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Abstract 

This paper focuses on phonetic variation within the standard German language register 
of Austria. While the norm status and a high socio-symbolic value are attributed to 
certain lexical variants of standard language in Austria, the norm and usage status of 
characteristic phonetic properties remain unclear, due to lack of empirical analyses. By 
investigating the relation between standard language norms and “standard usage” (Ge-
brauchsstandard) in Austria, our study aims to close this research gap by using the 
example of unstressed ‹-ig›. The analyses are based on data gathered from 52 speakers 
from two generations, covering all Austrian dialect regions. Elicitation settings varied 
from strongly standardized tasks with a graphic or visual stimulus (reading aloud tasks, 
picture naming tasks) to translation tasks (translation from dialect into standard) with 
oral stimuli. The results demonstrate that although ‹-ig› is predominantly pronounced 
like [ɪk], (socio-)linguistic factors as phonetic context, part of speech, setting, gender 
and regional background influence the ‹-ig›-variation. In total, the data suggest that 
German speaking Austrians are situated in a conflict between transnationally diverging 
norms and intra-nationally varying model speakers of German. 
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1  Introduction 

This paper focuses on the phonetic variation within the standard German lan-
guage register. German is often described as a “pluricentric” language with “sev-
eral interacting centres, each providing a national [standard] variety with at least 
some of its own (codified) norms” (Clyne 1992: 1; see Herrgen 2015, Scheurin-
ger 1996, Glauninger 2013 for a critical discussion). While Germany is hierar-
chically classified as “dominant centre” (see Clyne 1995: 22, Auer 2013, section 
2), this paper discusses the variation of the standard language spoken in Austria 
– a “non-dominant centre” when viewed from a pluricentric perspective. This 
asymmetry between the ‘centres’ of the German-speaking areas is both  
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traceable structurally and reflected in speakers’ attitudes (see Schmidlin 2011, 
Ammon et al. 2016). 

While norm status and high socio-symbolic value are attributed to certain lex-
ical variants of the standard (or standard-related) language in Austria, the norm 
and usage status of characteristic phonetic properties of a/the Austrian standard 
language remain unclear. This is largely because empirical analyses concerning 
the function and use of these phonetic features are sparse or missing entirely. 
Furthermore, codices of standard German language pronunciation – pointing out 
overt pronunciation norms – usually focus on the pronunciation of the standard 
register(s) spoken in Germany. In contrast, similar national-scale pronunciation 
norms are rare for Austria (see section 3.1 for more details). By investigating the 
relation between standard language norms on the one hand and “standard usage” 
(Gebrauchsstandard) on the other hand, our analyses aim to close this research 
gap. “Standard usage” can be defined as a form of speech, used by highly edu-
cated speakers in formal speech settings (see Kleiner 2014: 277). To illustrate 
this, we will investigate the articulation of unstressed ‹-ig› (e.g., in König ‘king’, 
fertig ‘ready’, Leichtigkeit ‘ease, facility’ or erniedrigt ‘humiliated’), whose pro-
nunciation as either a fricative or a plosive variant has been a controversial issue 
since the beginning of the codification of standard German (see section 3.1). The 
variation of this particular phenomenon is controlled by complex linguistic fac-
tors (e.g., phonetic context), which are partly codified in the standard language. 
However, the variation is also driven by sociolinguistic factors which account for 
the variation in the actual language use and which reflect regional and situational-
pragmatic differences. 

Our analyses are based on a substantial empirical corpus, comprising of lin-
guistic data conducted from 52 speakers of two generations covering all major 
Austrian dialect regions. Elicitation settings varied from strongly standardized 
tasks with a graphic or at least visual stimulus (reading aloud tasks, picture nam-
ing tasks) to translation tasks (translation from dialect into standard) with oral 
stimuli. Our quantitative and qualitative results should enable us to answer the 
following key research questions:  

− What is the relation between standard language pronunciation norms and stan-
dard language use in Austria? 

− Which parallels and differences can be found in the pronunciation used in 
reading aloud tasks, picture naming tasks and translation tasks (towards stan-
dard) in Austria?  

− What can be said about the intra- and inter-individual variation of the standard 
language spoken in Austria? 

− Which parallels and differences can be found in the standard language use of 
different speaker groups in various regions across Austria? 
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 Which regularities emerge which can be said to represent norms that define 
an Austrian standard? 

 In what way are these norms Austria-specific and/or contrary to the norms 
reported for Germany? 

The discussion is structured as follows: Section 2 focusses on theoretical and 
methodological aspects of standard language research on German in general, 
while section 3 discusses the variation of ‹-ig›-pronunciation from the 
perspective of language norms and language usage by referring to existing 
research. Section 4 is devoted to our own empirical study of the variation 
phenomenon. The paper closes with a summary (section 5). 

2  German standard(s) from normative and from usage perspectives 

Concerning the definition of a German standard, an essential theoretical question 
is whether this variety can include regional variants (for the discussion of this 
topic see Schmidt & Herrgen 2011, Herrgen 2015, Ammon et al. 2016, Dep-
permann et al. 2013, Maitz & Elspaß 2013, Klein 2013 and Kleiner 2014). For 
example, according to Schmidt & Herrgen (2011: 62), the German standard is 
defined as a variety which lacks salient regionalisms and therefore considers the 
listeners’ judgements based on their norm concepts. In this context, the standard 
is largely associated with trained speakers and a small group of laypeople. For 
instance, by analyzing two German newsreaders, Lameli (2004: 86) demonstrates 
that trained speakers (in this case newscasters) from Germany deviate from the 
standard norm as it is codified in the German German pronunciation dictionary 
Duden (2015) only in every thirty-fifth or fortieth word. In contrast, even 
Northern German laypeople, who are often and transnationally associated with 
standard-closest articulation (see e.g., König 2008), diverge from the same 
codified German German standard norm in at least every fifth word (see Lameli 
2004: 210–212), thus much more often than trained speakers. Based on these 
results, Lameli (2004) proposes to empirically and theoretically separate the 
German standard of trained speakers from the Kolloquialstandard “colloquial 
standard” of laypeople with few phonetic differences. In contrast to the “regional 
accent”, which typically includes more (salient) regional variants, this “colloquial 
standard” appears to be judged as being “pure High German” by highly educated 
listeners from Germany. Thus, from the German (academic) listeners’ 
perspective, there seems to be a kind of perceptive border between the standard 
variety including the “colloquial standard” on the one hand and the 
Regionalakzent ‘regional accent’ on the other hand.  

Deppermann et al. (2013: 90) criticize Schmidt & Herrgens’ (2011) approach 
towards standards with regard to the fact that in their definition hardly any 
untrained speakers would achieve the ideal pronunciation. Instead, they argue for 
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a “regional standard usage” (regionaler Gebrauchsstandard), which considers 
the “communicative events in which ordinary speakers take part, particularly in   
semiformal contexts”. According to the authors, standard should be a variety 
which can be used for the majority of communicative events (at least by educated 
speakers) and should be comprehensible to the entire speech community. Their 
approach to Gebrauchsstandard ‘regional standard usage’ is further supported by 
Ammon (2005: 29), who defines standard as a general speech form in public lan-
guage usage. Kleiner et al. (2011: 181) go even further and consider non-public 
formal language usage as being standard (usage). Empirically, the “standard us-
age” can be examined by reading tasks and sociobiographic interviews with pu-
pils with a higher level of school education (see Kleiner 2014: 277). In this soci-
olinguistic usage-based approach, the Regionalakzent ‘regional accent’, is part of 
the standard, while in the aforementioned structural linguistics definition it is part 
of the “regiolect” and therefore of the nonstandard. Thus, Regionalakzent ‘re-
gional accent’ and Regionalstandard ‘regional standard’ are synonymous on the 
phonetic level (see Kleiner et al. 2011: 180–181). 

