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NOTES ON THE CONCEPT OF LANGUAGE CULTURE AND ITS
CONTENT

ALEXAMDR STICH

D=8 21

The task confronting us here is to explore a fresh source of stimuli for the
further elaboration and critical reexamination of the term and concept of language
culture. Seeking to define language culture with a greater degree of accuracy and
precision, our notes attempt to describe the content, position and function assig-
ned to language culture in the social and linguistic context of the actual uses of
language. The accomplishment of this task — or at least the adoption of a tentative
strategy leading towards the same objective — is a requirement of great topical
urgency highlighted by social practice itself. In recent years social practice has
in fact become the locus classicus of premeditated, purposeful and fairly systematic
efforts designed to give language culture a broader range of application and em-
phasis. A further elaboration of the language culture concept is also required by the
current level of linguistic theory and its application principles. Language culture
is a field of study that has of late witnessed the emergence of certain alarming and
thought-provoking questions which no doubt ought to be viewed as substantive
issues. Our deliberations on the subject proceed from the facts of the Czech lingu-
istic situation. Nevertheless we duly consider the existence of similar problems in
other languages (especially Slavonic languages) and try to apply a comparative
view wherever comparison is possible.

Only a thorough confrontation of the linguistic situation and principles of
language culture specific to different languages can ultimately bring us closer to
the formulation of conclusions with a more general range of validity. With regard
to the theory and history of language culture, no such attempt has so far been
made in linguistics. Obviously, this problem area opens up a highly attractive and

promising line of inquiry for research enlisting the cooperation of linguists from
different socialist countries.

Here we do not present a systematic descriptive account of language culture,
but offer instead a brief sketch of some of the topical problems revealed by the
study of contemporary Czech language culture and its development as part of
the scientific study of language and its practical socio-linguistic applications. On
this point of epistemology we may note with Lessing that correct problem-formu-
lation proves to be far more important and productive than a hasty effort to arrive
at a set of apodictically formulated theses whose tenability and adequacy for all
languages would still be largely dubious.

A retrospective view of the type of problems generally subsumed under the
cover-term "language culture’ reveals the fairly indeterminate referential content
of the term, the lack of clarity characterizing its delimitation with regard to the-
matic arcas which, though related to, are not coextensive with language culture,
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True, the referential vagueness of the term has not obstructed theoretical explo-
ration. Nor has the study of applications been hampered in any appreciable way.
But in the final analysis the combined impact of all these circumstances could
hardly have produced a beneficial effect. Despite all these constraints, language
culture did receive a certain amount of analytical attention, and it must be admitted
that such analysis has frequently produced good partial result. This, and the en-
suing application of the principles of language culture in actual communication
practice are a natural corollary of the fact that our concept of language culture is
defined, at least in rough contour-lines, by empirical social and linguistic usage.
Now which aspects should be regarded as crucial in our search for the distinctive
features of language culture?

Language (seen as a complex aggregate of systems, norms and activities) is
characterized — in relation to man and the community — primarily by its instru-
mental nature. The instrumental aspect of language is evident both in mental
and communication activities. At the same time, however, language — in its na-
ture and modes of existence — involves far more than mere instrumentality. A
number of other partial and secondary functions (largely exponential of *parole”)
meet today with general recognition.

Approaching language from the viewpoint of language culture, we are of
course interested in further characteristics. Man and the community do not em-
ploy language solely for the performance of certain mental and communication
activities. For them, in actual fact, language — functioning as an instrument of
communication and a system of norms — represents one of the objects of rea-
lity, a reality which is both objective and subjective.! In the absolute majo-
rity of cases language is perceived and made an object of conscious reflection if
it is apprehended by the observing subject as a phenomenon existing outside the
subject. Reformulated in simpler yet simplifying terms: man is able to bring close
to the threshold of his full consciousness largely those perceived features of language
that are connected with the speech activity of other users of language — and less
so (in fact only in relatively exceptional cases) does he make his own mastery of
language as a system and his own speech activity the object of his fully conscious
reflection. In other words, language and speech are perceived and to a certain ex-
tent made an object of conscious reflection by society, although such consciousness
may at times acquire a somewhat illusory character.

