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STANDARDIZATION AND THE ECOLOCY OF LANGUAGE: AN AMERICAN CASB

Clendon F. Drake
San Dk;o State University

A rezarkable aspect of the presmt-duy American llngull!lc and

intellectual scene i{s the fact that public attitudes about language

teflect nefther ncholnrly ‘efforts in the field of linguistics nor
A

the tnullectud spiric of (’u 20th century 1n geneul. Prescrip-

tive, absolutist linguistic utuudes on the part ol 1n:el}£|¢nt,
educated people persist Agal‘nn't!\e developzent of uzruc}un.uu
and trassforzational lmé;utic theories and against the Mlt.orlul
force of relativisa and’ th.n-lclenll“c ethic of the 20thrcentury.
This curious :ﬂsunton'hﬂween Iin;ulu‘ic ‘thnory and yubli,c n(:lmd:

13 not an anomaly, as {s frequently asserted. The disunion is

consistent vith the lnt'crphy of certain historical, tnltuut}oml.

aod sociolinguistic forces.
In ordtr to establish this, T will ﬁnt briefly discuss zho
pculsunre of the prucrlp(lvn a,vcnlne. Second, I wul coement

on the incongruity of this persistence i{n an historical framevork,

,and f{oally T will gommeat on the disuaion between linguistic

theory and public actitude by sugzesting that the absolutist,

. prescriptive public attitude is a natural result of the linguistic

ecoldgy of Azetca.
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An uninnttt;n of the uliglu and books !\avlng to do vlm'
[ &
English n-achtn; and ~|31tl'| language attitudes across the breadth of
tho.ﬁ;h cefitury nvn'l.' the lo:sdno,u' of the often stated charge
that: "'H‘hat passes for instruction'in the nnl;e hn‘uagc‘ 1s said *
to perpetuate the m:hort,u:r‘un viewpoint snd l‘Ati;\clquo de-cstp—
' t.tonlfof‘lath century 3!‘!‘:5‘}:4..11'. and to be out of touch with sub-
'nq‘_mit thi.nkin. and scholarship.” (Kridler 1966).
lor.cmilc. ‘il —onc rugl the English Journal, a prifcipal
.' pu'bllutto; of the Natfonal Council ‘of Teachers of English,
for this ctn(lury one finds that "un.ully correctness is king, in
s
avert ‘nru'ln ul:lhr years and {n more covert forms in later
'.yun.' _There* ts, of course, alvays the challenge being put (or.th
by those influenced by the lchnc.c of lloguistics but the thallen-
ger never becomes champion. . . <
One striking feature of ZOt'h century lttit"fil as expressed in
the étrlodlu.l literature of the time {s the uu"on; coo:(nuu'y froo
the 18th century of genteel notl'olu and apparatus into the 20th cen-
iury'.' The genteel tudit!zon‘vu a device o(. the {utellectual leader-
ship during the Gilded Age. The tradition coalesced during the 1870's
and vas central to the national movement toward |ntég:ulon and con-
solidation, vhich caze about as a reaction to the boundless, .(rec-

vheeling frontier culture of the earlier part of the century. The

genteel tradicion facilitated the aspiration for a sease of community



S'/
i . ln the nacion, for the eschewing of diversity and c9¢(fl\:t. These

& are nifosted in the science, arts and nnnets o}/thd Gilded Age.

Xe Mgh preaiua the new ludership of edltors ‘nd schoolnen of the

time piace on intellect.and restuln: lr( ordn./r to achieve and nain--

tain social conformity an& to tno the inﬁ(vldun and nko him res-

ponslble to the comumty slgmls once lgun the flow of purlun
. morality into. American hfe. ,'/

/

This flow was canifested an!is!‘iull); by an incressed inter-

- est in language, especially in '}“nguistic etiquette"” in ger’ueal
yubl!uuoru, in the rnctioyagnnst innovation; in the applica-
tion’of intellecy and logxs/:o language; in the Mgh p;eniun placad
by the genteel on books and autht’ru)’; in the anglophile tendency
of the genteel; and in the desire for a responsible, stable com-

l;mity.

.

In the early 20th century genteel themes and motives sound again.
and again .in the rhetoric in articles about English usage and remedy .
for it. "Personal culture has not kept pace with ouyr material
advanceaent.”" "Civilization is tonditioned by language.” (E. J.
1918: 153). ' '

Thé impulse to correct, which is fiatural, and is
& very strong in sonme tcachers, is pgood only when,
~like other natural impulses, it is properly regu-
- - i lated . .. . I am far from arguing against
rigorpus correction at intervals; but the wise
and sympathetic teach®r is likely to suppress
soxething like five out of six igpulses Yo
chastise a ‘fault . . . .. (Coopcz 1914).

