schlieben-Lange and Weydt propose would address fundamental questions of utterance interpretation in the
context of specific interactions between speakers from different regions. The key general questions would be:

How are utterances such as X interpreted by (say) Bavarian speakers?
Which utterances do | choose in (say) Bavarian so that my interlocutor interprets them in the way | intend?

To illustrate their proposal, they discuss eight concrete speech events. including 'reactions to compliments’, ‘making
(apparent) promises, and 'forms of greeting'.

S0 at the beginning of the 1980s, several different traditions in the study of real language in the Federal Republic had
reached at least a potential turning-point. The question, then, is whether (and if so, how) this opportunity for a change
of direction was taken up. As far as dialectology is concerned, some research projects that could genuinely come under
the heading of 'social dialectology' had already been carried out or at least started during the previous two decades, and
Klaus Mattheier's book Pragmatik und Soziologie der Dialekte (1980) provided a coherent, partially historical rationale
and a strong impetus for further research of thistype (see Barbour and Stevenson 1990: chap. 4 for an account of this
work). Projects based on major cities (such as Berlin: see Dittmar et al. 1986, 1988; and Mannheim: see Kallmeyer
1994 5) and small semi-rural communities transformed
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by the process of urbanization in the post-war years (see especially Besch et al. 1981 and Hufschmidt et al. 1983 on the
'Erp Project’) constitute a clear positive response to the challenge of incorporating pragmatic (and indeed social -
psychological) elements into social dialectology. But this responseis limited to relatively few projects, and there has
never been an extensive series of empirical studies in the German context of the type that mushroomed especially in
North America and the UK in the 1960s and 1970s.

The work of Labov and other urban dialectologists was by no means ignored in Germany, but it has always been
marginal: frequently referred to but seldom imitated. There are a number of reasons for this. Formal, technical
considerations certainly played their part (for adetailed discussion, see Dittmar 1983 and in this volume), but just as
important were the context of the way in which sociolinguistics was developing in the Federal Republic and the
concerns of those interested in a social linguistics. On the one hand, the reception of Labov's work coincided with the
boom period of Sorachbarrieren research, so that his contributions to the 'linguistic deficit' debate were taken on board
but at the expense of his broader treatment of variation. By the time this debate had subsided, other issues were
beginning to take centre stage, above al what Hinnenkamp (1990) calls Gastarbeiterlinguistik. On the other hand,

L abov's approach appeared unsatisfactory as his concept of 'style’ (see Labov 1972) was perceived as a static notion, a
predetermined variable that failed to account for the unpredictability and spontaneous creativity of individual
Interaction. This meant that changes in style were simply explained in a mechanical, deterministic fashion as aresult of
changes in context. What the post-1968 generation of linguists in Germany demanded, however, was precisely a
concept of style that was actively involved in the constitution or construction of contexts. Thus Auer (1989: 29) argues
that 'es gibt linguistische Variation als solche, aber Stil immer nur in Beziehung zu einem interpretierenden Tellnehmer
der Kultur und in Beziehung zu einem Anderen’ (there is linguistic variation as such, but style exists only in relation to
an interpreting participant of [a particular] culture and in relation to an 'other'), and styles in this sense are understood
as.

dynamische und in der Situation selbst immer wieder erneut hergestellte und gegebenenfalls modifizierte und auf
den Rezipienten zugeschnittene . . . Mittel der Signalisierung und Herstellung gemeinsam geteilter, relevanter
sozialer und interaktiver Bedeutungen. (Selting and Hinnenkamp 1989: 6)

(dynamic, constantly created afresh (and if necessary modified) within the situation itself and geared directly to
the recipient . . . ameans of signalling
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and producing commonly shared, relevant social and interactive meanings.)1