The research debate demonstrates the complexities of defining a German stand-
ard and the many issues it presents. For instance, regarding the relation between 
“standard norms” and “real” language usage (by model speakers versus/and lay-
people; in formal/public versus/and other contexts). In his “field of social forces of 
a standard variety” (Soziales Kräftefeld einer Standardvarietät, see Figure 1), Am-
mon (1995) brings four central interacting components of a standard variety to-
gether: A standard variety is codified in dictionaries, which define its form and 
features. Variants, which are colloquial or – in pluricentric contexts – part of an-
other national variety, are specially marked. This codex is typically prescribed by 
state institutions and provides guidance for nationals, i.e. the members of a linguis-
tic community. It is important to note that few members directly orient themselves 
to these norms. Instead, norm authorities, such as teachers and officials in state 
agencies, are obligated to apply the codex and pass it on to their pupils or employ-
ees. Thus, the corrections of norm authorities play a decisive role for the standard 
norm. Furthermore, language experts, i.e. linguists or university teachers, also par-
ticipate in the norm-setting process and provide a professional opinion on the co-
dex, which then might influence the future norm. Moreover, an important factor in 
setting norms is model speakers in the media, whose pronunciation serves as a 
prestige model for the speech community and pronounce texts intended for the 
public (model texts). It is important to note that feedback effects between all the 
components of the social forces model can be assumed. While norm authorities 
adjust themselves to model speakers during the norm setting, the model speakers’ 
pronunciation is influenced by the standard, which they had learned during their 
speech training. Furthermore, norm authorities and language experts are intercon-
nected in order to justify their decisions. A further influencing factor, which cannot 
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be disregarded in this “field of social forces of a standard variety”, is the pronun-
ciation of the population. However, the population itself might be heterogeneous 
and has an indirect impact on the norm-setting process (see Ammon 1995: 73–81). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 1: Field of social forces of a standard variety (see Ammon 1995: 80). 

 
Ammon (1995: 81) proposes that (phonetic) variants can be regarded as part of 
the national standard, when all four forces converge and therefore accept them as 
conforming to the standard. A clear delimitation is impossible in many cases, 
since many features are controversial between the entities and are only accepted 
as part of the standard by some of them. To consider the different components of 
the social forces model, the following section describes the Austrian language 
codex of ‹-ig› (section 3.1) and its pronunciation by Austrian model speakers and 
educated laypeople separately (section 3.2). 

 

3  State of research: Norm and pronunciation of ‹-ig› in Austria  
3.1 Pronunciation norms and codices of “German” – Yesterday and today 

There are several reference guides for the different national (and regional) stand-
ards of German for the lexical level which are (predominantly) accepted by soci-
ety and the linguistic community (see e.g., Bickel & Landolt 2012, ÖWB 2016, 
Ammon et al. 2016). In contrast, there is no undisputed pronunciation dictionary 
or codex that defines (or describes) the phonetic norms of Austrian standard Ger-
man. However, several attempts were made to describe prominent features of 
Austrian standard pronunciation in contrast to German German standard (see 
Moosmüller et al. 2015, Muhr 2007, Wiesinger 2009a). Nonetheless, regarding 
many Austrian pronunciation issues, the normative character remains unclear. 

In 1898, the first pronunciation norm of standard German was published, 
namely Theodor Siebs’ “Deutsche Bühnenaussprache” ‘German stage pronuncia-
tion’ (Siebs 1898). The aim was to establish the existing language usage on stages 
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as pronunciation norm and to counterbalance differences resulting in a pronuncia-
tion norm for the guidance of actors. Since 1922, the reine Hochlautung ‘pure high 
pronunciation’ was also prescribed in schools. In 1969, criteria for the modified 
version were proposed in a gemäßigte Hochlautung ‘moderate high pronunciation’. 
While the reine Hochlautung ‘pure high pronunciation’ was described as an ideal 
norm, obligatory for theatres, poetry and classical singing, the gemäßigte Hochlau-
tung ‘moderate high pronunciation’ was intended to represent the standard norm of 
laypeople. The “ideal standard norm” would only exhibit one variant whereas a 
range of variation could be proposed for the “standard usage”. For instance, special 
regional rules were applied for Austria and Switzerland (see Siebs 1969: 1–15). 
The case of ‹-ig› is a frequently discussed phenomenon in this context (see also 
Kleiner 2010: 260–262). At the offset of a syllable (König ‘king’) or before conso-
nants (befriedigt ‘satisfied’, freudigste ‘happiest’), Siebs (1969: 100, 113–114) rec-
ommends a fricative pronunciation [ɪç] to represent the reine Hochlautung (‘pure 
high pronunciation’). In contrast, before -lich (an adjectival suffix) and in the word 
Königreich ‘kingdom’ – where there are already fricatival [ɪç]-contexts (ortho-
graphically transcribed as ‹ch›) – the plosive variant [ɪk] is proposed. Furthermore, 
before vowel (e.g., ewiges ‘eternal’), ‹-ig› should be pronounced as a voiced plo-
sive [ɪg]. Hoewever, for the Austrian gemäßigte Hochlautung ‘moderate high pro-
nunciation’ the plosive pronunciation [ɪk] is permitted in all phonetic contexts.  

Luick (1996 [1904]) criticized Siebs’ (1898) language conventions and argued 
that they could not be applied to Austria. Overall, he concluded that it is impossible 
to set one norm for the whole German speaking area. Instead, he argued that a norm 
should be installed and formulated for each individual area. To describe the norms 
for Austria, he examined the pronunciation of educated people from Vienna and 
other federal states of Austria. Concerning ‹-ig›, he concluded that the colloquial 
Austrian German varies between [ç] and [k]. Thus, for Luick (1996 [1904]) the 
language usage at the beginning of the 20th century is not clearly differentiated. 
Regarding the writing classes as a school subject, Luick (1996 [1904]: 92) recom-
mends the plosive variant, but in other settings, particularly in declamations, [ç] 
should not be corrected. Luicks (1996 [1904]) pronunciation recommendations, 
however, have never led to a codification of standard Austrian German. Instead, an 
Austrian supplement was attached to Siebs’ “Bühnenaussprache” ‘German stage 
pronunciation’ in 1957, which established pronunciation guidelines for Austrian 
schools. Regarding ‹-ig›, the guidelines generally provide a fricative pronunciation, 
but plosives are permitted before /s/, /st/ and /t/ in Austria as well (see Luick 1996 
[1904]: 140). 

The most differentiated and recent description of the German standard is pre-
sented in the (newly edited) pronunciation dictionary of Duden (2015), which 
defines standard language as a usage norm (see section 2 for definition) consid-
ering trained speakers as well as laypeople’s pronunciations. The Duden (2015), 
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which is clearly a descriptive rather than a prescriptive pronunciation dictionary, 
focusses on the German German standard, but also considers norm differences in 
Austria and Switzerland. Concerning ‹-ig›, the Duden (2015: 462) describes the 
pronunciation by differentiating four phonetic contexts:  

1.  In the final position of adjectives (e.g., schmutzig ‘dirty’), numerals up from 20 
(e.g., zwanzig ‘twenty’), some nouns (e.g., König ‘king’) and some place names 
(e.g., Leipzig) [ɪç] is used by German professional speakers and laypeople from 
northern Germany. In contrast, in eastern Austria the fricative occurs alongside 
[ɪk]. [ɪk] is spread generally in wide areas of southern Germany and in western 
Austria. Furthermore, the ‹-ig›-pronunciation depends on the formality of the 
speech situation. For instance, in northern Bavarian [ɪk] only occurs in formal 
situations.  

2.  Before voiceless consonants /t/ and /s/ in suffixes (e.g., erledigte ‘finished’) su-
perlatives (e.g., wichtigste ‘most important’), ordinals (e.g., zwanzigste (‘twen-
tieth’), before -keit (e.g., Schwierigkeit ‘difficulty’) [ɪç] is used by professional 
speakers and predominantly in northern German laypeoples’ reading pronunci-
ation. In contrast, in Austria and wide areas of southern Bavaria [ɪk] is used. 
Exceptions are ordinal numbers and words with -keit, which are often pro-
nounced with [ɪç] even in these regions.  

3.  Before vowels and syllabic nasals in inflected forms of verbs (e.g., erledige 
‘finish’), adjectives (e.g., wichtigen ‘important’) and substantives (e.g., Käfige 
‘cages’) the plosive realization [ɪg] is common.  

