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Explaining the Dynamics and Stability of Dialects:  

A Representational Approach 

Toke Hoffmeister 

Abstract  
In this article, the focus is on the pivotal role of speakers in shaping language dynam-
ics and dialectal stability, particularly within the context of dialectal variation. It is 
evident that language is intricately tied to human experience, serving as a tool for 
navigation, problem-solving, and social interaction. This article posits that under-
standing the interplay between language dynamics and stability of dialects requires a 
nuanced consideration of speakers and their practical relationships with the world as 
well as their linguistic mental representations. People are not passive recipients of 
language; rather, they actively engage with it in various contexts, adapting to new 
situations and influencing linguistic change. Through empirical examples from Ger-
man dialectology, the article illustrates how speakersʼ interactions with their environ-
ment shape language evolution. Overall, the article aims to provide insight into the 
role of speakers in driving linguistic change and maintaining linguistic conventions 
within dialectal contexts. By examining the practical relationships between speakers 
and their environment, it contributes to the development of a comprehensive frame-
work for understanding the complexities of language variation and evolution consid-
ering linguistic representations. 
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1   Speaker, language, and the world: problem outline 

The speakers of a language use a symbol system for the purpose of communica-
tion which also includes receptive processes of hearing and seeing, were not con-
sidered by linguistics for a long time and their way of using language was even 
regarded as faulty or obstructive (e.g., in Chomskyʼs Generative Grammar). How-
ever, if we look at the worlds in which we all live, we notice that language is 
always linked to people. People use language to find their way in their environ-
ments, to orient themselves and to solve problems that they face in the world. 
They are undoubtedly competent speakers of their L1, but the importance of per-
formance, which Chomsky has ignored due to an alleged inadequacy, cannot be 
denied phenomenologically. The pragmatic turn has led to the assumption that 
language cannot be adequately described without examining its use. Because 
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people use their language to constantly adapt to new situations, however, for 
communication to be possible at all, a certain structural stability is also necessary. 
This connection between dynamics and stability as a basic anthropological and 
linguistic pattern is the subject of this article. Itʼs argued that regional variation is 
a central object of speakersʼ language reflection (cf. Hoffmeister 2021a; 2021b). 
This article poses the question of how the dynamics and stability of dialects can 
be explained by taking into account the role of speakers (cf. Nilsson 2015; 
Sharma 2005), in other words: how must speakers be modelled in order to do 
justice to their influence on change (dynamics) on the one hand and on conven-
tionalizations and schematizations on the other (stability)? 

As speakers, people are not simply mechanical organisms in physical spaces; 
people live, think, act, have ideologies, attitudes, knowledge, they influence their 
world, strive for change, reflect, question, doubt, interact and communicate, and 
so on. Language plays a more or less important role in all these aspects. Without 
language, human life and the cohabitation in its human-historical form would be 
inconceivable. This is why people have an influence on changes in language: this 
happens either through emergence processes that ensure that new language norms 
arise from language use or through direct negotiations, for example in social me-
dia (cf. Hoffmeister forth.). 

The article is based on the following thesis: Diachronic language change as 
well as the current language structure and the connection between dynamics and 
stability can only be adequately explained if speakers are considered as speakers 
in their practical relationships, i.e. the way in which the world, with all its im-
pressions and situations, affects people and how people react to it: e.g. rainfall 
causes me to put on a raincoat or open an umbrella (cf. Chomsky 1983: 8) (“What 
shitty weather, but the farmers are happy”); the sunshine causes me to put on 
sunglasses; the barking dog (“So ein Kläffer [What a barker]”) causes me to 
change sides of the road; I pave the driveway so that I can get to the front door 
with dry feet, etc. The overall long-term goal is to develop an empirically based, 
anthropologically plausible, and representational theory of language. This article 
discusses initial approaches to achieve this goal. 

I begin the paper by examining various approaches to linguistic representation 
(Section 2) and discuss remaining desiderata. To model the role of speakers re-
garding the dynamics and stability of dialects in detail, the position of speakers 
in the world and their relationship to it must be analyzed (Section 3.1). Because 
speakers are the central instances for shaping linguistic change – it is crucial how 
they react to the situations of the world and thereby make them their own. The 
second aspect of the representational approach is understanding the speakers who 
are modeled as affectively involved (affektiv betroffen) by language (Section 
3.2). The translation of Hermann Schmitzʼ concept “affektives Betroffensein” 
from German to English is quite difficult. I am using here two alternatives: (1) to 
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be affectively involved and (2) to be affected by language. This is followed by 
the recognize-and-understanding-as-relation (Section 3.3), the last aspect of a 
representational approach introduced here. The fact that this approach cannot be 
presented here in extenso is due to the limited scope of this paper. However, the 
three aspects picked out here are central anchors and starting points. The theoret-
ical aspects presented in section 3 are empirically substantiated in section 4 using 
two examples from German dialectology, so that a concrete picture of the role of 
the speakers emerges. 

 
2   (Linguistic) representations – an introduction 

Linguistic representations are a lively subject of research, particularly in neuro- 
and psycholinguistics. However, the concept of representation is also used in 
(cognitive) grammar research to explain the development of language structures 
and language use. A rather diffuse picture emerges, particularly regarding the 
definition of the term linguistic representation. While in neurolinguistics a neu-
ral, electrophysical stimulation in the brain is already considered a representation, 
it is not quite so easy for other research disciplines to find an operational defini-
tion (on the methodological link between neurolinguistics and dialectology cf. 
Schmidt 2016). There are also enactivist theories that pursue the idea of radical 
embodiment and reject the existence or necessity of representations altogether. 
Weiskopf (2010) discusses a range of literature on this topic and argues compre-
hensibly why these approaches are not conclusive in their radicalism. 

Overall, it can be stated that at least the few contributions which deal with 
linguistic representations explicitly position themselves according to what exact-
ly they understand by representation. Operational definitions are mostly rare. 
The texts by Egan (2012), Scheerer et al. (n.d.) and Pitt (2020), among others, 
provide good overviews of philosophical traditions (especially regarding analyt-
ical approaches) – but they will not be discussed here in depth. The problem is 
when we talk about linguistic representation, we often mean mental linguistic 
representations. This is because linguistic signs of mediality also represent mean-
ing. For example, morphemes, articulatory-segmental units or phonemes (graph-
eme), and systemic contexts. Diagrams also represent meaning (cf. Krämer 2014; 
2016). They are external types of representations (cf. also Grabarczyk 2021: 
338 f.) on this ontological difference). The connection between grapheme and 
phoneme is epistemologically profound and can be traced back to the connection 
between showing and saying, which has far-reaching consequences (keyword: 
imagery or iconicity), which cannot be explained here. I therefore refer to Krämer 
(2010; 2020). When I refer to linguistic representations, I mean – unless other-
wise noted – mental linguistic representations (for a different approach cf. Co-
hen, Sasaki & German 2015). The question of what linguistic representations are 
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is left unsolved. Grabarczyk (2021) proposes an alternative to this question and 
asks what can be ‘used’ or ‘utilized’ as a representation. His view of representa-
tions is thus a functional one, although by distinguishing between “use” (in the 
sense of token) and “usage” (in the sense of type), following the work of Pelc 
(1971), he subscribes to a structuralism (cf. also O’Brien & Opie 2004) that is 
difficult to deal with theoretically – if one takes speaker seriously as the most 
important instance of a representational theory. Before developing my own rep-
resentational approach, I will take a brief, cursory and exploratory look at the 
literature – but I will not provide a systematic literature review. 