What did appeal to many linguists in the 1980s therefore was the work of another American linguist, John Gumperz,
with his emphasis on interaction and above all the process of contextualization (again, see Dittmar, in this volume, for a
detailed account of this concept and its modification by German linguists). It is probably fair to say that what has
emerged as the dominant trend in this area of real language study is what is called either 'interactional’ or 'interpretive
sociolinguistics (see e.g. Auer and di Luzio 1984, Hinnenkamp 1989, and Hinnenkamp and Selting 1989). With its
focus on the detailed analysis of face-to-face communication in concrete social settings and its objective of showing
how social realities and relationships are produced and reproduced in the process of interaction, this emergent discipline
IS in many respects a direct response to Brigitte Schlieben-Lange's call for a coherent co-operation between pragmatics
and sociolinguistics (see above). Furthermore, as severa of the chaptersin this book show, these central concerns have
influenced developments in a number of related fields, such as gender and media studies, research on youth language,
institutional discourse, and above all intercultural communication (both between Germans East and West and between
Germans and Turks, Germans and Italians, etc.). A good example of thisis the way in which research on
Gastarbeiterdeutsch (GAD) has moved on from the original interest in the special features of GAD and the
extralinguistic factors conditioning the acquisition process, to seeing GAD as an 'interactional product': rather than
‘what is GAD? or 'how is GAD acquired?, the question now is 'how do communicative processes between native and
non-native speakers condition acquisition and the process of mutual comprehension? (Hinnenkamp 1990: 284).

Moreover, the converse now also applies: the dominance of the interactional approach and the incorporation of
pragmatic analytical technigques into sociolinguistic studies has encouraged a greater degree of interdisciplinarity.
Consider, for example, gender studies, or more broadly the whole field of feminist linguistics. This has been a major
discipline in its own right since the 1970s, and many of the concerns

1 It isinteresting to note here that, as far as| am aware, the so-called dynamic paradigm of linguistic variation
associated with linguists such as Charles-James Bailey and Derek Bickerton (see e.g. Bailey 1973 and Bickerton
1971) has made little if any impact in Germany. This may be because despite its claim to offer an explanation of
the actual process of linguistic change, it is predicated on arather mechanistic and abstract role of the individual.
Key notions such as implicational relationships between 'lects' are descriptive methodological constructs that are
no better than the 'variable rules of Labov and others at highlighting the active role of speakersin constructing
meanings:. they are essentially ways of dealing with data, not ways of explaining the dynamic process of
Interaction.
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that gaveriseto it in the first place still dominate its agenda and motivate further research (see Hellinger, in this
volume). However, some recent work has begun to open the field to new influences. For instance, Frank (1992) is
critical of what she sees as the sweeping generalizations and the ready acceptance of 'established truths' in the writing
of other feminist linguists and implies that publications such as Pusch (1990) and Tromel-Pl6tz (1991) add little that is
new to the debate. Others, such as Gréaliel (1991) and Gunthner and Kotthoff (1992) seek to expand in different
directions (notably interaction between men and women in institutional contexts) and incorporate both analytical
methods and actual perspectives on the topic under study from other areas. In a different direction again, Gdaniec
(1987) investigates the use of particular political discourses in an attempt to find out how women try to affect (their
role in) politics: what happens when women get involved in (male) political discourses? how far do women accept or
reject these discourses and how does this affect their understanding of politics? can the dominant political discourses be
changed by changing the political agenda?

5
Voices of Authority and Resistance

To conclude this chapter, | would like to move the discussion in a different direction, to introduce a perspective that
cuts across the various strands of the debate on social linguistics dealt with in the previous sections. In addition to the
internal wranglings within Sorachwissenschaft (the 'science’ of linguistics, including therefore both formal linguistics
and areas such as sociolinguistics and pragmatics), real language as a public issue has long been the subject of dispute
outside the academic discipline of linguistics under the rubrics Sorachpflege (literally ‘caring for the language', akind
of watchdog function concerned with maintaining the ‘quality’ of the language) and Sprachkritik (on this whole area, see
WEells 1985: chap. 10, and Kolde 1986). The names are significant, because this kind of linguistic analysis has generally
been dismissed or at best marginalized by academic linguists on the grounds that it is not wissenschaftlich. Thisis
understandable in the context of the anxiety of linguistsin post-war (West) Germany both to shake off any possible
association with the linguistic barbarities of German fascism and to establish the credentials of their discipline as a
serious academic enterprise. However, as Heringer (1988a: 13) argues, an exclusively descriptive linguistics is
ultimately sterile asit lacks a critical dimension, and Kolde (1986: 181 6) shows that there are many areas of

potentially common interest.
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Both terms are open to various interpretations. Sorachpflege Is either a euphemism for Sorachpurismus (and related
terms like Sorachreinigung and Sprachlenkung, ‘linguistic cleansing' and 'linguistic manipulation'), or a synonym for
Soracbkultur (see Section 2 above). In the first sense it is at best what we would call ‘preservation’; in the second sense
it isaform of 'conservation'. Sorachkritik may then be definned in relation to Sprachpflege: either it is aform of
resistance to the first sense, or it informs the second sense (or it may even fulfil both functions). What is common to
both approaches is that they are concerned with acritical appraisal of actual language use in public domains.