4.  Before -lich (e.g., königlich ‘royal’) and -reich (e.g., Königreich ‘kingdom’) the 
pronunciation is [ɪk].  

Despite the assumption of a usage norm, the Duden (2015) glossary only lists the 
supra-regional variants from German trained speakers (here: [ɪç]), while variation 
between the national standards are described separately. However, the [ɪk]-pronun-
ciation is accepted as being completely norm-compliant (see Duden 2015: 432). 

There are two recent pronunciation dictionaries regarding the ‹-ig›-pronunci-
ation (and other phonetic phenomena) which concentrate on Austrian standard 
German, namely Muhr (2007) and Wiesinger (2009a): 

In his (often criticized) pronunciation dictionary (see e.g., Kleiner 2008, 
Hirschfeld 2009 and Wiesinger 2009b), Muhr (2007) examines two model speak-
ers (news anchors) for Austria. The results are used as a recommended orientation 
for presentations in public and media situations. Concerning ‹-ig›, Muhr (2007: 
50–51) describes a plosive pronunciation in the phonetic contexts before /t/ and 
/s/. In contrast, for ‹-ig› in final position and before -keit (e.g., Süßigkeit ‘sweet-
ness’), he states both variants, namely [ɪk] and [ɪç].  

Within the Deutsches Aussprachewörterbuch ‘German pronunciation diction-
ary’ by Krech et al. (2009), Wiesinger (2009a) describes the ‹-ig›-pronunciation 
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more comprehensively within three “registers of standard pronunciation” in Aus-
tria: I. the upper (gehobener) standard of trained speakers, which is similar to 
Siebs (1969) conventions with few Austrian particularities; II. the moderate 
(gemäßigter) standard of trained speakers based on Siebs (1969) with considera-
ble Austrian speech features; and III. the standard of laypeople, which can be 
described as a “regional standard on a dialect basis” (Wiesinger 2009a: 235). Ac-
cording to Wiesinger (2009a), all three registers are distributed in the Austrian 
media. While news anchors and moderators typically pronounce register I or II, 
register III occurs in politicians and other persons of public interest from eco-
nomics, science and culture. Concerning ‹-ig›, the plosive [ig̊] typically occurs in 
register III, in contrast to registers I and II, where the fricative seems to be pre-
dominant, yet with assumedly increasing acceptance towards the plosive (see 
Wiesinger 2009a: 247). It is only in instances when ‹-ig› is followed by a palatal 
fricative that it is pronounced as [ig̊] (e.g., lediglich ‘only’, Königreich ‘king-
dom’) in accordance with Siebs. According to Wiesinger (2009a: 252), registers 
I and II reflect the Austrian standard, since this pronunciation of trained speakers 
is accepted all over Austria, while register III is restricted as a “regional standard” 
that is not valid in all areas of the country.  

 
3.2  The pronunciation of ‹-ig› in Austria – Research to date 

3.2.1  Empirical analyses on (trained) model speakers  

We can refer to previous studies on the ‹-ig›-pronunciation by (linguistically) 
trained “model speakers” (see section 2 above). Their results will be chronologi-
cally summarized in the following: 

Takahashi (1996) examines the question of whether the regularities of the 
proposed norms (e.g., Siebs, Duden) are reflected in the everyday language, and 
therefore whether differences occur between codices and the actual language use 
of “model speakers”. Thus, he investigates Austrian newscasters from the ORF 
(the state-owned official Austrian broadcasting station) and teachers of German 
as a foreign language. Concerning ‹-ig›-pronunciation, Takahashi (1996: 171) 
predominantly finds a plosive pronunciation like [ɪk] in final position with the 
[ɪç]-pronunciation in dreißig ‘thirty’ as only exception. Unfortunately, no further 
information is provided concerning differences between the speaker groups, 
word class or diverging phonetic environments.  

Wonka (2015) also examines the pronunciation of journalists during ORF 
news programs. The results demonstrate that 76.3% of the investigated lexemes 
are pronounced with plosive, while a fricative pronunciation occurs at a rate of 
23.7%. Gender appears to be an influencing factor, since male anchors use frica-
tives almost three times as frequently (34.27%) as females (12.86%). Further-
more, the factor of text type (report vs. moderation) is examined. While in reports 
the variants [ɪç] and [ɪk] are very balanced, [ik] is prevalent (about 80%) in live 
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moderations (see Wonka 2015: 142–143). Wonka (2015: 150–153) differentiates 
her results with regard to the phonetic environment. In the final position, before 
/t/ and /s(t)/ relatively similar results could be shown, namely ca. 22–25% frica-
tives. Furthermore, the category “middle of the word” is defined, which includes 
words ending in -keit as well as compounds as dreißigjährig ‘thirty-year-old’. 
Here, only 13% fricatives occur. Unfortunately, the speakers’ origins are not con-
sidered and statistical evidence for the different factors is missing. 

Hildenbrandt & Moosmüller (2015) also analyze newscasts of the ORF, 
demonstrating that plosive and fricative realizations are balanced (53% plosive 
vs. 47% fricative). As an additional parameter, Hildenbrandt & Moosmüller 
(2015: 120) suggest that regional differences within Austria could have an impact 
on the complex topic. They hypothesize that news anchors from western Austria 
pronounce more plosives than those from eastern Austria. Interestingly, although 
western Austrian news anchors use slightly fewer fricatives, this difference does 
not reach statistical significance. However, it is worth noting that the inter-
speaker variability is high. Regarding the phonetic context, Hildenbrandt & 
Moosmüller (2015) observe that news anchors use 67% plosives and 33% frica-
tives in word-final position. Interestingly, in numerals news anchors produce the 
most fricatives (82%). Before /t/, 38% of all instances are fricatives and thus 
comparable to the word-final position. Furthermore, in contrast to Wonka’s 
(2015) results, the data indicate that news anchors produce 42% fricatives in su-
perlatives, 59% in ordinals, and 83% before -keit.  

In her master’s thesis, Thévenanz (2018) also examines news casts from the 
ORF. Again, the results demonstrate a balanced distribution of plosives (56%) 
and fricatives (44%). In total, most ‹-ig› were collected in final position and in 
cardinal numbers. Divided according to the phonetic context, fricatives mostly 
occur before -keit (100%), then in final position in cardinals (62%) and in final 
position in adjectives and substantives (21%). The other contexts are under-rep-
resented, but the few items demonstrate that preceding /st/ 26% fricatives occur 
and before /t/ 15%. Furthermore, Thévenanz (2018: 51–52) indicates that, in to-
tal, men use [ɪk]-variants more frequently than women, but because of high inter-
personal variability, more statistical evidence is needed to substantiate this find-
ing.  

3.2.2  Empirical analyses of (“untrained”) academics  

There are some studies which concentrate on the pronunciation of ‹-ig› (amongst 
others) in standard language usage of highly educated Austrian laypeople: 

A groundbreaking work for this analysis is König (1989a, 1989b), which, for 
the first time, aimed to empirically explore and outline regional differences in the 
pronunciation of written German on a larger database. He recorded students from 



152 M. Lanwermeyer, J. Fanta-Jende, A.N. Lenz, K. Korecky-Kröll  
 

44 locations in Germany, during reading a word list. For ‹-ig› the results demon-
strate clear differences between northern Germany ([ɪç]) and southern Germany 
([ɪk]) (see König 1989b: 319). Interestingly, in words containing -keit, fricatives 
occur even in southern Germany, while in words like königlich ‘royal’ and Kö-
nigreich ‘kingdom’ plosives occur almost exclusively even in northern Germany 
(see König 1989a: 117–118).  