Linguistic representations became an important theoretical subject, particu-
larly in Noam Chomsky’s Generative Grammar (cf. Chomsky 1981):  

I will use the term ‘generative grammar’ or simply ‘grammar’ to refer to the sys-
tem of rules and principles that constitutes a person’s knowledge of language and 
that forms the various mental representations that enter into the use and under-
standing of language. (Chomsky 1983: 10).   

Chomsky fundamentally assumes a nativist understanding of language, accord-
ing to which not only the basic ability to learn language, but also universal lan-
guage structures are innate and stored in the brain. Chomsky’s approach is there-
fore also psychologistic – it is based on Cartesianism (cf. Chomsky 1983). Even 
if no comprehensive concept of linguistic representation is explicated, Chomsky 
(1981: 11) speaks of “mental structures”, a “physical mechanism” (Chomsky 
1981: 13). or a “belief” (Chomsky 1983: 8). The concept represents a central 
building block in his theory (cf. Fanselow & Felix 1984). Chomsky thus ascribes 
an ontological status to representations. In his understanding of language theory, 
human language ability (competence) is innate and human language knowledge 
is organized in modules. There is a specific area (module) in the brain that is 
responsible for processing syntax, another for semantics and yet another for pho-
nology. These areas each provide their own aspect, from which the performance 
of language, the linguistic surface structure, is formed. For this to be possible, 
humans possess the evolutionarily given Language Acquisition Device (LAD), 
which is responsible for the fact that we have language; language “simply devel-
oped in our minds due to our internal equipment and the environment” (Chomsky 
1981: 18). Accordingly, the mind is also a “fixed biological system with intrinsic 
scope and limitation” (Chomsky 1981: 14). Research into Chomsky’s concept of 
language is now very extensive. For this reason, his approach will only be pre-
sented briefly here. In summary, the following can be stated:  

The subject of a linguistic theory is first and foremost an ideal speaker-hearer who 
lives in a completely homogeneous language community, knows his language 
perfectly well and is not affected by the application of his knowledge of language 
in actual speech. (Chomsky 1981: 32) 
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Chomsky states that he was surprised by the criticism that this statement pro-
voked. This article is yet another article that criticizes this view, since it is pre-
cisely the fact of being affected that is made the subject of linguistic modeling 
(cf. Section 3).  

When Chomsky speaks of representations as physical mechanisms, Adger 
(2022: 249) argues that the generative units are not representations; rather, the 
generativists used the term representation “as a technical monadic term” (Adger 
2022: 250), i.e., a semantic expression that cannot be further dissected and that 
has both physical and mental meaning. Representations thus represent a basic 
unit of the mental.  Adger’s main point of criticism, however, concerns the rela-
tionship to the world, which is examined in particular by studies on mental (lin-
guistic) representations that deal with language, space, landscape and sociality 
(cf. Preston 1989; Purves, et al. 2023; Striedl 2022; see also Section 3). Chomsky 
(2000: 159–161) assumes a non-relational concept of representation that ex-
cludes the world as a reference instance and, according to Adger, denies the rep-
resentation of metaphysical objects. Overall, generative psychologism is to be 
criticized as psychologistic reductionism because it understands all operations as 
mental processes and the monadic structure leads to attributing a physiological 
reality with psychological necessity to scientific constructs that explain linguistic 
phenomena (e.g., language change) (cf. also Kasper & Hoffmeister in prep. (an 
english version of this article can be accessed through this ▶ link (see Refer-
ences).  

Finally, Chomsky’s approach also ignores the intentionality of representa-
tions, as described in Rey (2020), following Brentano’s (1874) concept. If repre-
sentations have no physiological equivalent in the brain, what status do they 
have? Representations are abstractions of hypothetical, physiological elements of 
the brain (cf. Adger 2022: 249) and thus scientific constructs (cf. Kasper & Hoff-
meister in prep.). Yet if representations are supposed to be scientific constructs 
as abstractions of neuronal processes, how should we deal with neuro- and psy-
cholinguistic results? It was stated above that representations play a central role 
in neuro- and psycholinguistic research. However, the results of EEG experi-
ments (e.g., early brain responses such as N400 or N600 etc.) are not themselves 
representations. As an electrophysical impulse, they indicate processing proce-
dures, which in turn are the prerequisite for the assumption of representations as 
constructs that are necessary for understanding or explaining these processes and 
the significance of these processes for humans. “They [the representations] are 
the best explanations of the phenomena, though we do not know exactly what 
they correspond to in the world we can currently observe” (Adger 2022: 250). 
We would like to add something to Adger’s statement – because ultimately – we 
cannot assume that representations correspond to anything observable at all. 
What we can assume, however, is that they help us as an explanatory tool to 
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explain the relationship between humans (speakers) and the (linguistic) world. 
This means that there is no reified concept of linguistic representations (cf. also 
Zahnoun 2020):  

[R]epresentation should be understood as referring to a complex cognitive and 
socio-normative phenomenon which involves, besides certain personal cognitive 
capacities and socio-normative practices, physical things. But it is a mistake to 
therefore think that representation is itself a physical thing. (Zahnoun 2020: 95) 

If one feature of representations is intentional i.e., ‘directed’ towards an object, 
then representations must have a meaning because, because of being directed to-
wards something, they realize (vergegenwärtigen) these objects abstract features. 
What has not been clarified here, however, is how representations acquire their 
meaning in the first place; “to parse our constantly unfolding experience into 
meaningful representations” (Ünal, Ji & Papafragou 2021: 224). They conclude 
“that the cognitive representation of events is sensitive to aspects of events nec-
essary for linguistic encoding” (Ünal, Ji & Papafragou 2021: 234).  

This is developed theoretically in the context of Kasper’s (2015; 2020) In-
struction Grammar, which is based on a comprehensive concept of meaningful-
ness (Bedeutsamkeit) (cf. also Grabarczyk 2021 on a functional theory of repre-
sentation and Anderson & Rosenberg (2008) on the guidance theory of represen-
tation). In addition, Ünal, Ji & Papafragou (2021: 234) show “that a relative sa-
lience of certain aspects of events varies in similar ways across language and 
cognition”. This situational variability will be taken up again and discussed in 
more detail later (especially in Section 4). Mondal (2022; 2023) provides a dif-
ferent approach. He argues that linguistic meaning – and thus ultimately the rep-
resentation of it – arises from an interplay of more general embodied cognitive 
representations on the one hand and formal-mathematical structures on the other. 
What is not resolved and instead, presupposed, is that these more general embod-
ied cognitive representations themselves already have a meaning. Mondal is also 
unable to explain how this arises. Rather, it seems that he introduces a structur-
alist concept of representation ‘through the back door’, as he distinguishes be-
tween cognitive/conceptual representations and formal/logical representations 
(Mondal 2022) – this is reminiscent of the type-token distinction and Saussure’s 
concept of signs.  