Man (in his individuality and collectivity) outsteps the confines of unbiassed
observation and perception of language. In nearly all contingencies man in fact
evaluates the phenomena observed. This is where we come close to a theme
that is intrinsically connected with the true nature of language culture, for here
we actually touch upon the very roots and moorings of language culture. Language
Fulturc, viewed in the totality of its development, reveals the fact that in it language
15 somehow related to the sphere of axiology — the world of values. What can
ultimately be regarded as language culture emerges in a discernible shape only
where language is interpreted or envisaged as a value in its own right, or where it

! The objectivity-subjectivity opposition is considered here in a context different from that
analyzed in publications discussing the ontological and epistemological principles connected with
the language system (cf. the most recent discusion in G. V., Kolshanski (1975)); what we
have in mind here is the fact that an individual user perceives language and its realigations partly
as constituent aspects of external reality, partly as the constituent and product of his own psycho-
logical, subjective reality.
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is incorporated into a system of other valuss. At the same time, it is irrelevant that
for lonz centuries languge culture may have existed only in a rudimentary form,
not yet emarging in th2 shapz of a fully crystallized theory possessing its own
inner structural pattern.

A terminological note is necessary at this point to avoid the confusion and
misunderstanding that terminological homonymy is likely to generate, The term
*value’, in the sense exemplified above, refers to extra-linguistic values in the form
identified, described and classified by axiology representing an autonomous field
of scientific study. This sense is distinct from the one conveyed by the term ‘lingui-
stic value’ (pertinent to the theory of linguistic signs and their values as developed
by Ferdinand de Saussure—cf. his ,,valeur™).? Where the notion of linguistic value
was inspired by, and related to, political economy, we are confronted with a phe-
nomenon of internal linguistic relevance, with one of the constituents of the langu-
age system. In contrast, the values current in the sphere of language culture are,
linguistically speaking, extraneous values, i.e. values related to language from the
outside. True, both value-types are interrelated (language can be ascribed certain
external values, 1.e. it can be made the object of value classification eftected, In
some cases, according to the specific type of internal values of the sign system).
Nevertheless it is necessary to distinguish between the two contingencies, since
they involve phenomena that have an autonomous existence and, at the same time,
phenomena of different orders.

The conception of language culture as a field of axiological values and axio-
logical evaluations sui generis brings into focus yet another substantial feature.
The perception of language and the ascription of values to language and to its
constituent aspects are processes that rule out unbiassed rationality, processes
that have nothing to do with cool analytical detachment. ‘This is because the very
system of axiological values is intrinsically connected with human existence as
something we are interested in, something we experience emotionally, something
that in fact we apprehend as the epitome of our existence. What is evaluated here
becomes at the same time the object of human activity, a target of deliberate human
action. Language (in the broadest sense of the term) thus becomes the object of
human intervention, the object of specifically conceived regulation. Man and
society use language not as a matter of course, not as a mere datum thar is here
simply to be used, but as something open to influence, transformation or, vice
Versa, conservation,

Now these two features are, I believe, distinctive of language culture — na-
mely that language is an object reflecting values and a field of evaluation; that it
15 an object of human activity working — now towards its transformation, now
towards the forestallment of change. I do not maintain that these two features
would suffice for a complete delimitation of the language culture concept in the
classical type of definition, but if we try to express this notion at least in descrip-
tive terms, then the two features come first on the priority list.