Sorachpflege as an individual or concerted project has along tradition and can be traced back at least to the
SprachgeselIschaften (language societies) of the seventeenth century. Its protagonists have always seen themselves as
linguistic standard-bearers, in every sense of the term, but its greatest significance liesin its contribution to the
establishment of institutions, especially the B|b||ograph|sches Institut (originally in Leipzig, then also in Mannheim),
which publishes the series of major reference works known collectively as the Duden. Although there has never been
any direct equivalent to the Académie Francaise, the Duden has acquired an authoritative status and is widely revered
as the ultimate arbiter in all linguistic matters. However it may perceive its own role, the public perception of the
Duden is thus of a prescriptive institution that determines right from wrong (the two chapters by Helmut Glick and
Wolfgang Sauer in this volume deal with various aspects of thisissue).

Sorachkritik also has along tradition, but it is its development since the Second World War that is relevant here. Much
of the work in the immediate post-war years, which came under fire from the linguistics establishment, was a
continuation of the trenchant critical polemics of writers and publicists such as Kurt Tucholsky and Karl Krausin the
first haf of the century. More recently, many linguists (including even some of the earlier sceptics: see e.g. Polenz
1989) have subjected many forms of public language, especially from politics and the media, to critical scrutiny
(Heringer 1988c contains a selection of characteristic pieces from the 1960s to the 1980s). Although this work is now
more linguistically informed, the vast majority of studies in this mould are conducted from a fundamentally resistant,
anti-authoritarian perspective. By contrast with Sprachpfleger, therefore, Sprachkritiker see themselves as either
subversive, destabilizing, and awkward (Heringer 1988a) or democratizing, liberating, and enabling (Wimmer 1988),
but at all events as opponents of prescriptive norms (Heringer 1988b) and as promoters of active (self-)reflection on
language use as a univer-
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sal practice (see also Moosmilller, in this volume, on arather different type of public evaluation of political/politicians
language).

There are many lines of enquiry that a modern Sprachkritiker/in could pursue (for a good selection, see the papersin
Liedtke et al. 1991, Klein 1989, Rether 1994, St6tzel and Wengeler 1995; and from afeminist perspective, Ginthner
and Kotthoff 1992). | would like to suggest though that there are three broad approaches, that we can illustrate with
reference to work from both the German and the anglophone contexts. First, there is alarge body of literature that deals
discursively with (more or less random) issues, features, and tendencies in language use, with minimal linguistic
apparatus: obvious examples relating to English are the writings of George Orwell and Raymond Williams (see also in
this context Crowley 1989, Milroy and Milroy 1991); for German, consider in addition to Tucholsky and Kraus also
Heringer (1988c, 1990), Porksen (1989, 1991), or in amore journalistic vein Zimmer (1986, 1990). Secondly, thereis a
more linguistically orientated approach, that deals analytically with actual discourse: for example, with respect to
English, Fowler et al. (1979) and Fairclough (1992b) or from a pragmatic perspective Wilson (1990); and in Germany
Jager (1991) and Link (1991), or from afeminist perspective Gdaniec (1987) and GUnthner and Kotthoff (1992) (see
Section 4 above). Thirdly, there are some attempts at |east to advocate a'Sorachkritik from below' (Holly 1985: 203), a
kind of applied Sorachkritik that aims to provide broad sectors of the population with the ability to undertake their own
analysis of public language: for example Fairclough (1989, 1992a) for English; and for German Heringer (1988a) and
Wimmer (1988), or again from afeminist perspective Hellinger et al. (1985) and Pusch (1984), especially the
Sorachglossen (short critical analyses of individual words). This categorization may be somewhat arbitrary and the
examples certainly are, but the important points are that Sporachkritik is a complex and wide-ranging field and that
critical perspectives now more than ever are being applied to many aspects of language study.