If Adger (2021: 258) denies that generativism and its understanding of repre-
sentations represents anything at all, since it lacks intentionality, we can now ask 
with Bjerva et al. (2019): What Do Language Representations Really Represent? 
The authors conclude that “genetic, geographical, and structural distances” are 
represented, but fail to explain in detail the concept of representation. Instead, 
they understand representation from a computational linguistic perspective for “a 
real-valued vector [...] which can be used to measure similarities between lan-
guages” (Bjerva et al. 2019: 382). In doing so, they reveal a fundamental problem 
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of many works that operate with the term representation: Although these works 
use the term (cf. e.g. Barsalou 1992; Langacker 1999), they hardly operationalize 
it and certainly do not substantiate it within the framework of a consistent theory 
(cf. e.g. also the experimental approaches of Branigan & Pickering 2017; de Smet 
2016; Tachihara & Goldberg 2019). This leads to a diffuse use of the term, so 
that individual works are hardly comparable with each other. Lakoff & Johnson 
(1999: 257–258) even speak of a “representation metaphor”.  

Although a fully detailed theory is beyond the scope of this paper, the chal-
lenges to a concept of linguistic representation formulated in Kasper & Hoffmeis-
ter (in prep.) will be followed by initial approaches and starting points for such a 
theory. On the one hand, this considers the experience of people, which functions 
as an influencing factor on the perception and representation of dialectal variants 
(cf. Sumner & Samuel 2009), and on the other hand it considers the relationship 
of the speakers to their lifeworlds (cf. Malt 2024). These theoretical approaches 
are then empirically substantiated in section 4 using two examples from the dia-
lectology of German, because “one cannot determinately posit a particular model 
of mental representation without evidence beyond introspection” (Croft 1998: 
151).  The descriptions and interrelationships in this section have shown that in 
the context of representations, the investigation and modeling of humans as eco-
logical, perceptive, acting (cf. Tomasello 2022), affective and cognitive beings 
and thus as the entity to which we would attribute representations is missing (cf. 
for example Ramsey 2007; Rey 2020; Shea 2018). In other words, the human 
being is the site of investigation of mental representations. We must therefore 
place them at the center of our considerations, echoing the empirical challenge 
of “evidence beyond introspection” mentioned by Croft. The following section 
aims to present the first starting points for a theory of linguistic representations 
in practical contexts (in vivo), starting from the human being as a human being. 

 

3   Starting points for a model of linguistic representation to explain dialect 
dynamics and stability 

Based on the desiderata of a consistent theory of linguistic representations de-
rived in Section 2, three starting points of such a theory will now be outlined, 
which place the human being at the center of consideration. To move from a 
general theory of representation to a theory of linguistic representations, the hu-
man being is reflected upon in his role as speaker. Speaker refers to an individ-
ual’s ability to use complex symbol systems of any mediality for the purpose of 
communication and to understand them. With the help of these symbol systems, 
people create references. The necessary prerequisite for this ability is mental per-
formance, which in turn itself serves as a symbolic and thus culturally mediated 
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function (cf. Schwemmer 1997: 11). Therefore, the human being must be de-
scribed against the background of these mental achievements to be understood. 
However, since the human being is not an isolated machine fed by stimuli and 
reactions, but – as described above – an ecological, perceptive, active and affec-
tive being, all these dimensions must also be considered. The first starting point 
is therefore to model the relationship between humans with cognitive abilities, 
the ability to act, etc. and their environment and lifeworlds. 

3.1   Presence – Presentation – Representation 
Humans are in the world; they are ‘thereʼ (cf. Wiesing 2020: 108). Through my 
body, I am bound to a specific, fundamentally variable place in the world (cf. 
Wiesing 2020: 108). Through existence we are ‘integrated into the flow of chang-
ing environments and situations’ (Schwemmer 1997: 25). This is accompanied 
by a diversity and dynamism of experiences; we are present. This presence arises 
because we are in an input-output relation (more concise: impression-expression 
relation) with the world. Contact with situations and their variability (cf. Ünal, Ji 
& Papafragou 2021: 234) leads to positioning because they involve us affectively 
(cf. Section 3.2). For us to be present, certain cognitive abilities, including sym-
bolic and cultural functions, are necessary. We find ourselves in manifold situa-
tions and recognize an event as affecting us (cf. Section 3.3). Recognition takes 
place via differentiation (cf. Westerkamp 2020: 18–21), via the separation of a 
foreground from a background (trajector-landmark). The perceived objects and 
aspects thus become meaningful (ʻbedeutsamʼ) (cf. Schwemmer 1997: 105). An 
abstraction takes place via making a difference, which leads to our presence, in 
which we are exposed to concise features (prägnante Merkmale). As a result, 
only certain aspects or features are present to us, while others are faded out and 
in the background. The dynamics of experience as the triggering moment of pres-
ence controls this perspectivity. This presentation of objects is therefore different 
from the ontological appearance of the objects themselves (cf. Schwemmer 1997: 
67). This shows that not only are we as human beings present in the world – at 
least if the conditions of presence just described apply – but that the world pre-
sents itself with its impressions and situations, which are absorbed and processed 
by the present human being. For example, the reflection of the setting sun on the 
mirror-smooth Baltic Sea, the smell of freshly mown grass that pervades the new 
housing estate on a Saturday afternoon, another traffic jam on the main traffic 
route at the end of the day, the slowly opening early bloomers, the praise of a 
loved one for my new dish I have finally cooked, etc. For the development of 
representations, impressions in quantity and especially in quality are central, as 
empirical studies show (e.g., Leybaert 1998). We need representations as visual-
izations of these objects of the world and their situations and moments in order 
to develop a ‘situation-invariant identity’ and to be able to react to other objects 
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and future situations in an adequate and resource-saving, i.e. routinized, way (cf. 
Schwemmer 1997: 78). For example, by letting the sun shine on our face or tak-
ing a photo, by remembering that we also have to mow the lawn, by tuning into 
a radio channel that relaxes us when we get stuck in a traffic jam, by buying a 
bunch of tulips from the florist for the dining table, by being very happy about 
the praise and adding the dish to our recipe book. The world impresses itself, the 
person expresses himself.  