Further implications are obvious, It is precisely in the sphere of language
culture that language appears to be a social phenomenon par excellence. Lan-
guage as a system and an instrument of communication is a social fact in its own

* This aspect of Saussurean theory — receiving no appreciable attention in the Prague
School — has of late been revived and is in fact seen as the focal aspect and main asset of the
theory evolved by the Geneva School of Linguistics. Cf. N. A. Slvusarev (1975, p. 46) and
ibid. in passim G. Derossi and R. Amacker, cf also K. Hordlek (1975, pp. 163—172).
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right. At this point, an additional dimension becomes obvious — language, con-
sciously experienced, reflected, evaluated and in some way manipulated, is drawn
into the complex interaction of social systems as one of their constituents.* In
this interaction, language is exposed to the impact of a wide variety of social for-
ces, their influence being either direct or mediated. The mediation process is
frequently so complex and involved that it may obscure the original motivation
and make its conscious apprehension and decoding a formidable problem even
for linguistics. Hence in language culture, too, we have to count with situations
that could perhaps best be described as ,.false language awareness”. In the welter
of such relations language functions vis a vis axiologically substantiated social
realities not merely as a passive partner, is not merely influenced by such realities,
and does not merely reflect them passively, but in fact performs an active role
(language, for exaple, may help to create the stability of social structures, anti-
cipate transformations in the hierarchy of cultural values, give shape to hitherto
inarticulated socio-psychological and ideological attitudes of specific social groups,
etc.). Finally, an analysis of the development of language culture yields confir-
matory evidence that the processes in progress in the field of language culture
could merely signal the presence and operation of non-linguistic social processes;
that language may reveal totally different social realities (e.g. the orthographic
battles fought in Bohemia in the first half of the 19th century seem to lack a ratio-
nal purpose and, viewed in purely linguistic terms, they may strike us as comic,
but they emerge in a totally different light, once we regard them as cryptograms
of substantial changes and shifts in ideological and cultural sensibility).

Social phenomena in contact with language form a basically infinite set. They
are as infinite as the concrete expressions of social existence and social develop-
ment. Nevertheless, for language culture, some of them carry a weight and rele-
vance that is particularly striking. Without attempting to enumerate all such cases,
let us quote some of them here. What is at stake here is, obviously, the social struc-
ture of society, its hierarchically differentiated pattern and the changes affecting
such hierarchic patterning. Now, in contrast to the purely sociological approach,
we recognize the relevance of inguiries into the type of average attitude that mem-
bers of different social groups adopt towards language — i.e. the interest they
have in language and the concern they show for language (which are two different
things), the kind of values they associate with language. Furthermore, there are
facts of ideological and cultural import and — less distinctly, yet no less power-
fully — facts of ethical, socio-psychological nature, facts associated with national
economy and technology, facts of social organization and management (receiving
increasing emphasis in the most recent period of our history), etc.

If the theory of language culture is to cope with all such realities, it must of
necessity progress towards the very frontiers of linguistics and venture out into
fields, areas and territories that come within the scope of disciplines which, stu-
dying the social phenomena in question, can supply linguistics with reliable and
exhaustive information. The theory of language culture can thus be shown to
represent a field of study maintaining close contacts not only with sociology, but
also with the theory of ¢ulture and axiology. To a certain extent, it is indeed possible
to envisage the theory of language culture as a specific area of transition mediating
contact between these disciplines and linguistics, although ultimately the theory
of language culture is and remains primarily a linguistic discipline.

*Cf. A. Stich (1979, pp. 1—-14).
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For the sake of completeness, the following point deserves explicit mention:
the expression potential of language, too, may motivate activity in the sphere
of language culture. What we have in mind here is the capacity and power of langu-
age to communicate all the shades and nuances of the ideational wealth created
by the users of language. This factor, too, is not — as one might be tempted w
believe — a matter of internal linguistic relevance, but in fact displays a distinctly
social character since it is connected with all areas of human activity (cf. the new
requirements arising from the development of cybernetics, space exploration, etc.
and their terminological coverage). Yet even such totally rational requircments
of verbal expression, giving impetus to activity in the sphere of language culture,
frequently mobilize other sources of motivation (e.g. the new terminology coined
in response to such needs is sometimes shaped by ethnic pressures, etc.).