König’s (1989) investigation was limited to the former federal states of Ger-
many, but Kleiner (2010) conducted an expanded survey, which included Ger-
many in its entirety, as well as Austria and other German speaking countries. His 
corpus predominantly consists of recordings of pupils from the Gymnasium (ad-
vanced secondary school) located in 170 locations (see for colored maps Kleiner 
2011ff). The analysis of ‹-ig› is based on word lists and texts, which are read 
aloud, translations from English to German and language biographical inter-
views. Kleiner (2010) analyzes ‹-ig› depending on its phonetic environment. He 
differentiates ‹-ig› in final position, ‹-ig› before [t]/[tə], ‹-ig› before [s]/[st], ‹-ig› 
before -keit and ‹-ig› in special cases like Königreich ‘kingdom’, königlich 
‘royal’ and Königshaus ‘royal house’. Regarding Austria, Kleiner (2010: 268–
279) finds predominantly plosives in final position. The only tendency for frica-
tives can be found in eastern Austria, where emphasis varies in different words. 
For example, in richtig ‘right’ more fricatives occur than in einig ‘agreed’. While 
fricative pronunciation increases for cardinal numbers in the whole of Germany, 
in western Austria plosives occur almost exclusively. Only further east from 
Salzburg – Gmunden – Tamsweg fricatives occur alongside plosives. The sub-
stantive König ‘king’ shows the clearest east-west differentiation. According to 
Kleiner (2010: 279), the ‹-ig›-pronunciation in substantives is more salient to 
speakers and therefore this areal distribution displays a conscious adaptation to 
the [ɪk]-variant, which is considered to be correct pronunciation in many regions. 
The Austrian data also show that ‹-ig› before [t]/[tə] and before [s]/[st] is pre-
dominantly pronounced as a plosive, although slight deviations occur between 
different words of the categories, for instance between superlatives and ordinal 
numbers ending with -igste(n). The suffix -igkeit is a special case, as it demon-
strates most fricatives even in eastern Austria, whereas in western Austria plo-
sives are again predominant. Finally, in the words Königreich ‘kingdom’, kö-
niglich ‘royal’ and Königshaus ‘royal house’ [ɪk]-variants were attested in the 
whole study area. Apart from the areal distribution and dependence of the pho-
netic environment, Kleiner (2010) discusses the different contextual styles in 
spelling pronunciations in contrast to spontaneous speech. For instance, he 
demonstrates that using displayed numbers (instead of spelled numbers; compa-
rable to picture naming tasks) is useful when collecting the “standard usage”, 
since very similar results were found in instances such as interviews (see Kleiner 
2010: 276). Kleiner (2010: 299) concludes that western Austria, with a focus on 
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the state of Tyrol, is one of the most stable plosive areas, explicable by the vital 
dialects, which predominantly lack any [ç]-allophone.  

Besides the aforementioned studies, there are investigations which focus pri-
marily on Austria. For instance, Bürkle (1995) recorded 15 speakers from all over 
Austria with Matura (general qualification for university entrance) during which 
the speakers read aloud from a word list. Results demonstrate that fricative pro-
nunciations only occur in Obrigkeit ‘authority’ (3 times), ewig ‘eternal’ (2 times) 
and König ‘king’ (1 time). He concludes that ‹-ig› before -keit is mostly pro-
nounced as a fricative. The results for the rest of ‹-ig›-pronunciations remain un-
clear, as does the areal distribution of the pronunciations.  

Ehrlich (2009) analyzes phonetic standard features by asking students to read 
a word list. The results demonstrate a general preference for a pronunciation with 
plosive. Interestingly, in the final position, a fricative is used in about 30% of the 
cases, while before /t/ and /s/ fricatives occur in up to 20%. Furthermore, Ehrlich 
(2009: 111–112) finds that häufigsten ‘most frequently’ is pronounced signifi-
cantly more often with plosive in Vienna than in the other Austrian federal states. 
For the other words, no significant effects could be found with reference to the 
areal distribution of the participants.  

Thévenanz (2018) conducted a survey with 30 students or graduates from 
Austria. Participants were required to perform several tasks: picture naming, 
translation of English sentences, reading German sentences, and interviews. Con-
cerning ‹-ig›, in total, 76% were articulated as plosives, 24% as fricatives. Sur-
prisingly, no differences could be detected between the different elicitation set-
tings, although the picture naming evoked a slightly higher degree of fricatives. 
Again, most fricatives occur before -keit (80%), then in final position in cardinals 
(40%), in final position in adjectives and substantives (12%), preceding /st/ (7%) 
and /t/ (6%). Interestingly, in contrast to her study on news anchors, Thévenanz 
(2018: 73–74) found no evidence of gender differences. However, she found dif-
ferences regarding the origin of the speakers. Unfortunately, these differences 
only display tendencies, since the number of speakers from the locations is in-
consistent. While the results for Vienna, Lower Austria and Upper Austria dis-
play the average, speakers from Salzburg and Carinthia use a lot more plosives. 
In contrast, the only speaker from Styria shows the most fricatives.  

Amongst others, Hildenbrandt & Moosmüller (2015) recorded semi-struc-
tured interviews with 12 highly-educated speakers from Vienna. Overall, speak-
ers pronouncing ‹-ig› use 88.5% plosives and thus much fewer fricatives (11.5%) 
than news anchors (47%). Interestingly, there is a high inter-speaker variability 
showing that some speakers never use fricatives, while others use them in more 
than 30% of the cases. Gender, however, does not play a decisive role. Hil-
denbrandt & Moosmüller (2015: 121) conclude that “the fricative pronunciation 
of -ig is rather not a trait of SAG [Standard Austrian German] speakers”. For 
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further analyses, Hildenbrandt & Moosmüller (2015: 122–124) use the phonetic 
contexts displayed by Kleiner (2010). Their speakers use 83% plosives in word-
final position (80% in numerals). Interestingly, this is contrary to the usage of the 
news anchors, who produce plosives in numerals only in 18% of the cases. Un-
fortunately, not enough data is available for the remaining positions. However, 
these few items indicate that, in accordance with Kleiner (2010), ‹-ig› preced-
ing -keit is overwhelmingly produced with fricative. Hildenbrandt & Moosmüller 
(2015: 126) conclude that “SAG [Standard Austrian German] speakers, all from 
Vienna, predominantly make use of the stop pronunciation, with an exception of 
-ig preceding -keit. Definitely, the investigation need to be extended to SAG 
[Standard Austrian German] speakers from other parts of the country”. It is this 
gap in research that the survey presented in this paper intends to close.  

3.2.3  The pronunciation of ‹-ig› in Austrian nonstandard varieties 

Although the main objective of this paper revolves around standard articulation 
and competing norms regarding the variation of ‹-ig›, the assumption is that the 
“underlying” dialectal structure is likely to play a considerable role for the expla-
nation of specific regional differences. Regarding Austrian dialects, the plosive 
can be considered as a ‘default’ pronunciation with frequent g-deletions in word-
final position (e.g., flaißßi ‘diligent’ (Kranzmayer 1956: 85)), the latter especially 
in the eastern states of the country. In addition, Luick (1996 [1904]: 92) describes 
the additional use of fricatives in (eastern) Austrian dialects, resulting in three 
possible realizations of ‹-ig›, especially in the area of Vienna: /-i/, /-iç/ or /-ig̊, ik/ 
(see Hildenbrandt & Moosmüller 2015: 113 and 115). At the same time, though, 
Luick (1996 [1904]: 92) attests a preference for plosives based on the written 
language, perceived as the correct standard form. The result is, as Hildenbrandt 
& Moosmüller (2015: 113) conclude, the “paradoxical situation”, in which “in 
the eastern parts of Austria, SGG [Standard German German] norms and dialectal 
usage coincide”, both favoring the fricative pronunciation. These findings are 
partially confirmed in their own study, in which speakers of Viennese dialect use 
more fricatives than speakers of standard Austrian German (21% vs. 12%), espe-
cially in word-final position (38% vs. 17%).  

Elspaß & Möller (2003ff) provide an insight into ‹-ig›-variation of “interme-
diate varieties” (“regiolect”, see Lenz 2010) with the “Atlas zur deutschen 
Alltagssprache” (ADA) ‘Atlas of colloquial German’. In their first collection 
round they collected data, between 2003 and 2004, from 1763 participants from 
440 locations, via an online survey. For the words König ‘king’, wenig ‘few’ and 
zwanzig ‘twenty’, they demonstrate again that in Austria ‹-ig› predominantly is 
pronounced like [ɪk], although some fricatives also occur. These generally appear 
in eastern Austria, although some can be found in western Austria as well. 