There l? in the early years of the century the éruuon of ’
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« much genteel-like ap;a;ltus which illustrates the continuity of
the 19th tentury menfality, One of the most energetic arms of
this apparatus was the American Speech Committee of the Chicago
Woman's Club. Anon} the activities of the comnittee ¥as a survey
of "attitudes of different sections of the Chicago public with
regard to the standard of speech in daily life," and a survey to
see what was being done in schools "io raise the~slandnrds of
Aserican specch.” ‘There can be little doubt of the genteel zotives
of these activities when one encounters rhetoric of the typical
sort which (o}lows:

“A love and gespect for language, our own lingare.

can be made'one of the great forces uvrk:n; tomard
= solidarity of the American people. The mixture
of many nationalities has produced a sperdia ruce.
Its language as well as its institutions must be
safeguarded. (E. J. VII, 19i8: 163-76).
éumilar puritan-genteel rhetoric was associated with Better

Speech Week, a movement of the 20s nut}onal in scope in which

"many thousands of schools took part." (E. J. XI, 19181 185-200).

"The leaders of th'is movement have realized that Bgtter Speech

Week is but a beglnnin‘. and that this path of linguistic rxght-

eousness is as stcep and difficult as such straight Ind narrow paths

are wont to be,"

A sx.xlnr apparatus were the many "Bcttcr English Clubf'
which grew up in high schools around the country (Crupton 1920)

It is clear, thercfore, that fhero 4s an unisually strong

. v

* puritan-genteel continuity in linguistic attitudes particuldrly
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spaifest during the first qdarter gf the century. Thus the strong

prescriptivism of the 19th century," carries over into the present centuty.

Nearer to our own tuie-, in 1461 Joseph Mersand published a

book, Attitudes Toward English n'-dm;. detailing the results of
:hyi quu:lonnhu about linguist{c attitudes received 1o early 1938

tt‘b-.a 1250 edueators, business ex;::n&vcs. editors, ltbn.rhnn, pub-

lishers, legislators, anq jwdges. Each group vas asked appropriate ,

)
questions about improvements, defichnclu’? recozmendations cover-

. ] . o
ing many aspects of English teaching. .

The result revgled that prescriptive correctness had a. hoid
on the minds of this population to‘an.astonishing degree.

In the contezporary discussions concerning the
edycational needs of pur times, one frequently
read the recocmendations to":uturn to the
fundanentals," "rore gracmar," "greater insis-
tence upon correctness' and the like.

It {s obvious from these . . . criticisms that "
those vho have been {n contact with large

n=bers of ezployees {n business and industry

have noticed deficiencies in grarmar: These ¢
criticisns are not new in the history of the

teaching of English in Azerica and some of

the recent statements night easily be paralleled

by others of 50 and 70 years ago. (Mersand 1961: 308).

In oo ot?\.cr issue has the prescriptive attitude been manifested
as clearly as in the controversy following the publication of .
.
Webster's Tiird New International Dictfonary {n 1961. The diction-
ary vas cet vith ncarly universal disapproval in the newspap@ and
magazine press, as wvell as in scholarly ‘Aﬂd professfonal journals.
N

(Sledd and Ebbite, 1962). This response was elicited by the fact

th;‘t the Third vas a product of the structural ;ch—oo\ of lingulstics,
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a signal of that school's firm establishaent dmong professionals
sfter a long and bitter struggle, and probabiy the apogee of the
sovenent, a(tfr vhich coses the descent as transformational notigms
§ a_scmd to dominance. At any rate, the Third was the structural

school's clearest exposure to the educated and intelligent general

-
.

public.
Philip Gove, Editor-in-chief of Third, in his many published

explanations and. defenses (e.g. 1961) usually based his casé on the
following five principles, all basic concepts of the structural
1inguistics of the 1950's:

l'ungulge changes constantly

1.