This is the fundamental context of symbolic interaction. It is in this context 
not the interaction of two individuals with symbols (communication), but more 
fundamentally with goal-oriented actions (including attitudes, ideologies, mo-
tives, etc.) as the results of being confronted with such situations and objects 
which is the foundation. In its impressions, the world presents us with problems 
and tasks whose solution is not only our responsibility, but an absolute necessity. 
The problems include basic phylogenetic needs such as obtaining food and pro-
tection from environmental influences such as cold and heat, but also cultural 
evolutionary ones such as crossing a road safely, finding a way, forming, and 
maintaining social communities and much more. The basis of any solution to 
these problems is cognitive performance, including first recognizing that there is 
a problem to solve (cf. Section 3.3) and then planning and executing actions. 
Representations are formed so that this can be done without the actual situated-
ness and thus in a situation-invariant and routinized manner and with reduced 
cognitive effort. The basic function of our mental abilities lies in their applicabil-
ity. Representations function as visualizations of the environment that enable 
people to coordinate actions aimed at the environment, even when the environ-
ment is not present (cf. also Grabarczyk 2021: 339). From this characterization, 
Grabarczyk derives two theses that must apply to such representations. The first 
thesis follows logically from the input-output relation:  

3.1.1  Synchronization thesis: Mental representations and the external world must 
(be able to) be synchronized with each other (cf. Grabarczyk 2021: 340). 

Two different concepts of synchronization are used in this article. The first refers 
to synchronization in the sense of an exchange and an alignment between the 
individual and the world (synchronization thesis). However, the concept of syn-
chronization used below (Section 4.2) according to Schmidt & Herrgen (2011: 
28) is more interactional and refers to the “alignment of competence differences 
in the act of performance with the consequence of stabilization and/or modifica-
tion of the active and passive competences involved”. This second concept of 
synchronization refers to the alignment between at least two individuals.  

In the first understanding of synchronization, however, a receptor problem 
arises (cf. Grabarczyk 2021: 340). If one considers representations as synchron-
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ized with the world, one might think that representations are a particular or spe-
cial form of receptors that are directly involved in perceptual processes. How-
ever, Kasper & Hoffmeister (in prep.) show in detail why this conclusion is in-
correct and why representations should rather be understood as mediators be-
tween impressions and expressions. The thesis of synchronization is thus to be 
understood as follows: The external world is perceived and sensed via the human 
perceptual apparatus in a mnemonic circuit. This connection between humans 
and the world leads to the establishment of a resonance relationship (cf. Rosa 
2023), which, in turn, leads to representations that can be attributed a synchron-
ized status. Synchronization here means, not in the strictly time-philosophical 
sense of the term, a parallelization; an exchange of characteristics and thus de-
scribes the process side of representation, which can be understood as both a 
product and a process due to a terminological vagueness.  

Due to the parallelization and the exchange of features, thesis (2) follows log-
ically from thesis (1):  

3.1.2 Thesis of isomorphism: There is a structural similarity between mental rep-
resentations and the external world (cf. Grabarczyk 2021: 340). 

Thesis (2) means that a person’s connection to world events occurs when the 
person participates in these events as a participant and influences them in a form-
ative way or is fundamentally able to do so (cf. Wei & Knoeferle 2023). Grabar-
czyk (2021) understands representations in this context as s-representations and, 
following Cummins (1989; 1991), refers to simulation representations and, fol-
lowing Swoyers (1991), to structural representations. Basically, “the essential 
characteristic of s-representations is that not only do they stand for their targets 
[...] but they are structurally similar to these targets” (Grabarczyk 2021: 341). 
Nevertheless, the question is what exactly is meant by “structurally similar”. This 
isomorphic relationship between mental representations and the world is based 
on shared features that are integrated into the mental representations as abstrac-
tions from the world by means of the perception of impressions. For this to be 
possible, the world features must become concise in the circle of memory, i.e., 
they must be detached from the permanent stream of experience (see above and 
Kasper & Hoffmeister in prep.).  

If an isomorphic relation is established via synchronization (thesis 1) and the 
world object is lost for some reason (e.g., because a certain linguistic variant is 
no longer part of language use), then this also has an influence on the underlying 
representation, because the mapping may fail (forgetting). This can lead to mis-
representations. A representation that has lost its target object in this way be-
comes a new, independent mental representation because of a previous synchro-
nization process (remembering) and can be used either successfully or unsuccess-
fully (cf. Grabarczyk 2021: 348).  
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It is already clear in this brief description, which certainly still leaves central 
questions unanswered, that the understanding of representation presented here 
differs from the traditional approaches of Fodor and Pylyshyn and the amodal-
propositional theory of representations (cf. most recently Quilty-Dunn, Porot & 
Mandelbaum 2023), particularly through the contextualization via presence and 
presentation. Instead, a form of a modal theory of representations is developed 
that is based on groundedness, embodiment, situatedness, among other things (cf. 
also Spivey & Huette 2016). An important core of this concept of representation 
is a suitable speaker model. Therefore, as one aspect of such a speaker model, the 
speaker is described below, following Hermann Schmitz, as affectively involved 
by language (von Sprache affektiv betroffen). 

3.2   The Human Being as affectively involved by Language 
In Hermann Schmitz’s New Phenomenology, humans are considered to be fun-
damentally affectively involved. I cannot and do not want to go into this funda-
mental affectedness in depth here, but rather show why we should understand 
people as affectively involved by language. This enables us to gain a deeper un-
derstanding of the impression relation in the circle of memory described in Sec-
tion 3.1.  

Being affectively involved by language is a direct consequence of a person’s 
presence in the world; it refers to the fact that someone is affected by something 
and is haunted by it, to quote Schmitz:  

Someone is affectively involved by something when they are so affected by it that 
they cannot help but feel themselves and in this sense become aware of them-
selves, even if they do not think about it at all, do not reflect on it at all, but are 
completely naive like an animal or an infant. (Schmitz 2019: 13) 

People are therefore present in the world and are confronted with a variety of 
impressions in their stream of experience. These impressions are worldly, i.e., 
components of the world, and they can be both linguistic and non-linguistic. Here 
and in the following, I will focus in particular on linguistic impressions. These 
impressions have an affecting quality, that is they can captivate the listener or 
reader in such a way that he or she feels emotions (joy at a word that has not been 
heard for a long time, astonishment at a word that has never been heard before, 
anger at a supposed linguistic fashion, etc.). Affective involvement is thus the 
primary relationship between the subject and the world. The connection to speech 
acts is obvious here. As a decisive bodily state, affective involvement is a neces-
sary condition for the choice of action and thus both for the action itself and for 
refraining from it:  
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Our imaginative life, and this includes the processes of association, categorization 
and schematization, is fundamentally shaped by our own bodily exploration of 
our environment. Our imaginative life is action-shaped, and our actions are bod-
ily. (Kasper 2020: 259) 