6
Conclusions

| have used the term 'real language' here in preference to any of the more precise or more technical terms available for a
number of reasons. The first is to permit discussion under one rubric of approaches to language study that are typically
assigned to severa separate areas or disciplines. The second is to enable a discussion of these approaches and their
Interrel ationships without having to
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become too closely embroiled in definitions. Finally, and most importantly, | wanted to construct a framework for
looking at arange of topics that all have to do with aspects of language use in the real world (whether theoretical,
descriptive, or critical) and that form the substance of the following chapters:

the use of German in relation to other languages. its status and function in the world;

the appeal to the German language as a constitutive factor in the establishment of national identities: its socio-historical
symbolism;

the constant changes in the shape and form of German in the hands and mouths of its users: its dynamism and vitality,
but also its potential for controversy;

and the use of the German language as a means of constructing, articulating, and analysing social readlities: its cultural
plasticity.

The choice of the term 'real language' to suit my purposes here was neither accidental nor original: | deliberately
borrowed it from Eugenio Coseriu, alinguist who has been very influential in German linguistics but perhaps rather
less so in the anglophone world, who says 'dal? in der wirklichen Sprache das Systematische, das Kulturelle, das Soziale
und das Geschichtliche zusammenfallen (that in real language the systematic, the cultural, the social and the historical
coincide) (Coseriu 1974 53, cited in Schlieben-Lange 1991 16).
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2
To What Extent is German an International Language?

Ulrich Ammon

1
Introduction

If alanguage can be used widely in international communication, its speakers have numerous advantages: they can use
their native language (mother tongue) for negotiating international business contracts or political treaties, for lecturing
and publishing internationally as scientists or scholars, or as tourists, while others have to resort to aforeign language
for these activities. The use of aforeign language not only requires considerable additional learning but, as arule,
remains a more strenuous and less effective means of communication than the use of one's native language. In extreme
cases, the non-native user of alanguage may resemble a baby, with respect to his’her verbal skills, as compared to the
‘adult’ native speaker. Given these practical advantagesit is not surprising that most language communities try to spread
their language internationally if they see any chance of success, and national pride in their own language further
stimulates such endeavours. In this chapter, | shall concentrate on the question of the degree to which the German
language actually is international. However, before this question can be assessed systematically, afew remarks on
definitions and methods are necessary.

Though the term international language occurs quite often in sociolinguistic literature there is no consensus about its
meaning. Furthermore, the term is quite uncommon in works of reference for linguists. Where it does occur, it tends to
be defined in away that would not be useful for the present investigation, namely as alanguage specifically intended
for international communication (‘created or suggested for adoption for purposes of international communication': Pei
1966: 128, 131). In contrast, | would like to specify the meaning of the term as 'a language actually used in
international communication'. Further consideration of international communication so defined will help to avoid
misunderstanding and illuminate the method by which I intend
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to assess the degree of internationality of the German language in comparison to other languages.

A language may be considered international if it is used for communication between different nations, or rather their
citizens. The term nation is, however, commonly used with two different meanings (see Ammon 1990a: 136):

1. in the sense of a political unit, held together by a common government, currency, legal system, etc.: roughly
synonymous with country or state;

2. in the sense of acultural and linguistic unit, held together by a common history, culture, and language: roughly
synonymous with nationality.

On the one hand therefore one can define communication as international in relation to (1), if it occurs between citizens
of different countries or states. On the other hand communication can be considered international in relation to (2), if it
occurs between members of different nationalities, that is, different language communities. A third possibility is to
consider communication international if both conditions coincide. Such a combination of conditions could be termed
international communication in the narrower sense. Accordingly, | shall call communication between citizens of
different countries international (only) in the wider sense, and communication between members of different
nationalities or language communities interlingual (that is, bridging two different languages). Only if alanguage is used
for international communication in the narrower sense can it, in my opinion, seriously be considered an international
language.

Thusif on the one hand, for instance, a German and an Austrian (whose native language is in both cases German)
communicate in German, they communicate internationally only in awider sense, which is of limited interest for our
topic. If on the other hand a German-speaking and a French-speaking Swiss (their native language being German and
French respectively) communicate in one of their languages, their communication is only interlingual, since both are
citizens of the same country. If, however, a French-speaking Swiss and a German (their native language being French
and German respectively) communicate in one of their languages, it is an instance of international communication in
the narrower sense. These conceptual distinctions are illustrated in Figure 2.1.