2, change is normal )

3. spoken language is the language

4, correctness rests upon usage

S. all usage is gelsTive « ,

The reaction against the T_h_x‘g was essentially a reaction against
this well advertised desc}iptive nature of the docunent. Even the
most upoxun{ and credible of the critics admitted theaselves tlut‘
they acted "caotionally ' [t seemg clear from an ex‘nin'nion of
their reviews that they acted without sufficient knowledge, research
and responsibility, as well. The reason they so acted is‘the point.
For whether or not the Third International is a good, bad or indif-
ferent dictionary the nature of the reaction against it shows in =
clear, crystal fofa the strength of lhe'prescripuvc un;u'uut

attitude in the mid-twentieth century,

Moreover, it scems cl% thai the tduéational strategies eaploy-

‘ed 4n response to Black English and to other non-standard varicties
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ln the schools {n the 1960,'{ and u/che preunt time {s evidence’ o!
thn prncrlyv- thrust ol publfc atecitudes, lo:h the bidnlecnl
. stntqiu and the eudlcluonht l:rateg&u employed against lluck
\zn.u.u are, uptcuﬂy ipg the early school ;uu, duuned more
Lo serve public nntudu thn they are to serve btudent needs
(Drake 1973). LClestly uctlng in' conjunc:ion vith t\‘s ptucriptivc
+' thrust were poliucal uoc(vu {Kaplan 1969), {ocluding response on tl‘u pan
a of thc school to the klnually-unquutloned hluo of social -obn-
1ty iano 1973). cherthclui the prescriptive thrust of public
attitudes has bt.p_ crucial to th.e devtlo;lenr of- poFcles regard-
tog Black E;;lhh ond. other hon--tnnd;rd urgetle.s in the schools.
One o;:ly need recall the recent l{evlvul cover story "Why
Johnny Can't Read" (D:c 8, 1975- 58-63) ‘for tvulen:; of contemp-

ofary strength of the y-ncrlpt!vc notion. Judging from the 3ntl)u-

. ' .

ttle of. tu popular. appeal. i .

sias uspenu-to this asticle, prescriptiveness um‘to have

16::3
Kor don lhc revolution against the behavioristic bull lor

*  “laanguage study on the part of Chodsky and the ?}hr transforma~-
tionalists change thc nature and the need for protest a;.t'inat
prucﬁytivhn.‘ It is true, of course, that Cha;s.ky in Language -
and Mind (1968) charges (hat 1t s “fronfe" that traditional grawmar
("rational” grammar 14 his terms) uhould be accused of a Latin ‘bln.
He furcther claims zhu 1: has hem a complete li:undcuundiu

“ that leads to the chargo o! prncupuvln ons the par: of tradi-

tional gramar. Chomsky hcto is r:!crung to the Por: Royal ;n-uthn:

¢ and certain of their predecessors. He {s probably wrong lb'mu :hu.

a7



. u lty uttonaltst universal grammar was uket\ s hpodted in Standard -
L' Yunch as qalns: local varieties (Hymge 1976L M’ uutda !h\ :
“retired buhoph and n\tcur phtlosopheu of th( British 18th :enéu:y. p
vho are rnponxtble originally for the utdtudu discussed in zhh
paper, Chouky is surely not cnxuct. As | rnul: today's trans- 8

formationalisg and his off.prlng must also cpc@n in opposition go thc

‘ modern residue of prescriptivisa’ Cho-sk‘tmp it cerely ". . . a

» <
confusion of the philosophical grammar with the.effort to teach better
) L4 .

®  manners to a rising middle class.® v 3 ‘

Paul Postal, a transtormationalist colleague of Chomsky's states
Y

it vith more detail: =
Prescriptive grammar, virtually by ddﬁu:.'.cn. .
L involves resistarce to the never-ending pracess \
of linguistic change. The baseless assuzyzion
bebind this resistance is that we are hcacded .
* for a breakdown in cormunication unless 1laguis-
tic change is opposed by the guardigns of ihe
J language. And this assuzption, grollndless
i though it ay be, dominates much popular discus-
sion of grammar and usage both within the schools % .
and without, ad@ even the most obvious evifence
to the contrary does not seem to shake this
false viev . . . Prescriptive grammar tends to
assume implicitly that human language i{s a
+ fragile cultural invention, only with,dif{Zculty
zaintained {n good, working order. It fails to
recognize that language {s an innate attridute
‘ of human nature.

Prescriptive grammar {s thus not very much

concerned vith the mtu;e of language as sich,
. fdr with the nature o( English {n particular.

It {s interested in 'correct Eaglish . . . '

. . -

Postal goes on to state that the interest of trinsfcymationals

gramar is {n: & .