Because affective involvement is “primarily and originally bodily, a bodily im-
pulse” (Schmitz 2014: 37), it is initially impossible to distance ourseves from it. 
As a ‘bodily impulse’, it is an element of human dynamics. So that we do not get 
lost in all the situations or in the continuous stream of experiences in which im-
pressions confront us and which trigger affective involvement, and so that the 
diffuseness can be transformed into an order, structuring elements are created 
through association, categorization, and schematization (synchronization thesis, 
Section 3.1), which have a similarity to the impressions (isomorphism thesis). 
These structuring elements are mental representations. Mental (linguistic) repre-
sentations are facts of affective involvement and “the facts of affective involve-
ment [are] subjective facts [...] which in their mere factuality, apart from their 
content, bear the stamp of ‘myness’” (Schmitz 2014: 31). This ‘myness’ arises 
from the situatedness of the human being in the primitive present. This primitive 
present consists of these five moments: (I) I (the own/foreign), (II) here (space), 
(III) now (time), (IV) being (Sein/Nicht-Sein), (V) this (relative identity). Even if 
Schmitz (2014: 55) places the I in the last and final position, it is so central, es-
pecially in the context of affective involvement, and also so relevant for the lin-
guistic considerations of the human being as speaker, that I would like to place it 
here at the beginning when I show how these five moments of primitive presence 
are effective in the concrete situation of being confronted with a new linguistic 
variant. The I (I) as the moment of the “consciousness-holder entangled in the 
[subjective] facts of affective concern” (Schmitz 2014: 61) is confronted with 
something new, challenged, stimulated to cope, shaken, burdened; here, concepts 
of salience and pertinence become central (cf. Purschke 2011: 2014; Kasper 
2015: 2020; Kasper & Purschke 2023). For example, say I hear a new variant that 
I have not come across before, e.g. the lexical variants in low german Feudel for 
Wischtuch [wiping cloth] or Trecker for Traktor [tractor] or the prosodic elonga-
tion at a phrase boundary (as in [Es hört gleich auf zu schneien]IP [dann wird das 
Wetter wieder besser]IP, english: [It’s about to stop snowing]IP [then the weather 
will get better again]IP, for this phenomenon of pre-boundary lengthening, cf. 
Spina & Lameli in prep.). The present is meaningful (bedeutsam) for this person 
(cf. Kasper 2020). All aspects of this meaningfulness are subjective, i.e., related 
to a person.  

If all or some of these aspects are called into question and contrasted with 
other aspects, for example, if something new or different arises, something that 
is foreign also arises (cf. Schmitz 2014: 101). For example, imagine that I always 
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use the standard linguistic expressions Wischtuch [wiping cloth] or Traktor [trac-
tor] and am now hearing the regional variants Feudel or Trecker for the first time. 
This newness, as something (initially) foreign, has the potential to involve us 
affectively (e.g., rejection because of incomprehension or positive reactions be-
cause it triggers curiosity) and will subsequently constitute a “sphere of oneʼs 
own” (Schmitz 2014: 61) as a kind of lifeworld contrapunctus. What was previ-
ously normal is only now recognized as a variant alongside other equally possible 
variants. It is obvious that this is also accompanied by an “absolute identity 
through self-attribution” (Schmitz 2014: 61) – this point will be discussed in 
more detail in Section 4 below. The moment of the here (II) constitutes the spa-
tiality of the primitive present. The intrusion of the new also plays a central role 
here, as the new is able to relate different places to each other: one’s own place, 
where Traktor and Wischtuch  are spoken of (High German), the place of the 
stranger, which is the place of Trecker and Feudel (Low German) and all refer-
ences. I establish a reference between Traktor and Trecker as well as between 
Wischtuch and Feudel; this creates a “system of relative places” (Schmitz 2014: 
55). The body, and thus also the person, is bound to a place. In the confrontation 
with the new and its place, the previously absolute personal place becomes a rel-
ative place that only exists in a correlative relationship (cf. Schmitz 2014: 55).  

In addition to the absolute place, the moment of the now of the primitive pre-
sent (III) is the “absolute moment of the sudden in the irruption of the new” 
(Schmitz 2014: 55).  This moment of now separates the past from the future and 
manifests itself complementary to the system of relative places as a “series of 
relative moments” (Schmitz 2014: 55; cf. also Köller (2019) on the connection 
between time and language in general). This creates a temporal flow consisting 
of past (I only know Traktor or Wischtuch), present (the existing: I hear Trecker 
or Feudel for the first time) and future (the imminent: All two/four variants are 
known to me and I understand them).  

All this finally condenses in the penultimate moment of the primitive present, 
the moment of being (IV). Being describes the specifically human cognitive ca-
pacities such as “planning, expecting, remembering, hoping, fearing, fantasizing, 
playfully identifying with something” (Schmitz 2014: 57) and so on. This means 
that humans also have the ability to distance themselves from an object, which is 
necessary for orientation in the world (cf. Schmitz 2014: 57f.). Humans therefore 
do not exist as instinct-driven beings that simply react, but as acting beings. The 
This of the primitive present (V) functions as the moment that structures being; 
it shows the difference from everything and in its referential function as a means 
of referring to something and thus not referring to something else (cf. Schmitz 
2014: 60). With planning, we focus on certain options, refer to them through our 
planning and neglect other options (I am writing this sentence and no other be-
cause I consider it necessary at this point). When we remember, we remember 
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just this one situation or event, others remain forgotten (This one trip to the USA. 
This one visit to that fantastic restaurant). When we express an expectation 
(Please take out the garbage), we expect exactly that action and no other (I have 
now cleaned the windows instead). Or we expect this one linguistic variant (e.g., 
Traktor). In this way, the moment of this leads directly to the as-relation of recog-
nition and understanding. 

3.3 The symbolic-hermeneutic as-Structure of Recognition and Understanding 

The description of the hermeneutic relevance of the as-structure (als-Struktur) 
goes back to Martin Heidegger (cf. also Graeser 1993). In general, the as-struc-
ture there concerns both interpretation and assertion (cf. Guidi 2021: 64). How-
ever, interpreting and asserting presuppose cognitive processes, namely recogni-
tion and understanding. Now, one might sarcastically remark that while interpret-
ing requires understanding, this does not apply to asserting. I can certainly assert 
something without having even the slightest understanding of it. What we are 
talking about here are propositional statements about the world that make an as-
sertion that follows truth claims. So we leave out such moral dubiousness.   

Following Guidi (2021: 64), we can state that the as-structure in general is “a 
constitutive feature of every experience of entities in the world – namely, the way 
they always present themselves in terms of a ‘for something’”. But we now want 
to deal with a specific form of the as-structure, namely the as-structure of cogni-
tion and understanding, the necessity of which follows logically from the this of 
the primitive present (cf. (V) in Section 3.2). Westerkamp (2014: 68) describes 
to understand [verstehen] as a two-valued verb (I understand your statement.), 
which, however, has a three-valued relation (I understand your statement as 
ironic.). This shows that conceptual understanding is “always an understanding 
of something as something” (Westerkamp 2014: 68). Recognition works in the 
same way: Recognizing is syntactically two-valued in the sense of ‘someone 
grasps something with the mind’ (Uli recognizes the situation. https://gram-
mis.ids-mannheim.de/verbs/view/400526/1, last accessed: March 12, 2024), but 
here, too, a three-valued relation is evident: Uli recognizes the situation as dan-
gerous. In the negation of these relations – both of recognizing and understanding 
– the difference that was already mentioned at the end of Section 3.2 becomes 
apparent: In the sentence Uli does not recognize the situation as dangerous, it is 
not the recognition itself but the modal adverbial that is negated (as dangerous), 
which means that “this is not actually about a non-understanding, but about a 
different understanding of something” (Westerkamp 2014: 68). Taking this 
thought further, we can state the following with Kasper & Hoffmeister (in prep.): 
“Something perceived is only insofar determined as something as it is determined 

https://grammis.ids-mannheim.de/verbs/view/400526/1
https://grammis.ids-mannheim.de/verbs/view/400526/1
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for something (cf. Cassirer 2009: 145), and it is determined for something 
through the aforementioned motor practices.”  