Considering the amount of emphasis we have placed on the social nawure and
social moorings of language, perhaps it will not be irrelevant here to say a few words
about language culture seen in relation to the individual This relation is a fait
accompli and one that possesses primary psycho-anthropological relevance (cf.
Prof. Hordlek's thesis on the specific image that standard literary language acqui-
res in the mind of the individual). Obviously, for the human individual, language
15 never merely an instrument pure and simple, even though his attitude may
create an impression of indifference. Each individual develops through language,
language expresses his personality, language epitomizes his human existence. Lan-
guage helps to create and express human attitudes and horizons of human life.
For language culture — both as a social fact and a linguistic discipline — this
phenomenon acquires relevance only if attaining the status of a collective social
fact shared by the entire community, i.e. in cases where the sum total of individual
artitudes cf the same type has acquired the force and character of a social factor,
or where an individual attitude exerts an influence of such intensity and magni-
tude that it finally becomes accepted by other individuals, and is hence transfor-
med into a supra-individual attitude®

A diachronical view of the social valence and sociological ramifications of
language culture reveals another important fact which may, so far, have escaped
our attention. The changing social reality in which language exists and functions
is parallelled by concurrent changes in the inner content of the language culture
concept. It remains true to say that so far we have tended towards a somewhat
static view of language culture. Language culture, the way we interpreted its exi-
stence, was somechow reminiscent of a Platonic idea lacking definite anchorage
in space and time. However, once we apply the diachronic approach, the transfor-
mations affecting language culture are very much in evidence. They can, in fact,
be recorded not only in the major sweeps of secular history, but also in the alter-

* The underlying idea is in itself merely one of the constituent aspect of the multi-faceted
problem of the reciprocal existential relation between the individual and society on the one hand,
and language on the other, No less relevant are the social consequences of this relationship — parti-
cularly in the crucial periods of language history, e.g. during the linguistic constitution of new
age cthnic totalities. Problems of this kind gave rise to heated controversies in the Czech Lands;
the earliest dispute can be traced back o late 18th and early 19-th century, and although in the
subsequent periods of history the jssue was obscured by the essentially positivist approaches
and technicist biases of linguistics, a definitive answer i5 yet to be provided. This fact emerges
clearly from the discusions on the historical value of Jungmann's and Bolzano's projects designed
to solve the linguistic and national dilemmas in the bilingual Czech Lands of the first half of the
19th century, cf. J. LouZil's (1971, p. 9 n; 1976, p. 167 n.) reflections on the subject.
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nation of remarkably short periods, during the lifetime of individual generations
and often within the span of single decades. With regard to the Czech scene, this
fact is confirmed by a confrontation of the first and the second generations of the
National Revival, by a confrontation of the situation prevailing in the period spanning
the Sixties and the Eighties of the 19th century and the 1890s (the time when the
value-hierarchy of linguo-cultural attitudes experienced a through reversal). What's
more, perceptible changes can be traced in the Czech language culture of the mo-
ment, e.g. in the linguo-cultural artitudes and the linguistic usage of the young
and middle-age generations — changes that are particularly conspicuous in spe-
cific strata of the cultural intelligentsia, in their attitudes towards standard language
and its spoken form.

Language functioning and meeting with social application in the dimensions
of language culture becomes the frequent target of divergent or downright oppo-
sed strivings of different social groups. The situation is further complicated by
the fact that cutting across the social stratification pattern are the distinctions setting
apart different generations.