7. ’ “~ <

ate



« + « the vast body of structural and syntactic
principles which are comaon to all varieties of
Enzlish rather than in the minor details which
differentiate theg., These detaids are what
have ‘occasioned sO much argument and emotion
vuhln the fnnework ni prgscriptive grammar, (1968' 26).

ngnlflcan!ly, the protest against prescriptivism is one of the
few features that st{ucturallsn and transformational grammar have

invcotzon. .
.

-
- ~

i ’ I
. ; . ‘.

It seens rather clear, then, that prescriptivism is alive and
well in 20th century America. Certainly, such absolutist.auit;des
are not c.onsonant with the linguistic expertise and theory of this
century. It is equally curious that such robust lingu\st‘ic ;‘)rescr'ip-
tivisa also fails to accord with the intellectual spirit of the 20th
century. ,The powerful force of relativism and of the scientific
ethic which mark this century would s;ea to have opeuted as a

pov’erful corro{ive and ¢ontrary force to prescriptive attitudes.

To be more specific for a moment, since the stud/of grammar i®

influenced, by the general intellectual climate, it would seem then

that the 1390‘.5. science aside, would be zord receptive to a descrip-

tive doctrine of language with the implications of diversity, change
and freedoo than the earlier decades. John Higham in "The Reorienta-

- tion of Amezican Culture in the 1880's" (1965) discusses the period,

in terns of its three major intellectuals, James, Turner, and Wright,

featuring the fact that their ", . ., revolt against intellectual
-

rigidities closely paralleled the assault in pcpular culture upon a

»

.
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confined and drcur;',frlbed 11fe.", g

Thll;cr(od oarks a tunnuon in American intellectual life.
By 1912 America is in another lu;e of developzent froam the 1890'-—
a phllo-ophlcal attack on all !oml systems of thought, on ull.

chd and fiaal :hou‘hu (White 1965)-—0» all, that s, except

Iorhl systess of linguistic thought.
. i3
Very rarely {s language Included in this attack. Veblen :

’
(1899), to be sure, does include language in his criticisa of systens

and formal abstractions ln' a manner that still apfnn’. contemporary—
his assumption that people behave {rrationally, his alienation, his
idealization of the scientific mind. One could uhibl‘ulhentic J
echos {rom the 1970's. (cf. Kaplan 1969). : *

But Veblen vas an exception. Although the developzent of
structural linguistics has {ts roots .1n the tudlliondo( progressie
relativisa through the influence of Franz Boas (Jakobsen 1544),
via Leonard B}oonf}o'ld. Edward Sapir, and others and grovs out of
that most relativistic of sciences, anthropology, rarely does the
question of linguistic attit.udu receive discussion outside of the
narrov confines of linguistic treatises. Leonard Bloomnf{eld talks
about thea in Language, but the discusgion never becoaes more public
among {ntelligent ;nd educated people as do the related {dcas of
Devey, . Holnos, Beard, Turner, and other progreuivu This situation
prevailed cven though llnguuu, upcchlly Bloonlldd (e.g. 19~'~~'~).'
made a vigorous effort to reach the geneRal publ}t\

For example, the app:rent analogy betveen Nolses' legal realisa
and llnguiaic realism ({.e. descriptivism) did not seize the la;.-

¥ '

{nation. Not even linguists, to judge from their discourse, vere
.

10




acare of the relationship. But as Holmes vas saying {n The Comwmon
l_l_d l‘;" the 1{fe of lav 13 not logle, but experlence, ur; ltngulota
vere saying in ef(ec\t in rebuttal o the prescriptive vlev--tim:
language {s not logic, but experience--convention. Just as Holmes -
asserted that ju&zu should exercise restraint in trying to intervene
in the operatfon of human affairs in g‘ﬂ};{utvl. so linguists were urg-
ing teachers to use restraint in interfering in thé¢ writing of‘s:udenu.
Cz‘:uously.‘lingulsn were avare of rel.utv‘l'.ty noticons {n physics. The
term wvas picked up in the 1920's by Sapir (Hymes 1976) and taken over
by Wherf (1957).

Although the progressive dilemma--the desire for freedoa as

”

against. the desire for control—would trouble thoughtful people for
\ \

*” much of the ceatury, not until the aforesentioneg Third International

controversy, with its quesuon‘ol vhether the \e;llltnu -nc.l'us‘ of
a locution uke's it rlght,‘dou the progressive dilerma become
connected vith language. But even then, so strong is the belief that
language vill degenerate without external control, that the dictionary
d{lecca s uo('geneully recognized as another expression of the
proguu'tv,e dilezna.