 



Competing norms of standard pronunciation  
 

 

155

4  The present study 

4.1  Research questions  

In the introduction of our contribution (see section 1) we formulated the general 
research questions of our study. Regarding the concrete variation phenomenon 
(i.e., the ‹-ig›-pronunciation in Austria), these previous research questions can be 
specified as follows: 

 What is the relation between standard language pronunciation norms and 
standard language use in Austria with regard to the realization of unstressed 
‹-ig›? 

 Which parallels and differences can be found in the pronunciation of ‹-ig› 
used in reading aloud tasks, picture naming tasks and translation tasks in Aus-
tria? 

 What can be said about the individual and inter-speaker variation of ‹-ig›-
realization in Austria? 

 Which parallels and differences can be found in the realization of unstressed 
‹-ig› in standard intended or formal speech contexts of different speaker 
groups in various regions across Austria? 

Previous studies investigating the pronunciation of ‹-ig› in Austria predominantly 
concentrate on model speakers, such as newsreaders or educated speakers includ-
ing students or pupils from the Gymnasium. Therefore, data from other social 
groups (especially older speakers) are rare. Furthermore, apart from Kleiner 
(2010), a structured comparison based on the same methodology between differ-
ent regions of Austria remains a major research desideratum. This paper ad-
dresses these research gaps and aims to answer the above research questions      
using a large database. This database includes language material from (linguisti-
cally) untrained Austrian speakers from two generations, from thirteen different 
locations all over Austria. In contrast to previous studies, only villages (500–
2000 inhabitants) are considered. In particular, we examine whether, and to what 
extent, any linguistic (phonetic context, part of speech, setting) or sociolinguistic 
factors (gender, age, origin of speakers) influence the ‹-ig›-variation. 

 
4.2  Methodological approaches  

To answer these research questions, and to make comparisons with the aforemen-
tioned studies, we draw upon a large-scale and multidimensional corpus: Our data 
consist of material from the special research programme “German in Austria. Var-
iation – Contact – Perception” (Spezialforschungsbereich (SFB) “Deutsch in Ös-
terreich. Variation – Kontakt – Perzeption”) (see Lenz 2018, Budin et al. 2018, 
and Budin et al. 2019 for more information). The analyzed data comprise records 
of translation, reading and picture naming tasks. These data will be available via 
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an online platform in the future. During the translation task, the participants were 
asked to translate the so-called “Wenker sentences” (Wenkersätze) into their ‘best’ 
“High German” or into their local dialect. As a stimulus, each sentence was pre-
sented orally (by means of a laptop) – spoken either by proficient dialect speakers 
for each of the selected villages or by a professional news broadcaster – and was 
immediately translated into the respective other variety. The aim of this method is 
to capture, in particular, the participants’ concepts of their own “most standard-
approximation” or “most dialectal” language competence. In addition, due to the 
(rather) closed setting with limited options for modification, inter-individual com-
parability among the analyzed participants, and to similar projects, is offered (e.g., 
REDE, see Ganswindt et al. 2015). Alternative tasks were, of course, performed in 
between in order to account for learning effects (see Lenz 2018).  

In order to not only analyze responses to orally induced tasks, written stimuli 
were introduced in the reading tasks. While the participants were required to con-
centrate on sentence-to-sentence-translations during the “Wenker translation 
task”, the exact articulation of each word was now the object of research. All 
participants were required to read a short text entitled Nordwind und Sonne ‘north 
wind and sun’, as well as isolated words (in randomized order) designed for dif-
ferent phonological conditions (e.g., initial position, phonetic environment etc.). 
As part of the word list, some words were also presented as picture stimuli and 
were required to be named by the participants. Consequently, comparison be-
tween written and pictured items yield additional information regarding the in-
fluence of medial literacy and so-called ‘spelling pronunciation’. Because the 
grapheme ‹g› is expected to influence the participant’s responses, we predicted 
that the highest rate of plosives would occur in the reading tasks. As Kleiner 
(2010: 267) indicates, reading tasks are not necessarily an artificial or unrealistic 
method of producing language. Instead, they also represent a projection of the 
participants’ ideal model pronunciation. Thus, by analyzing reading articulation, 
major insights can be gained regarding individuals’ normative concepts of pro-
nunciation. 

Our data comprise ‹-ig›-realizations of 30 lexemes. Most of them hold ‹-ig› 
in final position (n=17): artig ‘well behaved’, einig ‘agreed’ (2x), fertig, ‘ready’, 
geläufig ‘common, familiar’, Honig ‘honey’, König ‘king’, lustig ‘funny’, richtig 
‘right’, vierundvierzig ‘forty-four’, zwanzig ‘twenty’ as well as the numbers 20, 
33, 44, 66, 99 and 2033. In addition, other positions are accounted for: before 
vowel (derjenige ‘the one (who)’, häufiger ‘more often’, wenige ‘few’, wenigen 
‘few’), before plosive in -keit (Kleinigkeit ‘little thing, trifle’, Tätigkeit ‘activity, 
occupation’) and /t/ (beleidigt ‘sulky’, erledigt ‘done, exhausted’), before the 
fricative /s/ (gefälligst ‘kindly’, wichtigste ‘most important’, 30.) and before liq-
uid followed by a palatal fricative in -lich (königlich ‘royal’, lediglich ‘merely’). 
Out of all words, 14 can be classified as adjectives, 9 as numerals, 4 as nouns, 2 
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as adverbs and 1 as pronoun. Most of the lexemes (n=16) are part of the word list 
(beleidigt ‘sulky’, einig ‘agreed’, erledigt ‘done, exhausted’, gefälligst ‘kindly’, 
geläufig ‘common, familiar’, häufiger ‘more often’, Kleinigkeit ‘litte thing, tri-
fle’, königlich ‘royal’, lediglich ‘merely’, lustig ‘funny’, richtig ‘right’, Tätigkeit 
‘activity, occupation’, vierundvierzig ‘forty-four’, wenige ‘few’, wichtigste ‘most 
important’, zwanzig ‘twenty’), while 3 items (derjenige ‘the one (who)’, einig 
‘agreed’, wenigen ‘few’) belong to the text ‘north wind and sun’. In the “Wenker 
translation task” only 2 lexemes containing ‹-ig› occur (artig ‘good, well be-
haved’, fertig ‘ready’). The remaining 9 items are part of the picture naming task 
including pictures and numbers (Honig ‘honey’, König ‘king’, 20, 33, 44, 66, 99, 
2033, 30.) 

Occasionally, the number of total items varies for specific lexemes because of 
lexical modifications (e.g., more common brav instead of old-fashioned artig 
‘good, well-behaved’) carried out by participants or due to interruptions during data 
collecting (e.g., background noise and laughing). During the “Wenker translation 
task”, each sentence was translated twice: from dialect to standard and vice versa. 
In combination with the word list, this results in a total number of 1550 items in 
standard intended settings and 76 additional lexemes in the dialect translation task. 

The data were collected from 13 villages (with a population of 500–2.000 
inhabitants), evenly distributed across Austria’s major dialect regions (see Figure 
2): Raggal in the (Highest) Alemannic region; Tarrenz in the Alemannic-Bavar-
ian transition area; Tux, Weißbriach and Oberwölz as part of South Bavarian; 
Hüttschlag, Passail and Neckenmarkt in the South-Central Bavarian transition 
area, and Taufkirchen, Steyrling, Neumarkt/Ybbs and Allentsteig as representa-
tives of Central Bavarian.  

For each village, four speakers were analyzed (= 52 in total), differing in age, 
mobility and educational background: 26 young women and men (avg. 26 years) 
with a high formal educational background (at least Matura), in contrast to 26 
older participants (avg. 72 years) representing classical NORMs and NORFs 
(non-mobile, old, rural, male/female, see Chambers & Trudgill 1993: 29). Un-
fortunately, we could not find participants who met our sociodemographic crite-
ria in Taufkirchen (older, female) and Neckenmarkt (older, male). As a compen-
sation, in both villages, a second older person of the same sex was added for the 
analysis. All participants can be considered as autochthonous members of their 
village, as they grew up and spent most of their lives there and have at least one 
parent from the respective location. Regarding the analysis, the previously men-
tioned lexemes were transcribed phonetically and controlled by a second phone-
tician. 
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Fig. 2: Geographical and linguistic distribution of all 13 analyzed locations. 