Language culture integrated within the nexus of social relations — sketched
here in brief outline — is not confined to the sphere of standard literary language
(nor does this restriction apply to stylistic differentiation). Apparently each
specific community reflects language, evaluates language and attempts to regulate
language. This applies both to the closed rural community of the traditional type
where dialect is used and to the contemporary urban civilization and its complex
group-pattern. In the sphere of standard literary language, however, language
culture acquires further special qualities. This is because here more significant
values are ascribed to the community of which the language is representative and
also because the values current here are more specific (values connected with hig-
her levels of the administrative and culwral life of the national community as a
whole). An additional specificity of language culture in this particular sphere is
its reliance upon institutional structures (the historically oldest of which is the
school). A confrontation of the past with our age, however, reveals one radical
change: our age (the 20th century) has established language culture on a substan-
tially different basis in that it intensified and broadened the range of institutio-
nalization. This trend is most prominent in the socialist countries, although the
same process occurs, with lesser prominence and intensity, elsewhere. Obviously,
this is being caused by the steadily increasing degree of complexity characterizing
the functioning of social structures and by the all-pervasive impact of standard
literary communication which today (due to social and technological changes)
begins to affect the undifferentiated totality of the language community. The
consequences are both theoretical and practical (cf. the emergence of entirely new
strategies in language policy, education, popularization, in the organization of
such activities, etc.).

Let vs now briefly discuss the terminological aspect of the problem area
considered here. Strong emphasis on language culture has characterized lingui-
stics since the very inception of the study of language. The entire linguistic pro-
duction of antiquity and the Middle Ages was to a great extent motivated by pre-
scriptive, regulative aspirations. This bias was something taken for granted to
such an extent that no need was felt to give such aspirations an explicit programma-
tic formulation. The purely descriptive approach, dispensing with any kind of
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intervention with regard to the language system and its functioning, was in fact
the spiritual fruit of much later labours reflecting sophisticated linguistic thought.

Way back in the period of Humanism the expression ,,pulérovini’’ (cf.
German ,,Polieren” — literally meaning ,language polishing™) gained a semi-
-terminological status.

It is clear that here the activity aspect of language culture is brought into

inence. The metaphor evokes, and is in fact psychologically rooted in, the
notion of ,resplendence” of language, a certain magnificence and smoothness
(obviously a Ciceronian ideal). Thus Viktorin Kornel of Vichrdy, a Czech Huma-
nist, proceeds to detail the notion as follows: the aim is a profusion of linguistic
resources, ornamentation, i.e. thorough elaboration of metaphorical imagery, of
the poetical devices of language, rhetorical tropes and figures; then the purely
aesthetic appeal (gracefulness) and, finally, balance and regularity (i.e. ,,perspi-
cuity’). Perpetuated by the sheer weight and authority of Humanist education,
these notions took firm root in the native mind and their surviving reflexes are
still distinctly observable today, despite the fact that language culture as a spe-
cialized field of linguistic study has advanced a conception in certain respects sub-
stantially different from the Humanist stylistic doctrine. As is obvious, tradition
ia a powerful force that shapes the layman’s view of language culture for long cen-
turies. The earliest genuinely terminological reflex of language culture functioning
as part of linguistics is probably the expression ,lima™ first emerging in the Czech
Lands in the 2nd half of the 17th century, at a time when the first alarming symp-
toms of dysfunction — brought abour by grave social and cultural upheavals —
appeared in literary Czech. ,,Lima™ is the Latin for ,.file” and in its native meta-
phorical extension that likewise gained currency in Czech — an expression deno-
ting the ,grindstone” (in Czech ,brus”). The tertium comparationis this meta-
phor spells out is revealing — grinding (or ,.filing” — in Czech: 'broueni’/
['piloviini’), the process of smoothing rough surfaces to perfection is here com-
pared to the linguist's craft. The envisaged end-product is not language as an
efficient instrument, bur language as an object polished up to perfection, ele-
gant and flawless — in other words, an object of primarily aesthetic appeal. The
conception flourished and the terms ‘brus’ (grindstone) and 'broudeni’ (grinding)
tock firm hold in the Czech language. Their popularity continued unabated and,
meeting with full application in the 19th century, they have in fact survived as
part of the popular linguistic lore of today. 19th century usage added a new connota-
tion — viz. that of purity of language — Cistota — the result being a blend of
the original intention with a new notion — purification (cf. German ,,Sprachrei-
nigung”, Czech ,,péle o Cistotu jazyka™). ,,Smoothness” of language was an ideal
primarily designed to prevent contact with other languages, to secure protection
against the encroachment of foreign elements. This notion still has wide currency
among the non-specialist public of today and survives I believe, with remarkable
persistence, not only in Czechoslovakia.