In the orher'aun. ?f culture in wvhich their history has tended ’
to make Americans neurotic and {rrational, sex, relativisa and
science, after considerable struggle, have finally had a siygngﬂcant

effect. Witness the general acceptance of the work of Kinsey and of

Masters and Joh , and the subsequent successfuyf@Oylarization of

their ethic by Reuben in Everything You've-Always Wanted to Know About
.

Sex, But Werm Afraid to Ask and by The Sensuous Woman. Compare this

‘vnh the attitudes with regard to the Webster's Third International
N

11



Dictionary or toward Black u.;nn.'au 1t 18 clear that Americans
have been lese” rigid {n sexual attitudes than in linguistic attitudes.
_ Indeed, the central feature as regards the !-.tnl\iceml V_ll’-eﬂ
i . . '
L Ynguistic attitudes is that (n the 20th century a flerce tension—
. lﬂl;‘ u.ll;—dwcln” between linguistically expert umiuz-;xo
‘d other intellectuafs.
.‘ . ‘ v i : bp 244 ’
: - What, th'q. can uw};und to ueo;n tor this mtu( nd
-~ often lnhacuoul dtmsoa? Should we be led to believe that
-- language boh-uorm attitudes constitute some sope sort of c-umml
l.quu"—l-mc to th numu of the general culture?
Prohbly not. The pattern lr:clo'd so far consisting of tho'sn-
fluence fn the second half ;f lb.. 19th century of urbanization and the

. "
continuity of the gegteel tradition with the beginning of the modern

school in America will lc';r the ph ot of the continuity
of cotrectness in the 20th ceptury. However, more universal and
abstract forces may play a role, as well.

Sociologists o;'uu‘uc are beginning to investigate types of
attitudes and behaviors tovard langusge (Fishman 1972). T would like
to overlay fqr heuristic p(;rpou. ca.o provisional set of four such behaviors -

on the situation so far developed. One behavior i{s Standard{zatfon, f.e.,

'th.eoltuuun and acceptance, withia a comsunity of users, of a formal
set of norms daunlﬁ correct’ usage.” (Stevard 1963),

* 1n each society the task ol co‘luauu 15 assigned to ntnh
groups (storytellers, tnﬁwn. writers, etc.). The ‘uttd ¢od'
18 formulated and advanced within the society in a number of ways,

depending upon the society (exemplary texts, grasmars, etc.).
Autovomy s a second common societal viev of language. Autonomy

1s an attitude having z; do vith the perceived independence of

. 2 ' .




-

the ll;guutlc oyu'-. Some language varieties are autonomous by

virtue of sheep abstand, or sheer linguistic dlngnu betveen one and

another variety (Kloss 1952; u”' 1967). On the other hand, languages

that are uatuutléally quite similar to each othcr—-;‘honologluuy,

lexically and gramatically--may be perceived attitudinally §nd psycho-

logically by"thg peakers of the 1

varieties to be quite

different from one uu.:tha'r. These are b varievies b

they differ by dint of sheer psychological effort. A major vehicle

of louicrtng autobosy vievs toncgrning‘a language is {ts standardization.

‘nn:oruuz {s an incvitable behavior toward language, Every
group of speakers of a, paru:'ulo'r h'u;\ugu nruq tc(lo the need
for a "respectable” gncestry for its hn‘u"o; nn‘l o(r.(‘n for gu
standard variety. The means that societies employ l;# achieving

hlnorlclty are varied and oyriad. |

The final attitude {s vitality. The more numerous and more
{zportant the native npc'-u of a plr.umlu dialect, linguistic
style, or language, the greater its perceived vitality and the
greater its potential for standardization, autonomy and historicity.
On the other hand, th’ (;vcr and less Prestigfous the speakers

of a linguistic variety, the more likely it is to be vieved as an
umn.hy and contaminated {nctrument and the less likely candidate
1t {s for -tudarfluttn. and the less able 1t is to protect {ts
sutondhy and establish u; historicity.

Fishman (1972) posits these behaviors as universals. They*
are referred to as such cnt_nlvdy hereafter .lw tonvenience, but
too uui. about such behaviors is’ yet kaown in detail to do this
with jreat confidence., For this reasom, also, it may be hard at

present to conceive of standardization, autonomy, historicity, and
. a - .