4.3  Results and Interpretation 

In the following section, the discussion of the results is divided into linguistic and 
sociolinguistic factors. For the statistical analysis, we used the lme4 package 
(Bates et al. 2015) of R (R Core Team 2018) to conduct generalized linear mixed-
effects models (glmer) of the relationship between two possibilities of ‹-ig›-real-
ization (fricative vs. plosive) and different participants, stimulus and procedure 
variables. Fixed participant variables were GENDER, GENERATION and DIALECT 

REGION, whereas fixed stimulus variables were PHONETIC CONTEXT and PART OF 

SPEECH. A fixed variable related to the procedure was the SETTING (reading or 
non-written speech samples). Participant ID, as well as stimulus ID, were entered 
as random variables. The dependent variable was binomial, i.e., ‹-ig›-realization 
containing a fricative was coded as 1 and ‹-ig›-realization containing a plosive 
was coded as 0. Other variants as well as forms which could not be identified as 
containing clear fricatives or plosives were classified as “Other”. Due to their 
small numbers, we did not include them in the statistical analysis. 

4.3.1  General results 

In total, 1550 ‹-ig›-occurrences were examined in our data corpus, articulated by 
52 participants in various “standard intended settings”, i.e., reading a word list 
and a text aloud, naming pictures, and translating dialect sentences into “best 
High German”. The setting, in which participants had to translate standard sen-
tences into their local dialect, was not included in these results. These will be 
considered separately in section 4.3.5.  

Irrespective of the survey setting, 90.8% of all pronunciations are plosives 
with different phonetic characteristics, namely [g̊], [k] or [kʰ] (see Figure 3). The 
fricative pronunciation [ç] occurs in 8.1% of the cases. Furthermore, some other 



Competing norms of standard pronunciation 159

realizations, like the deletion of [k] (0.3%) or the deletion of [ɪ] (0.1%) and un-
certain cases (0.8%) could be detected. In sum, these further realizations make 
up only 1.1% of all cases. Therefore, these variants are summarized under the 
label of “Other” hereinafter. 

Fig. 3: ‹-ig›-pronunciations in total (n=1550). 

4.3.2  Linguistic factors (phonetic context, part of speech) 

The pronunciation of ‹-ig› was examined in different phonetic contexts, namely 
in final position (n=874) and before plosive (n=208), before fricative in /st/ 
(n=156), before liquid followed by a palatal fricative in -lich (n=104) or before 
vowel (n=208) (see Figure 4). As Figure 4 indicates, [ɪç]-occurrences mostly ap-
pear before plosives (18.8%) and in final position (9.4%). To investigate these 
contexts further, subcategories were defined. These show that, in the position 
before plosive, the morpheme -keit is responsible for most fricatives (36.5%), 
while before /t/ only 1% represents fricative-articulation. In final position, a sub-
group was formed again, considering differing word classes. In contrast to sub-
stantives and adjectives with less than 5% fricatives, cardinals were realized with 
[ɪç] in 14.7%. Therefore, in total, most fricatives occur before -keit and in final 
position in cardinals. In contrast, before -lich and vowels, not a single fricative 
could be detected, whereas before /st/ few [ɪç] appear (2.6%). Furthermore, we 
controlled the phonetic context following ‹-ig› in final position. For example, the 
lexeme einig ‘agreed’ occurs twice in our data, not only in the word list but also 
in the reading text followed by the word dass ‘that’. However, no differences 
concerning ‹-ig›-realization could be found in these contexts. 
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Fig. 4: ‹-ig›-pronunciations by phonetic context in % and absolute values (n=1550), all 
“standard intended settings” taken together. 

As the results above indicate, part of speech must be considered as a crucial factor 
for the variation of ‹-ig›, in addition to the phonetic context. Hence, the following 
word classes were thoroughly examined: numerals (n=467), substantives 
(n=208), adjectives (n=719) and others (pronouns and adverbs with n=156). In 
substantives, the highest number of fricatives is used (20.7%), followed by nu-
merals (13.8%) (see Figure 5).  

A subdifferentiation of the numerals in cardinals and ordinals, as well as sub-
stantives in simplicia and derivations, again demonstrates that cardinals (14.7%) 
and derivations (36.5%) are responsible for the higher rates of fricatives in these 
categories. In contrast, ordinals (5.8%) and simplicia (4.8%) present far less fric-
atives. Moreover, adjectives show only few fricatives (2.5%), while in pronouns 
and adverbs only plosives are pronounced. 

The results for phonetic context and part of speech are confirmed by the statis-
tical analysis. Concerning the variable PHONETIC CONTEXT the analysis shows that 
before -keit (β = 5.845, SE = 1.024, Z = 5.707, p = 0.000) and in final position 
(β = 3.013, SE = 0.594, Z = 5.072, p = 0.000) fricatives occur significantly more 
often in comparison to all other contexts combined. This effect is most pronounced 
in -keit supporting that this is the context with most fricatives (just under 40%). 
Furthermore, the statistical analysis of the variable PART OF SPEECH reveals that 
substantives (β = 3.284, SE = 0.877, Z = 3.74, p = 0.000) and cardinals (β = 3.107, 
SE = 0.754, Z = 4.123, p = 0.000) are significantly more often pronounced with 
fricatives than adjectives, adverbs and pronouns taken together. In contrast, ordi-
nals do not show a significant effect in this regard (β = 0.828, SE = 1.035,
Z = 0.800, p = 0.424).  
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Fig. 5: ‹-ig›-pronunciations by part of speech in % and absolute values (n=1550), 
all “standard intended settings” taken together. 

4.3.3  Effects of the survey setting (methodological influence) 

Former studies reveal that the survey setting has an influence on the pronuncia-
tion since reading texts or word lists may lead to a spelling pronunciation, which 
differs from spontaneous conversations in interviews etc. To investigate this con-
nection in the present data, we compared written stimuli (word list (n=830) and 
text (n=156)) versus non-written speech samples including picture naming tasks 
(n=468) and orally-induced translations from dialect to standard (n=96). In total, 
in our non-written data (13.3%) more fricatives were pronounced than during 
reading (5.1%). Examining the subgroups (see Figure 6), the results demonstrate 
that during the reading of a text the fewest [ɪç]-variants were used (1.9%) fol-
lowed by the word list with 5.7%.  

Fig. 6: ‹-ig›-pronunciations by setting in % and absolute values (n=1550), 
all “standard intended settings” taken together. 
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Among the non-written speech samples, fricative pronunciations occur in 10.4% 
during translations and in 13.9% during picture naming. As the statistical analysis 
affirms, a great difference between reading and non-written speech samples can be 
attested (β = -2.485, SE = 0.789, Z = 3.150, p = 0.002) with significantly less fric-
atives during reading. However, note that these results are influenced by the distri-
bution of cardinals and derivations with -keit in the settings. While in non-written 
speech 6 out of 11 (55%) lexemes are cardinals, in the reading setting only 4 out of 
19 (21%) lexemes are cardinals or derivations with -keit. Thus, this uneven distri-
bution of lexemes, which evoke most fricatives in the data set, likely plays a deci-
sive role for the differences between non-written data and reading aloud. 

4.3.4  Sociolinguistic factors (gender, age, regional background) 

Next to these intrinsic factors, which account for the ‹-ig›-variation in Austrian 
standard German, sociolinguistic factors also influence the ‹-ig›-pronunciation.  

In total, 774 variants of men and 776 variants of women were analyzed con-
cerning ‹-ig›-variation. Men use half as many fricatives (5.3%) as women (10.9%). 
Besides the general gender effect, it is interesting to consider whether there is an 
interaction between gender and age. We hypothesize that young women in this 
context function as ‘trendsetters’ and are more likely to take over German German 
standard norms. The results indicate a slight increase of fricatives, starting with old 
men (4.6%), young men (5.9%), old women (10.3%) and young women (11.4%) 
(see Figure 7). However, the statistical analysis regarding the variables GENDER 
and GENERATION reveals only a significant effect for GENDER (β = 1.145,
SE = 0.533, Z = 2.148, P = 0.032), showing than women use significantly more 
fricatives than men do but no effect for generation (β = 0.278, SE = 0.526,
Z = 0.529, p = 0.597). 