A completely different view of language gave rise to the term language
culture, which — contrary to popular belief — is by no means new. Its first
emergence in the Czech Lands can be traced back to the late 18th century. Symp-
tomatically, the notion of language culture originated in the spiritual climate of
Enlightment Rationalism, The term 'Kultur der tschechischen Sprache’ (culture
of the Czech language) occurs early in Dobrovsky's Béhmische Literatur auf das
Jahr 1779. Interestingly, Dobrovsky uses this expression in reference to his effort
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to counter the upsurge of lexical neologisms, orthographic changes and the encroa-
chment of dialectal expressions into printed public communication. In its ori-
ginal intention the term had a clearly defensive sense.* Dobrovsky reverted to the
same designation in the 3rd edition of his Geschichte der bohmischen Sprache
und (alteren) Literatur (1818) during his reflections on the indirect influence that
the foundation of a native university had on standard literary Czech. In this con-
text he used the term ,language culture” to the elevation of the Czech
language to the status of a medium serving all public functions. It is by no means
accidental that the term fell into discrepute with the subsequent generations. The
Romantic generation, in particular, no longer favoured the term ,language cul-
ture” and revived instead the older principles of ,grinding” and ,,purification™ of
language. The term ,language culture™ regained its legitimacy in the 20th century
— of course, in a totally different social climate and, most definitely, in a spirit
excluding any conscious attempt to continue the original venture of Enlightment
Rationalism, although the revival was spurred on by similar motivations, viz. the
effort aimed at rationality and a functional view of language.

Language culture in the form cultivated and developed by the Prague School
since the 1930s marked a continuation of the work begun by Sowiet scholars in
Russian studies whose most productive period — the 19208 — proved to be a
powerful source of inspiration and incentive meeting with general response.®* The
very titles of the Soviet publications of the Twenties give a good intimation of the
central problem of the day: Is language culture an appurtenance of *langue’ or ‘pa-
role’? Czech and Slovak linguists postponed their attempt to answer this question
until the 1960s. Within the broad field of language culture (Sprachkultur)
they distinguished on the one hand — the culture of language (Kultr der
Sprache) and the cultivation of language (Kultivierung der Sprache —
Sprachpflege) and, on the other hand — speech culture (Sprechkultur) and
cultivation of speech (Kultivierung des Sprechens). The first member in
each relational pair refers to the objective state of language and/or its taxonomic
linguistic description. The second member is actional and implies linguistic inter-
vention, the regulation of language and speech (communication), namely professio-
nal regulation and non-professional regulation.”

The contemporary Czechoslovak theory of language culture proceeds from
the tenets of the classical theory formulated by B. Havrinek in the 1930s.® Accor-
ding to Havrinek's classical theory, language culture involves a conscious theore-
tical cultivation of language from which standard literary language is to benefit
and attain a higher level of pefection. The criteria of this activity — as defined
in Havranek’s theory — are functionally differentdated expedience and ade-
quacy of purpose; similarly the theses formulated by the Prague Linguistic Cir-
cle in 1929 define language culture as the furtherance of those aspects of language
that are required by the special functions of language, the aim being stability,
adequacy of expression and individuality of language. This theoretical frame-
work provided a viable basis for a wide-ranging and socially useful application.

——m e e ——

¢ Cf. J. Dobrovsk§ (1953, pp. 63 and 42).

Cf. especially G. Q. Vinokur (1924).

Cf. J. RuZicka (1969, pp. 158— 159).