13
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vitdlity as causal, and they are not posited here as such. As socio-

linguists of lagguage :oo’ to lluy;'bavluu and attitudes toward
language as t:unuly as linguists u?dy language behavior per se,

such framcwork’as the H-h.-mlsnvut ‘universals’ may <ontribute
definitively to the understanding of such phenomena as modern American -
hnctipuviu lot';;m present, {f these bohavlou are cogsidered as
tendencies (ound in mot societies the Il-hun/Stmrt frazevork is
useful for the cou(dcuuon ol the more concrete societal bdehaviors

80 far developed in this p.por Moreover, it is Mpod that this nurul
-;y contribute to the dwt_lown: &nd validation of such lu:.cvorh.

As re;frd.-uuududlx'uln. th.c ldnguistic ;’nlnn for our Z‘Oth
century 'ot_ll(y Rave not.been ummx.r‘s. -u-ou.. vriters or priests,
but t;uhcu. In this context let us recall the strong genteel :on{tn-
uity that I mentioned earlfer. ’

Continuity {s, of course, to be expected as in all historical
patterns. Hovever, this particular genteel continuity may be signifi-
cantly stronger ,h-n usual historical continuity, because with the
historical conjunction of the broadening of public education and
the growth of the genteel tradit{on in the latter half of the 19¢h
century, the genteel tradition becomes strongly institutionslized
in ;N schools,

History teachs us that the values thyt a place, idea or

{nstitut fon br;u;n vith, all ‘th.lnu befng equal, will have & signif-
icant and often crucial influénce on that place, idea or idscitution
ever after. THe confluence ir the second half ol the 19th century
of the ,mzul‘ tradition (with its reassertiom of puritan values

of co-uauy). and urbanizatiod (viph its values of mobility) with
the beginning of the educational institution as ve have come to knov

1t in the 20th century must in the long run account for the remarkible

.

' 14 ’



pattern thac this study dravs for language sttitudes {n the 20th century.

The school {s central to this pattern. The school was the dependent
party {n this tripartite configuration, and served u_tho main -ueucy
for the continuity of the ;:ueel .pattern, vhich derives lu. shape and,
its vigor from a manic sense of <ouupu§. and the nearly unquestioned
value of oobility. (The social'origins and positions of teachers 'votu

themselves a determinant.jgainst this gentility the ethos of science

,

and relativisa has had little influence, at deast in thc‘uhool room. ~
The interplay of yth}u sociolinguistic normitive force with the
parcicularly stgofz; 1n!ft_tuslon¢lnnoh of the puritan-genteel thrust
1o our schools ;na'nrved to re-fashion standard{zation as viewed in’ by
. Other eultural settings lnto ah enduring absolutist, prescriptiontsn N

in 20th century Azerica. .

Our society's recent fascination vith nsack English may de seen
as (lclligttcd not only by standardization but also by autonomy. )iou
loguists agree (e.g. Burling 1973) that Black English is am ausbay -
urut.y, and the school h.n -w:u'y to ensurk the autonomy of
hil!l.‘c tn;u{h vis-a-vis Black English. The society in general
has depied the vitality of Black English, thcufou. forbidding {t
s respectidle iﬁ.tMry mcvcr:ceruln linguists .uch as W.E.
S(w%h(l”l) anéd 3. L. Dillard (1972) are collecting data on and
butldiag theordes of Black English historicity. This q?‘!ort together
vith the emerging Black pride i{s resulting in a fast ngng sense

of the history of Black Eaglish based upon the ulnﬂl:nigm: of
‘A

3.

proto-creole. ' te
Q@

. )
The vehemence of the Third International coanfroversy s '‘better
. .
15 ‘{,\ * .
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Understood {f we realize that the dictionary is thc nf!n vehicle in
American wcto:y for linguistic codificdcion, one impartgnt basis
f&: ltmdatdl‘@(on. Dtctlmr'lu are crucial also to be the opera-
tion of ,the other societal behaviors toward langusge. The Ihizd
lfud'u; the public im 1961 to pose a thxus to the operation of
a1l universals--standardizaticn, automomy, vitality, historicity--

1o Aserica. J ; .

>
These forces operate in many different configurations in different
societies. They do not ol\;lyl serve to create as strong an absolutist,
. LS
prescriptive societdl attitude as ve witness in the U.S. However, the

universals' possible operption in thi3 country in the histotical

* eavironaént of the confluence of the genteel-pur{tan tradition vith the
RN

br.udcnh; of education, isdustrialization and urbanization may have
)
80 strengthened these societal behaviors so as to create a prescriptive

strength that seems to defy 20th century Aserican history.

-
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