4  Empirical Illustration using two Examples from the Dialectology of German 

The approaches developed in Section 3 will now be illustrated and empirically 
tested using two examples from German dialectology. This testing serves on the 
one hand to check the plausibility of the ideas developed and on the other hand 
to explain the relationship between the dynamics and stability of dialects from a 
new, a representational perspective. 

4.1  West Central German Lambdacism 
The West Middle German lambdacism (cf. the fundamental study by Lenz 2003 
on the general language situation in West Central German), can be understood, 
for example, by the standard German word Bruder (brother). The phenomenon 
discussed here is about the following: It “refers to a historical substitution phe-
nomenon in which – in the wcg. area of interest here – germ. Þ or ohg. d are 
represented as dialectal l” (Lameli 2015: 66). In concrete terms, this means that 
the standard-language Bruder (in the southern area, cf. Fig. 1) is contrasted with 
the dialectal Brurer in the northern area. In a border area, there is now an intended 
adoption of the dialectal form, but this fails, so that the people there produce 
Bruler instead of Brurer (recognizable in the center, Fig. 1). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Fig. 1: The distribution of Bruder – Bruler – Brurer in wcg (conf. also Lameli 2015: 66). 
 
The transitional area in which the intended adoption of the dialectal variant 
Brurer fails and in which the variant Bruler is produced instead can be defined 
as the region of West Central German lambdacism. Three questions are obvious: 
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1. Why do people try to adopt the dialectal variants? 2. Why do they not succeed? 
3. What are the consequences of the failed adoption process? Lameli (2015) of-
fers the following approach: Even if the conditions of emergence have not yet 
been fully clarified (cf. Lameli 2015: 66), some approaches can be traced back to 
the linguistic-geographical situation. Apical r allophones are generally predomi-
nant in the northern area, while uvular r variants predominate in the southern part 
(cf. Lameli 2015: 66). Lameli interprets the existence of lambdacism with refer-
ence to Wenker (2013 [1886]: 942) as an “effect of an intended adoption process 
[...] in which speakers of the uvular r region strive to imitate apical rhotacism 
(Lameli 2015: 66–67).  

Apart from a few exceptional cases, Lameli can show that the lambdacisms 
are all “directly at the rhotacism boundary” (Lameli 2015: 67), so that it can be 
assumed that this is a language contact phenomenon (cf. Lameli 2015: 68). In 
addition to this system linguistic explanation, Lameli also offers a sociolinguistic 
approach that focuses on the reasons for the lambdacism variant and is particu-
larly interesting for the question described here. Metapragmatically, the phenom-
enon is the subject of evaluation processes; the speakers are stereotyped, and 
lambdacism is evaluated negatively (cf. Lameli 2015 with reference to Post 1992: 
94). This is accompanied by a social positioning and demarcation of the speakers 
from the rhotacism or standard-equivalent region, which is an identity-securing 
measure for speakers outside the lambdacism region. It is even more surprising, 
however, that although the lambdacism variant is the subject of negative evalua-
tions, there are no synchronization processes between speakers (see term (2) in 
footnote 17) that lead to the adoption of the d or r variant. 

I would like to take these two explanatory approaches, the linguistic system 
on the one hand and the sociolinguistic on the other, as an opportunity for a fur-
ther interpretation that places the speakers themselves at the center of the consid-
erations and reflects on their situations and options for action. Three aspects that 
have already been theoretically developed above will be added to Lameli's al-
ready very plausible explanation. What’s going on is firstly about speakers as 
affectively involved by language (1), then about the relation of presence, presen-
tation, and representation (2) and finally about the symbolic-hermeneutic as-
structure of recognition and understanding (3). 

 
4.1.1  The human being as affectively involved by language 
As speakers of a language, humans are affectively involved by it, as was shown 
in detail in Section 3.2. That is, language is close to humans (cf. Schmitz 2015: 
157), from which certain (language) action dispositions and options follow.  

If a speaker is affectively involved by the existence of two conflicting variants 
in opposition, namely Bruder and Brurer, then this is initially a purely individual 
phenomenon:  
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The facts of being affectively involved are not objective, but so peculiar that at 
most the person concerned – very often no one – can say them, although others 
can talk about them. (Schmitz 2015: 58).  

Thus, as a speaker of Bruder, I can be affected by the Brurer variant (e.g. as in-
security, emotional closeness/distance or social prestige or all of these), I can 
ideally express this affectedness myself (to some extent) and make a (vague) 
statement about it (cf. Hoffmeister (in press) on the phenomenon of vagueness 
and its problematization). Meanwhile other speakers, who already have a sub-
stantial distance to my affective involvement, can talk about insecurities in a fun-
damental and abstracted way, emotional closeness/distance or social prestige, but 
not about my specific feelings in a certain situation, in which only I can make a 
statement about myself (I feel (not) comfortable with this way of speaking/this 
expression here now due to individual reasons). 

Due to the affective involvement in this understanding, there is no possibility 
of effective distancing or dissociation in the contexts of everyday life. Lambdacism 
comes about precisely because of such a lack of effective distancing: the way of 
speaking concerns the speakers, it affects them whether they produce the standard 
variant d or the rhotacism r. The concern is always already pronounced; it is inher-
ent in the human existence as a speaker. However, drawing conclusions in the form 
of a preference for a variant presupposes reflection on one's own world position 
and the positioning of the self. This reflection results in the speakers recognizing 
themselves as speakers and developing needs and priorities in this function (cf. the 
symbolic-hermeneutic as-structure of recognition and understanding). 

If we look back at the fundamental moments of the primitive present, these 
are central to the example of the choice of variant in favor of Brurer. The I (I) is 
confronted with something new (hearing the Brurer variant) and challenged by 
it. The Brurer variant thus represents a situational challenge (cf. Ünal, Ji & Papa-
fragou 2021: 234). In the first confrontation (cf. Clopper 2021), coping strategies 
must be developed, which are also based on social evaluation processes. The spa-
tiality or the Here (II) is obvious for the present example, not least because of the 
spatial a priori of regional language research (cf. Schmidt & Herrgen 2011: 14). 
If, according to Schmitz (cf. Section 3.2), the new is able to relate different spaces 
to each other and thus constitutes not only the here, but ultimately also the human 
being in general, then in the case of our example, the southern space with the 
Bruder variant is placed in a relationship with the northern space (Brurer) 
through the appearance of the new, so that the “system of relative places” 
(Schmitz 2014: 55) emerges, namely as a place of the own (southern) and a place 
of the foreign (northern). The Now (III), which presupposes a before and an after, 
is also plausible due to the a priori status of time in linguistic interactions (cf. 
Schmidt & Herrgen 2011: 26). The point in time at which a person encounters 
the new, still foreign variant (Brurer) for the first time is of individual relevance. 
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This triggers an affectedness and places it in the temporal flow of the before, in 
which the variant was still unknown, and the after, in which the new variant be-
comes significant for one’s own being and linguistic identity.  