Fig. 7: ‹-ig›-pronunciations by gender and generation in % and absolute values 
(n=1550), all “standard intended settings” taken together. 
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The results in phonetic context show that most fricatives occur before -keit and 
in final position in cardinals. Therefore, it is questionable as to whether differ-
ences between the generations and gender occur in these positions. Before -keit, 
fricatives constantly increase from old males (11.5%) via young males (23.1%), 
old females (38.5%) to young females (73.1%) (see Figure 8).  

Fig. 8: ‹-ig›-pronunciations by gender and generation before -keit in %  
and absolute values (n=104), all “standard intended settings” taken together. 

However, in cardinals this effect to such a degree cannot be confirmed. Although 
old women use the most fricatives (23.1%) and old men the fewest (9.6%), [ɪç] 
occurs approximately equally in the young generation (women: 13.6%, men: 
12.5%). Nevertheless, in total, no significant effect could be proven regarding the 
factor GENERATION. 

For the analysis of the regional distribution of ‹-ig›, data from thirteen loca-
tions spread all over Austria were collected (see section 4.2). The main question 
is whether differences appear between the dialect regions, represented by the an-
alyzed locations: Central Bavarian, South Bavarian and Alemannic as well as the 
transition zones. Figure 9 shows the results separated by gender and generation 
(above right: old females, above left: old males, below right: young females, be-
low left: young males). Every pie chart represents up to 30 ‹-ig›-pronunciations 
(the number varies due to differing lexical choices made by the participants dur-
ing the translation task). Since we lack language material from one old person 
from Taufkirchen and Neckenmarkt each, one value remains missing in the fol-
lowing Figures 9, 10 and 11 regarding these locations. To compensate for this, 
two persons of the same sex were considered yielding double the amount of ‹-ig›-
pronunciations by speakers (in Figure 9: 60 instead of 30).  
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Fig. 9: ‹-ig›-pronunciations by gender, generation and region (n=1550; 
30 per speaker), all “standard intended settings” taken together. 

The statistical analysis of the factors DIALECT REGION and GENDER show a signifi-
cant effect regarding GENDER, in that female participants pronounce more fricatives 
than male participants (β = 1.173, SE = 0.452, Z = 2.597, p = 0.009) and that in 
contrast to Central Bavarian, in South Bavarian significantly fewer fricatives occur 
(β = -1.684, SE = 0.640, Z = -2.630, p = 0.009), while no statistical difference could 
be found for the South/Central Bavarian transition zone in comparison to Central 
Bavarian (β = 0.676, SE = 0.567, Z = -1.193, p = 0.233). Interestingly, in Aleman-
nic more fricatives occur than in Central Bavarian (β = 1.594, SE = 0.774,
Z = 2.059, p = 0.040), but note that this is represented only by one location. In the 
Alemannic/Bavarian transition zone however, compared to Central Bavarian, a ten-
dency towards fewer fricatives could be proven (β = -1.886, SE = 0.999, Z = -1.887, 
p = 0.059). Interestingly, this regional variation corresponds with a relative distance 
from Innsbruck, which is the capital of Tyrol, and a little northwest of Tux in South 
Bavarian, indicating that the further away from Innsbruck the more fricatives occur 
(β = 1.877, SE = 0.913, Z = 2.056, p = 0.040). 

4.3.5  Dialect realizations of ‹-ig› 

Since standard pronunciations could depend on the dialect background of the par-
ticipants, Figure 10 shows the ‹-ig›-realizations of the dialect translation task. 
Unfortunately, only two items containing ‹-ig› occur in the “Wenker sentences” 
(artig ‘well-behaved’, fertig ‘ready’), leading to merely 76 pronunciations in to-
tal. Consider that the word artig is frequently replaced by the heteronym brav, 
which could not be included in the analysis. Also, note that in Neckenmarkt and 
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Taufkirchen two older participants of the same gender constitute the single pie 
charts, resulting in 4 instead of 2 analyzed words. 

Fig. 10: Dialect ‹-ig›-pronunciations by gender, generation and region (n=76; 2 per speaker), 
setting: translating “Wenker sentences” from standard German into local dialect. 

Figure 10 shows that [ɪç] occurs in dialects of eastern Austria, mainly among 
female speakers. Surprisingly, it occurs primarily among young speakers, and 
only to a smaller degree among old participants in Neckenmarkt and Neu-
markt/Ybbs. Based on the description of fricative pronunciation in dialects in the 
early 20th century by Luick (1996 [1904]), more fricatives among old partici-
pants, especially in the area of Vienna, would have been expected. However, g-
deletion seems to be a legitimate form in a few locations, yet with no clear re-
gional pattern. Further studies will be needed to describe the variation of ‹-ig› 
with regard to the complex Austrian dialect landscape. 

4.4  Discussion of the research results 

Summarizing all results, we identified a strong general preference (91%) for plo-
sive-usage among the 52 participants analyzed across Austria. This result corre-
sponds with former studies (mostly limited to eastern Austria) demonstrating 
highly educated Austrian laypeople mostly using plosives. However, we attested 
even higher rates of plosives than Thévenanz (2018) with 76% and Hildenbrandt 
& Moosmüller (2015) with 88.5%. These (slight) differences between the amount 
of plosives may be due to the composition of the used stimuli, since the phonetic 
context in the respective lexemes as well as its part of speech influences the ‹-ig›- 
pronunciation. One further reason for these differences may be the fact that our 
data include an older generation, which is absent in previous studies. It is possible 
that the older generation uses fewer fricatives than the young ‘trendsetters’, who 
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have a stronger orientation towards the German German standard norm. How-
ever, surprisingly, we found no significant difference between the ‹-ig›-pronun-
ciations of both generations and therefore, pace previous studies, this factor can-
not be responsible for the enhanced plosive realizations. Our results furthermore 
support the assumption that (linguistically untrained) laypeople use far fewer 
fricatives than model speakers, since Thévenanz (2018) and Hildenbrandt & 
Moosmüller (2015) determined Austrian newscasters’ pronunciation of plosives 
and fricatives to be very balanced (56% or 53% plosives). Note, that Wonka 
(2015) found similar values for newscasters (76% plosives) as the above-men-
tioned studies for educated laypeople.  

Nota bene: For most of our participants a strong inter-speaker variability was 
detected regarding the pronunciation of ‹-ig›. This is exemplified in Figure 11, 
which represents the ‹-ig›-realization in the context preceding the syllable -keit 
where most fricatives occur. The map is based on two records for each person. 
Excluding Tux (Tyrol, South Bavarian), a combination of plosives and fricatives 
can be attested for all locations. The realization of ‹-ig› as fricative is used by at 
least one of the younger speakers in each location, the only exception is South-
Central Bavarian Hüttschlag in the state of Salzburg. However, there are five 
locations with fricative realizations in which older participants articulate only 
plosives. Allthough we cannot distinguish any statistical age effects in our data, 
it seems that at least in this phonetic context a high tendency towards fricatives 
exists among the younger generation. 

Fig. 11: ‹-ig›-pronunciations by gender, generation and region before -keit (n=104),   
setting: word list. 
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A close scrutiny of the data reveals that different parameters play an important 
role for the variation of ‹-ig›: linguistic factors including phonetic context and 
part of speech, methodological factors considering situational effects (translation 
vs. reading tasks) or the way of presenting experimental stimuli (written vs. oral 
vs. pictured), as well as sociolinguistic factors such as gender or place of origin. 
Figure 12 displays an overview of the parameters, which are responsible for the 
most fricatives. 

One main result of this study is that phonetic context and part of speech play 
a decisive role in explaining the ‹-ig›-variation. In this context, most fricatives 
occur in derivations with -keit and in final position in cardinals. These results 
perfectly match previous studies. For example, Kleiner (2010) and Thévenanz 
(2018) find that in Austria ‹-ig› before /t/ and /s/ is mostly pronounced with plo-
sive, while before -keit most fricatives occur. The predominance of fricatives be-
fore -keit is further supported by Bürkle (1995) and Hildenbrandt & Moosmüller 
(2015). Ehrlich (2009) finds more fricatives in final position than before /s/ and 
/t/ as well, and Hildenbrandt & Moosmüller (2015) underline the relatively high 
amount of fricatives (20%) in final position in numerals. Fricatives in final posi-
tion in cardinals come on second place. Our data match Thévenanz’ (2018) 
tendencies in this regard, however, our data again provide fewer fricatives in 
these positions compared with other studies. For instance, Thévenanz (2018) 
found 80% fricatives before -keit, while in our data only 36.5% could be proven. 