Figure 2.1 contains the further distinction between asymmetric use of alanguage, in which case the language used for
communication is native for one (or some) of the communicators but not the other(s), and lingua franca use, in which
case the language used is native for

< previous page page 26 next page >



< previous page page 27 next page >

Page 27
Between ar within countries
Between countries Within countries
Interlingual Intralingual Imterlingual Intralingual
[International {International
in the narrower inthe wider
sense) SEM5E)
|
Lingua Asymmetric Lingua Asyrmnmetric
franca franca
Fig. 2.1.

L anguage choice in communication between speakers from different countries and
different nationalities or language communities

none of the communicators. This distinction isimportant for a precise analysis of international languages; areal
international language, one could postulate, has to be used as a lingua franca, not only asymmetrically. For the
delimitation of borderline cases, it may be important to specify that 'native language' (or ‘'mother tongue') should be
defined in terms of skills and ontogenetic period of learning (childhood), that is, asreally native, in contrast to a
language that is merely claimed as a'mother tongue'. Thus, for an Irishman who grew up with English and speaks it
fluently, English is his native language, in spite of the fact that he claims Irish (Gaelic) as his only ‘'mother tongue';
Irish may, of course, be his second native language if he also learned it in childhood and has a full command of it.

We can now specify that alanguage is 'more international’ the more it is used for international communication in the
narrower sense, either asymmetrically or, a fortiori, as alingua franca. Following this line of thought, we canin
principle rank languages according to their
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degree of internationality or even compare them metrically, that is, on the basis of an interval scale, and not only
classify them as either international or non-international, as is sometimes done (e.g. Braga 1979).

It should perhaps be pointed out that these remarks do not yet imply precise scales for ranking or for measuring
languages according to their degree of internationality. For a precise procedure, one would, among other considerations,
have to specify what counts as a single as opposed to two international communicative events. Thisis obviously a
prerequisite for counting such events reliably, in order to rank or compare languages. However, | shall not attempt this
here, not only for want of space, but also because of the limited practical use of such an attempt at the present stage of
research. Lacking virtually any data on international communicative events, or at least lacking representative data, we
have to rely on mere indicators of them, which have so far not been validated and which cannot in fact be validated in
the absence of adequate data for what they supposedly indicate (international communicative events). Their value as
Indicators can at present only be assessed by bits and pieces of evidence or on an intuitive basis by plausibility
arguments. An example of such an indicator is the number of scientific publications in agiven language. If they are
more numerous in language L a than in Lb, we may then assume that in the domain of science more international
written communication occursin Lathan in Lbthat is, if we do not have any reason to believe that publicationsin La
are, on average, lesswidely read than those in Lb. Though such reasoning may appear questionable at times, we have
no alternative for the time being but to base a good deal of our evidence on it. It should, however, be noted that | shall
present data not just on a single but a whole number of such hypothetical indicators. One could, therefore, argue that the
inadequacy of one indicator might, to some degree, be compensated for by the others.

2
Some Basic Factors Determining the Internationality of a Language

2.1
Numerical Srength

It seems plausible to assume that all else being equal the language of alarge community has a better chance of
becoming an international language than does that of a small community. A large community's language is more likely
to be studied as a foreign language, because it opens up more opportunities for contacts than the language of a small
community. Even a superficial consideration reveals that practicaly all
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international languages have, oras for instance in the case of Latinonce had, large communities of native speakers. This
Is reinforced by the fact that there are several thousand languages in the world (Grimes (1984: p. xvii), for instance,
counts 5,781), most of which have very few native speakers and are not used internationally at all.

Table 2.1 gives an overview of how German compares to other languages in this respect, according to different counts
or estimates. The divergencies are in part due to difficulties in defining precisely what a'native speaker' of alanguage
Is, and in part to lack of reliable data (for instance up-to-date censuses).