This Being (IV) is the starting point for future linguistic actions and their plan-
ning. For Schmitz, it is responsible for specifically human cognitive capacities 
(planning, expecting, remembering, hoping, fearing, fantasizing, playfully iden-
tifying with something, cf. Section 3.2) and thus is not only affective-evaluative, 
but also conative, i.e., action-initiating. This brings us closer to an initial expla-
nation of why the practical adoption of the new variant is intended. This opening 
up of options for action is only possible via the reference function of the last 
moment of the primitive present, the This (V). It is a matter of reference to some-
thing and not non-reference to something else. By adopting this variant (Brurer), 
I thus establish a relationship and refer (reference) to features that are associated 
with this way of speaking. In other word, I establish a relative identity.  

These considerations show that by determining the five moments of the prim-
itive present we can come close to an explanation of the intended adoption of the 
variant. Building on this, we will now turn our attention to the triad of presence 
– presentation – representation.  
 
4.1.2   Presence – Presentation – Representation 
Presence is closely related to the primitive presence described above. The affec-
tive involvement of language is a direct consequence of the human presence in 
the world. The world presents itself in its structures and situations, which are then 
represented by the affectively involved and cognitively capable speakers. The 
speakers are exposed to this “flow of changing environments and situations” 
(Schwemmer 1997: 25, quote see Section 3.1). Representations can thus be re-
garded as the human ability to process impressions of the world and thus to find 
one's way in it. In the case of the lambdacism example, this means that the two 
variants d and r are presented (or present themselves) in the world and the present 
speakers perceive this presentation and thus represent it; the variants represent 
impressions. The processing sequences, the speech acts of the speakers (e.g., so-
cial indexical positioning practices or communicative acts such as the preference 
of a variant and the attempt at synchronization) are correspondingly expressions. 
The impressions are related to social information (How do I generally want to 
appear? How do I appear when I use brother or Brurer?). Finally, in the case of 
lambdacism, this results in an attempt at synchronization in favor of Brurer, 
which, however, fails due to the different r-production sites (uvular vs. apical) 
(cf. Lameli 2015: 66–67). The following is central:  

It is not the intersubjective analysis of a concrete rhoticism, but the conceptual-
ization, i.e., the subjective-mental representation of the phenomenon that is not 
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only the goal, but also the primary calibration point of phonetic reproduction. 
(Lameli 2015: 71) 

The maintenance of the resulting Bruler variant is then due to identity construc-
tion (see above). Because the present phoneme opposition has a meaningfulness 
(Bedeutsamkeit), i.e., the meanings are not (cannot be) neutralized, it is concise. 
Conciseness (Prägnanz) refers to the process of taking off from a basic structure 
(trajector-landmark) while meaning assessment; conciseness has a subjective 
component, so the conciseness postulate represents an alternative concept to fre-
quency and entrenchment. Frequency, according to the basic assumption, is not 
the sole factor that leads to entrenchment, but rather it is about concise forms that 
are given relevance precisely because of their conciseness. 

If conciseness is effective, the synchronization (thesis 1) of speaker and world 
takes place. The impression (Brurer) is recorded and represented. If Lameli 
(2015: 71) attaches particular importance to phonetics, then rhotacism is the cen-
tral component of mental representation here, as it is the concise feature. How-
ever, in the attempt to produce isomorphism (thesis 2), the speakers fail because 
the apical r-variant causes them difficulties and their r-allophones are produced 
uvularly. This failed mapping process is then responsible for the incorrect Bruler 
variant.  

 
4.1.3  The symbolic-hermeneutic as-structure of recognition and understanding  
The as-relation of recognition is the general case of the as-relation of understand-
ing. This differs in its hermeneutic understanding from the formal understanding 
of valence grammar. Understanding here is not a two-valued but a three-valued 
relation (someone understands something as something). In the same way, the 
as-relation of recognizing is also a three-valued relation: I recognize something 
as something. This differentiation of the general (recognizing) from the particular 
(understanding) is relevant for the lambdacism example. Speakers do not merely 
recognize a variant (e.g., Bruder), they recognize it as a specific variant alongside 
other possible variants (e.g., Brurer). The speakers do not merely understand the 
variant, they understand it as regional or socially indexical. This means that the 
existence of two variants is not merely concise (recognition), but relevant (un-
derstanding). 

4.2   The Variation of bringen (to bring) in Rhine-Franconian 
Now we come to the second example, the variation of standard German bringen 
(to bring) in Rhine-Franconian. This phenomenon is also observed in the greater 
region south of Frankfurt am Main to the west of Mannheim and Heidelberg – 
including the Kaiserslautern area (cf. fig. 2). 
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Fig. 2: The variation of standard        
linguistic bringen (to bring) in Rhine-
Franconian (Schmidt & Herrgen 2011: 
452). 

 
 
In their standard work on language dynamics, Schmidt & Herrgen (2011: 153–
167) analyze in detail the three inflectional classes of bringen, namely the weak, 
the strong and the mixed inflection. With this analysis, which Schmidt & Herrgen 
present for the verb bringen, the linguistic development “can be traced and ex-
plained precisely for the first time for large dialectal areas over a century using 
empirical data” (Schmidt & Herrgen 2011: 154). In standard German, the verb 
bringen is inflected as follows: Infinitive: bringen (to bring), 1st pers. sg. past 
tense: ich brachte (I brought), past participle: gebracht (brought). In the Wenker 
map of 1880, the dialectal variant brung is documented in Rhine-Franconian for 
the standard participial formation gebracht, among others.  These forms “are 
highly salient for speakers of the standard language and other dialects and are 
commented on derisively” (Schmidt & Herrgen 2011: 155). However, a real-time 
comparison of different data sets shows “that the highly salient brung forms do 
not degrade” (Schmidt & Herrgen 2011: 156), even though this feature should 
degrade quite quickly as a primary dialect feature. Quite the opposite, Schmidt & 
Herrgen (2011: 156) show that the feature not only does not degrade, but even 
spreads. The unique observation here is that  