Fig. 12: Overview of the most relevant parameters influencing fricative  
pronunciation (n=1550), all “standard intended settings” taken together. 

In any case, since the other studies on Austrian laypeople are based on different 
data, no one-to-one comparison is possible.  

Considering the factors phonetic context and part of speech in order to compare 
model speakers and laypeople supports the idea that model speakers use even more 
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fricatives in contexts where our data provide hardly any fricatives. For example, 
before /t/ and /s/ in superlatives as well as in final position in adjectives and sub-
stantives (see Hildenbrandt & Moosmüller 2015, Thévenanz 2018). The second 
important linguistic factor, which is responsible for the ‹-ig›-variation, is the meth-
odology of data collection. We found significantly more fricatives in tasks without 
written stimuli like translations from dialect to standard and during picture naming. 
Therefore, we could identify a spelling pronunciation effect concerning ‹-ig›. The 
graphic representation supports the Austrian [ɪk]-variant leading to enhanced plo-
sive realizations during reading. This effect is discussed by Kleiner (2010: 276), 
who explains the higher amount of cardinals, which were displayed as numbers in 
his study, in contrast to adjectives, which were written stimuli, using the spelling 
pronunciation effect. In our study, cardinals were presented in different settings, 
namely written or as numbers, and analyzed jointly with other pictures or written 
stimuli. Accordingly, comparing written cardinals with displayed numbers sepa-
rately (44 vs. vierundvierzig ‘forty-four’ and 20 vs. zwanzig ‘twenty’), more frica-
tives (12.5%) occur in numbers in contrast to written stimuli (3.8%). However, note 
that – as previously mentioned – cardinals are overrepresented in the non-written 
data, which influences the results for this setting. 

Concerning sociolinguistic factors, we identified the most fricatives in women 
from Central Bavarian, including the South/Central Bavarian transition zone and 
Alemannic, while significantly fewer fricatives occur in the Alemannic/Bavarian 
transition zone and in South Bavarian. Thus, the results of Kleiner (2010: 273), 
who finds more fricatives in the eastern part of Austria than in the west are con-
firmed, excluding the Alemannic location Raggal. The data of Thévenanz (2018: 
76–77) indicate a similar trend, namely less plosive ‹-ig›-realizations from speak-
ers from Carinthia and Salzburg in contrast to Vienna, Lower Austria, Upper 
Austria and Styria.  

To explain the regional variation of ‹-ig› it is also important to take the dialect 
background into account. Our dialect data show fricatives occurring in Central 
Bavarian and the South/Bavarian transition zone, and an absence of fricatives in 
Alemannic (see Figure 10). Thus, different norm orientations in both regions may 
be assumed. In Raggal, our data suggest a clear orientation towards the German 
German standard norm, clearly developing against the dialect. This may also be 
the case in eastern Austria, although a transfer from the local dialects seems plau-
sible, indicating two competing norms. The plosive could be used as a marker of 
‘standardness’ for some participants, while other speakers adopt the standard 
German German norms of ‹-ig›-articulation (see Hildenbrandt & Moosmüller 
2015: 125). However, even in Germany [ɪk] occurs in “standard usage” and is 
perceived as being norm compliant by laypeople (see e.g., Kleiner 2010, Kehrein 
2009, Kiesewalter 2014). Given the higher frequencies of fricatives among Aus-
trian news broadcasters in previous studies (see e.g. Hildenbrandt & Moosmüller 
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2015: 118–125) and the general tendency of mainly young woman (age was not 
statistically significant though) using [ɪç] to a great extent, further diffusion of 
this variant can be predicted in the future. This depends, of course, on the plosive 
being equipped with a new sociosymbolic function and reaching a status of mark-
ing regional or national identity. 

5  Résumé 

The focus of the present contribution is on Austrian standard German in the con-
text of transnationally diverging pronunciation norms and “standard usage”. The 
discussion concentrates on Austria and thus, from a “pluricentric” point of view, 
a non-dominant centre of German, which is strongly linguistically influenced by 
Germany. In Austria, codified pronunciation rules, and thus accepted norms for 
an Austrian standard, are disputed. Although there are some attempts to describe 
an Austrian standard, no prescribed and nation-wide accepted pronunciation 
norm has been established yet. Austrian laypeople are exposed to the German 
German standard via German television, international film dubbing and to some 
form of Austrian standard by Austrian model speakers in television and radio. 
Although German pronunciation dictionaries (more descriptively than prescrip-
tively) meanwhile mention Austrian characteristics (often as “deviations” from 
the “actual” standard), and single empirical studies examine the pronunciation of 
(trained) model speakers (e.g., newscasters) and (rather untrained and young) ac-
ademics, there is still a lack of comparative and nation-wide studies focusing on 
the standard language use in Austria of laypeople from different generations.  

This paper closes this research gap by exploring the realization of unstressed 
‹-ig› in survey settings where standard language was explicitly requested. The 
choice of unstressed ‹-ig› as the subject of interest is due to the fact that its pro-
nunciation has been considered controversial since the beginnings of pronuncia-
tion standardization, more than 120 years ago. In contrast to other contexts of ‹g›-
spelling in German, unstressed ‹-ig› is the only context, in which codices pre-
dominantly recommend pronunciation as a fricative – at least for the German 
German standard. Contrarily, pronunciation dictionaries stipulate the plosive var-
iant for Austria, which is said to be the predominant variant used by Austrian 
speakers.  

In addition to international and interregional differences, concerning pronun-
ciation norms and “standard usage” patterns, the ‹-ig›-variation is subjected to 
complex linguistic control factors, which were also considered in our study. Our 
database includes speech material from 52 speakers from two generations (18–
35 and 65+) from 13 villages spread over all major dialect areas in Austria. Each 
participant was required to perform four survey tasks: reading a text, reading a 
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word list, naming pictures and translating dialect into standard German. The re-
sults considered linguistic and sociolinguistic factors, showing that ‹-ig› mostly 
is pronounced as a plosive, while fricatives predominantly occur preceding -keit 
and in cardinals. Interestingly, the context preceding -keit is an exceptional posi-
tion regarding fricative frequencies in Germany and Switzerland as well. Further-
more, a spelling pronunciation effect was detected, since during reading, more 
plosive variants occured than during picture naming or translations. In addition, 
we identified the highest amounts of fricatives among women (especially from 
eastern Austria and the Alemannic west). In contrast, males from South Bavarian 
in particular show strong loyalty towards the ‹-ig›-pronunciation as plosive.  

In total, the “standard” pronunciation of ‹-ig› is a complex linguistic and so-
ciolinguistic phenomenon of German, especially in Austria. Concerning norms, 
the plosive is recommended for Austria (Austrian perspective) or rather tolerated 
(German German perspective). Following Ammon (1995) and his “field of social 
forces of a standard variety” a variant reaches the status of standard when it oc-
curs with a certain frequency in model texts, when it is judged as being standard 
by language experts, and when it is codified by pronunciation dictionaries (see 
Ammon et al. 2016: XIII). All these factors apply for the plosive ‹-ig›-realization 
leading to an acceptance of [ɪk] as an Austrian standard.  

However, previous studies indicate that – depending on complex linguistic 
and sociolinguistic factors – fricatives also occur in standard contexts. Model 
speakers (newsreaders) tend to deviate from the “plosive pronunciation norm”. 
Therefore, German speaking Austrians are situated in a conflict between trans-
nationally diverging norms and intra-nationally varying model speakers of Ger-
man. Interestingly, our data demonstrate that women, in particular, show a 
stronger preference for fricatives in comparison to their male counterparts of the 
same location. The usage of fricatives among model speakers as well as female 
speakers could be interpreted as indicators of a slight convergence to the German 
German norm. 
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