According to Table 2.1, German ranges between rank 7 and rank 11. The difference between Grimes and the two other
estimates is partly due to the time span between them (198419871990), although thisis by no means the only reason. A
somewhat earlier estimate (Muller 1964) ranks German sixth (above Japanese, Arabic, Bengali, and Portuguese), and if
we step back further in history German rises to still higher ranks in numerical strength among the languages of the
world. Thus, around 1920 German ranks on a par with Russian, and around 1800 even exceeds all the other European
languages including English (Jespersen 1926: 229). Therefore the factor 'numerical strength' must once have worked
more in favour of German as an international language than it does today. It is, incidentally, not very difficult to find
some of the reasons why German declined in relative (as opposed to absolute) numerical strength in

Table 2.1. Number of native speakers of German in comparison to other
languages (millions)

Grimes (1984) Comrie (1987) Finkenstaedt and

Schréder (1990)
1. Chinese 700 Chinese 1,000 Chinese 770
2. English 391 English 300 English 415
3.  Spanish 211 Spanish 280 Hindi 290
4. HindiUrdu 194 Russian 215 Spanish 285
5. Russian 154 HindiUrdu 200 Arabic 170
6. Portuguese 120 Indonesian 200 Bengali 165
7. German 119 Arabic 150 Portuguese 160
8. Arabic 117 Portuguese 150 Indonesian 125
9. Japanese 117 Bengali 145 Japanese 120
10. Indonesian 110 Japanese 115 Russian 115
11. Bengdli 102 German 103 German 92
12. French 63 French 68 French 55
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recent times. German declined vis-a-vis the languages of some developing countries because the popul ation growth of
developed countries is generally slower, and it declined vis-a-vis the languages of some European countries because
the German-speaking countries did not spread their language beyond Europe by way of conquest and colonialism (with
the exception of Namibia).

2.2
Economic Srength

The language of an economically strong community spreads internationally to a greater extent than an economically
weak community's language. Economic strength of alanguage (or rather of alanguage community) seemsto carry even
more weight than numerical strength, as may for instance be concluded from the noticeable spread of Japanese in
recent times (see Coulmas 1989) as compared to Chinese. Japanese, whose language community is numerically much
weaker but economically stronger than the Chinese language community, has recently spread more than Chinese. The
language of an economically strong community is attractive to learn because of its business potential. Knowledge of the
language potentially opens up the market of that community: it is easier for producers to penetrate a market if they
know the language of the potential customer.

Table 2.2 shows how German compares to other languages in economic strength. The figures were calculated on the
basis of the two sources indicated (Grimes 1984; Haefs 1989). First, for each country in the world which contains any
speakers of the language in question (according to Grimes 1984), the GNP of these speakers was calculated, assuming
the same GNP, on average, for each citizen of the country. Then, these figures were added together for all the countries
in the world. While it may be assumed that the first ten languages or so are really the ten economically strongest
languages in the world, the others were included because they count among the numerically strongest languagesin the
world. This therefore shows the discrepancy between numerical and economic strength in these cases.

As can be seen from the table, German ranks third among all the languages in the world, behind English and Japanese.
Its relative economic strength is therefore considerably higher than its relative numerical strength. Only English is far
stronger economically (about four times as strong), while most of the numerically stronger languages are economically
weaker, often even considerably weaker. It may, therefore, be assumed that economic strength is among the factors
which work in favour of the status of German as an international language.

< previous page page 30 next page >



< previous page page 31 next page >

Page 31

Table 2.2. Economic strength
of German in comparison to
other languages, after Grimes

1984 and Haefs 1989 (US$
bn)

1. English 4,271
2. Japanese 1,277
3. German 1,090
4. Russian 801
5. Spanish 738
6. French 669
7. Chinese 448
8. Arabic 359
9. Italian 302
10. Portuguese 234
11. Dutch 203
12. Hindi-Urdu 102
13. Indonesian 65
14. Danish 60
15. Greek 49
2.3

Number of Countriesin Which a Language Has Official Satus on a National or Regional Level (‘Political Strength’)

If alanguage has official status in several countries, either on a national or on aregional level, it willother
circumstances being equalbe more likely to be studied as a foreign language than if it has official statusin only very
few or no countries. It seems more worth while studying such alanguage, since its potential for communication with
different countries is greater. As a consequence, it also tends to be used more in international communication. One
could call the number of countries in which alanguage has official status the language's 'political strength'.