those born later [...] have changed inflectional class with (ge)brung(en) (= strong 
inflection) compared to their ancestors and have thus morphologically distanced 
themselves both from the old dialect and from the standard language. (Schmidt & 
Herrgen 2011: 156) 
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According to Schmidt & Herrgen, the explanation for this phenomenon is quite 
simple: the initial situation is that standard-language bringen – brachte – ge-
bracht with the ablaut of i to a in addition to the dental suffix represents a system 
linguistically unique case in the German ablaut system (cf. Schmidt & Herrgen 
2011: 159). In child language acquisition, either *gebringt or *gebrungen are 
used before the standard variant of the participial form with a dental suffix is 
produced (cf. Schmidt & Herrgen 2011: 160). Since the standard variant is a sin-
gular exception, it takes a certain amount of time before it is mastered without 
errors. The spread of the different (ge)brung(en) variants can now be explained 
by the fact that there is no “correction of brung forms during child dialect acqui-
sition in the language area in question” (Schmidt & Herrgen 2011: 161) on the 
part of the primary caregivers in linguistic socialization processes (cf. general 
Nilsson 2015). The (micro-)synchronization processes that are effective are such 
that passive competence is modified and the brung form is understood (rele-
vance) and recognized (conciseness) and accepted as equivalent to other dialectal 
variants (cf. Schmidt & Herrgen 2011: 162). According to Schmidt & Herrgen 
(2011: 163), the fact that the brung variant does not spread beyond structural 
boundaries (e.g., into Moselle Franconian) is because speakers are clear about 
which forms belong to their own (we identity) and which belong to the foreign 
way of speaking (they identity). While the strong inflection has thus stabilized in 
Rhine Franconian, a reverse process is evident in Moselle Franconian. From 1880 
onwards, there is no longer any evidence of a previously detectable weak inflec-
tion, but only evidence of the mixed inflection (except for one individual case), 
although it can be assumed that this individual case is being reduced in favor of 
the general. The fact that the weak inflection was reduced in Moselle Franconian 
is because the mixed inflection, which is present in the standard language any-
way, was dominant and the weak inflection as an exceptional case led to negative 
feedback, which in turn triggered mesosynchronization processes in favor of the 
mixed inflection. 

Let us now look again at our starting points and bring them together with the 
explanations for the variation of standard-language bring in Rhine-Franconian.  

4.2.1 The human being as affectively involved by language 
About being affectively involved, it was stated above that language is close to 
the human being, from which certain dispositions to act follow. If we take the 
“regionalization of communication relations” (Schmidt & Herrgen 2011: 161) as 
a basis and follow the premise that people are affectively involved by language 
and cognitively capable of reflecting on actions, then the “failure to correct brung 
forms in children's dialect acquisition” (Schmidt & Herrgen 2011: 161) is a direct 
consequence of involvement and subsequent reflection. In other words, people 
have an interest in preserving and transmitting the forms. It is part of their we 
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identity (cf. the moments of I and Being of the primitive present). Since compre-
hension is not a problem and the variant is also positively valued in Rhine-Fran-
conian as part of the regional language identity, the variant is stabilized as part 
of regional language knowledge. However, it is also important to note here that 
being affected is, by definition, something subjective. I myself am physically af-
fected, realize this and recognize my involvement – it becomes concise. By com-
paring my situation, i.e., my being affected by brung, with other speakers and 
realizing that they are also affected (but possibly differently), I understand my 
own situation against the background of social structures – the use of brung be-
comes relevant. 

For the rather astonishing spread of the brung forms, this means that the new 
and thus the initially still foreign is affectively involved due to its status as a 
lifeworld contrapunctus (cf. Section 3) and enters the “sphere of the own” 
(Schmitz 2014: 61). 

4.2.2   Presence – presentation – representation 

The person is present in the world, the world presents itself to the person, and as 
a result, the person represents the world. Using different variants of bringen (in 
the various inflectional classes), these are not only present, but they are also pre-
sented, since they affectively involve the speakers; this creates a synchronization 
process between the speaker perceiving the forms and the world in which the 
inflectional forms of bringen occur. Because the forms (especially brung) are not 
only salient for the speakers, but also pertinent, relevant to their lifeworld, they 
are cognitively visualized, i.e., represented. However, there is no identical repre-
sentation of reality (this does not lead to the adoption of brung and the retention 
of one's own paradigm, i.e. to stability), but rather a structural similarity (isomor-
phism) or rather a realization (Vergegenwärtigung), a processing that also goes 
hand in hand with charges and attributions of meaning (e.g. with evaluation pat-
terns, social indexing, etc.), explaining the dynamics and the adoption of brung. 
This leads to the third aspect. 

4.2.3 The symbolic-hermeneutic as-structure of recognition and understanding 

The elementary connection between recognition and understanding and its as-
structure is shown by the example of the bringen variation, in which we focus on 
the one hand on the system-linguistic connections and on the other hand on the 
social-indexical function of the brung form. Speakers not only recognize this 
form, but they also recognize it as an alternative in the verbal paradigm. They 
also understand the brung form as a prestige form with which they identify. For 
language acquisition and the lack of correction of initially incorrect forms (cf. 
Schmidt & Herrgen 2011: 161) in children, understanding-as is the central mo-
ment. We thus recognize the “absolute identity through self-attribution” (Schmitz 
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2014: 61), already explained in Section 3. According to the idea, I ascribe certain 
motives and characteristics to myself (e.g., regional and/or social affiliation), 
which I believe are attributed to me using a form (e.g., brung). My identity is 
therefore because I feel that I belong to a certain group of speakers through the 
use of brung. 

5   Explaining the Dynamics and Stability of Dialects 

We have seen that to be able to explain phenomena of linguistic variation in a 
well-founded way, we must look back at their relevance in the real world. There 
is no question that the speakers play a central role in this. However, they are not 
isolated, but interact with the world by absorbing the impressions that the world 
provides them with, i.e., presenting and processing them into expressions. For 
example, they absorb the variant brurer, evaluate it, place it against the back-
ground of their linguistic knowledge and their interests as speakers, and try to 
produce this variant as well. However, this fails due to the r-allophony and the 
lambdacism bruler emerges.  

We have also seen that the three approaches of a model of linguistic represen-
tation. The person is affectively involved by language including the five moments 
of primitive presence, the triad of presence – presentation – representation and 
the hermeneutic-symbolic as-structure of recognition and understanding, are im-
portant starting points for explaining the dynamics and stability of dialects. The 
person affectively involved by language is responsible for both the dynamics and 
the stabilization of regional variants (cf. Sharma 2005).  

In conclusion, central questions remain unanswered concerning the concept 
of linguistic representation. Conditions for its clarification are discussed in 
Kasper & Hoffmeister (in prep.). However, the modeling of the speaker as affec-
tively involved by language can provide important insights into how the relation-
ship between world and speaker can be determined. Linguistic representations, 
which we have determined as the result of a process of processing impressions 
into expressions, must then always be determined against this background. Fur-
thermore, we should reflect on how the situation of people in their linguistic 
worlds, including social factors, affects representations.  

If we look back at the state of research on representations in general and on 
linguistic representations as described in Section 2, it becomes clear that it is not 
expedient to assume linguistic representations as isolated mental units, but that 
they must be reflected phenomenologically in their lifeworld and action-related 
status (cf. Hausmann 1975). A modal theory of linguistic representations that 
considers the human being as an ecological, perceptive, acting, affective and cog-
nitive being should therefore be the goal. In this article, the focus was primarily 
on the factor of involvement. Accordingly, further studies should focus primarily 
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on the ecology, perception, agentivity and cognitivity or – in short – on the soci-
ality (cf. Nilsson 2015), cognitivity and pragmaticity of representations. Further-
more, it would be desirable if the approach presented here were also applied to 
the variational situation in other languages and language families (cf. Auer, 
Hinskens & Kerswill 2005) to further explore the transferability and applicability 
of the ideas.  
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