German has official status in the following seven countries (see map, Figure 2.2):
Germany, Austria, Liechtenstein (sole official language on the national level);
Switzerland, Luxembourg (co-official on the national level);

Italy (South Tyrol), Belgium (German-speaking community) (regional level).
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Until 1990 German had official statusin two more countries, namely in the German Democratic Republic on the
national level (before the unification of the two Germanics on 3 October 1990), and in Namibia on aregional level
(before the country won its independence on 21 March 1990). These are still included in Table 2.3 which compares
German to other languages with respect to number of countries where the languages have official status, since more
recent comparative data were not available to me; however, for German the revised new figures are added. While
German formerly ranked fifth among all the languages in the world with respect to countries in which it had official
status, it now shares rank five with Portuguese. If one weights sole official status on the national level (first figure
given in parentheses) more heavily than co-official or regional status (second figure in parentheses), Portuguese even
ranks above German, which then takes sixth place. Since for the year 1991 no comparative data with other languages
were available, the former rank order is still given in Table
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2.3. The rank of German is not affected by the differences between the sources, which are quite considerable for some
of the other languages. It would have been useful to distinguish further between national and regional official status for
the comparison between the languages, however, this distinction is not made consistently in the sources.

Table 2.3. The six most widespread national official
languages according to numbers of countries

Banks (1987) Haefs (1989) 1991
1. English 63 (19 + 44) 59 (30 + 29)
2. French 34(11+23) 27(15+12)
3.Spanish 23(15+8) 21(17+4)
4. Arabic 22(14+8) 23(18+5)
5.German 8(4+4) 9(4+5) 7(3+4)
6. Portuguese 7 (6 + 1) 7(7+0)

2.4
Number of Learners of the Language As a Foreign Language ('Sudy Strength')

The extent to which alanguage is studied as aforeign language could be called its 'study strength’. German is among
the most widely studied foreign languages in the world. It is studied in the schools of about half the countries in the
world, though sometimes only in asmall proportion of the country's schools. In 1982/3, for example, it was studied in
83 of the then 172 countries of the world (cf. Bericht 1985, Ammon 1991: 433). During the twentieth century German
has probably always ranked behind English and French as aforeign language in schools, with respect to the total
number of students as well as with respect to the number of countries in which it has been a school subject. Today it
may even rank behind Spanish in numbers of students, mainly as a consequence of the vast number of students of
Spanish in North America; overall comparative figures are, however, not currently available. There is no doubt that
German is outnumbered by French, and even more so by English. Drawing on various sources, | found or calculated the
following numbers of foreign-language students for these three languages in primary and secondary schools for 1974
(English), 1985 (French), and 1982/3 (German): English: 117.7 million; French: 50.9 million; German: 15.1 million
(see Ammon 1991:437ff.). It may be assumed that the numbers for English were even greater in the 1980s, the years to
which the figures for German and French relate.
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The proportions on the tertiary level are probably roughly comparable. Instead of comprehensive figures, which were
not available to me, | shall present figures for the number of foreign students from countries of other languagesin the
mother-tongue countries of the languages in question. These figures were taken from the Satistical Yearbook,
published by Unesco. In this context, a country is considered to be a 'mother-tongue country' of a given language only
If asubstantial proportion of the country's population are native speakers of that language. For German, for instance,
this means the following countries (only those with tertiary institutions were included): the Federal Republic, GDR (as
the figures used refer to the situation before the unification of Germany in 1990), Austria, and Switzerland (75 per
cent), or for French: France, Canada (29 per cent), Belgium (33 per cent), Switzerland (21 per cent). As the student
figures were only available for the entire countries they were scaled down in proportion to percentages of native
speakers in each case. In the Unesco Yearbooks, the numbers of foreign students in each country are broken down
according to countries of origin; only students coming from countries with other mother tongues (other than the mother
tongue of the countries where they studied) were included in our calculation.

Relatively few such learners of aforeign language actually study it in one of the mother-tongue countries for the
language in question. They are, however, among those who acquire a particularly solid command of the language;
otherwise as arule, they would not be able to study successfully at the tertiary institutions of the mother-tongue
countries. To some extent at least, this justifies focusing on them in our attempt to compare languages according to the
degree to which they are studied as foreign languages on the tertiary level. Table 2.4 gives the numbers of these
students for various languages. As can be seen, German ranks third among all the languages, following English which
Isway ahead, and French. The proportion for Spanish may be lower in Table 2.4 than it would be for the entirety of
students who study it as aforeign language on the tertiary level, since the numbers <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>