See B, Havranek (1963, pp. 30, 52, 58—59), Teze Praiského lingvistického kroutku
of the Prague Linguistic Circle) (1929).
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As years went by, ,individuality” — as an aim of the cultivation of language and
communication — was dropped from the theoretical scheme. A certain lhack of
clarity characterizes the notions of perfection and benefit in language (benefit
can, arguably, be conceived with a good deal of subjectivity). The experience
derived from the promotion of language culture by the Czech Language Institute
and the difficulties encountered in the pragmatic sphere of language use (school,
editorial practice, proofreading, etc.) lend plausibility to the thesis that a cultured
use of language will benefit from such codification in which formal differences
are based — as unambiguously as possible — on synchroaic and topically apprehen-
ded semantic distinctions and, on the contrary, no benefit can ensue from the
retention of formal distinctions in cases where corresponding semantic distinctions
are non-existent for the average user of contemporary Czech, or where such distine-
tions are so complex that the user is unable to control them on a formal level,
without seeking recourse to a complicated logical procedure. One principle that
seems to have retained its full validity is that language culture entails activity
{promotion, furtherance), but here, too, the statal aspect ought to be duly stressed.
The state of language and communication, their linguistic description and reflec-
tion and their reflection by the broad community of language users should all be
seen as constituent aspect of language culture. In the theory formulated in the
19305 language culture figured as a domain primarily reserved for linguistics and
the linguist. It was conceded that the community of language users has the prio-
rity right to give shape and substance to language culture (through the acquisition
of knowledge on language and the operational skill using the resources of language
in a functional way). Nevertheless, this theory gave less attention to the fact that
apart from this, the language community is an active agent in this respect, since
it helps to shape the notions of language and the types of attitude adopted towards
language. Whatever view we may adopt, language culture is and remains a pheno-
menon, a reality existing outside linguistics, a field affording scope for the acti-
vity, intervention and opinion of the non-specialist public. The developments over
the past forty years bear witness to the pre-eminent need to respect this reality,

This brings us to the qusstion which mechanisms actually manifest the regu -
latory approach to language? As far as linguistics and professional linguists a re
concerned, codification, linguistic training (curricular and extra-curricular)
and popularization will ny doubt have to be listed as first priorities.

~ The linguistic theory of language culture is built — in Dobrovsky's concep-
tion in anticipatory marginal detail, in the system of the Prague School programma-
tically and with utter consistency — upon rationality as one of the possible artti-
tudes to reality; the same is true of other theories of language culture evolved in
other socialist countries (let us recall Vinokur's ,technology™ — which is parti-
cularly symptomatic of the model we have in mind here).

In the non-specialist sphere outside the range of linguistics, this is not always
the case. Here the values assigned to language are frequently derived from emotio-
nal sources, from all manner of ’ressentiment’ and from linguistic fallacies of all
kind; xenophobia or aesthetic bias may generate such notions, Nevertheless all
this is part of social reality, a fact that has often been ignored in our daily practice.
The linguist, in his public involvement, should duly consider the motivations of
such artitudes, make them an object of his critical scrutiny prior to formula
attitudes that we regard as correct and beneficial. This approach might help to
combat, counter or at least mitigate the effects of irrational conceptions of lan guage
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(usually relying on such notions as the ,nature” of language, the ,.spirit” of lan-
guage, ,linguistic) intuition”, etc.).

Mor is the non-specialist public a merely passive recipient here. On the con-
trary, in the sphere of language culture, the non-specialist is a pretty active figure
— whether this applies to distinguished individuals commanding public respect
or to their publicly proclaimed views on language. No less relevant are factors
such as current public opinion on language, the systems of non-specialist, non-
-linguistic value scores and value judgments and public attitudes to language.
This is a sphere in which the theory of language culture is confronted with the
need to explore and study new phenomena, a task which brings a whole range of
related issues into a topical focus: the methods of linguistic taxonomy to be em-
ployed and the practical necessities of language culture, namely the need to encou-

rage and promote a systematic, forward-looking and purposeful dialogue between

linguistics and the community of language users. Failing to comply with such
requirements, linguistics and language culture (as a theoretical sub-discipline)
would hardly succeed in fulfilling their social role and function.

To sum up:
1. The conceptual content of language culwre is still in a state of flux.

2. Language is perceived both as an object of reality and as a constituent
aspect of the subjectivity of each individual user. At the same time, language is
associated with extralinguistic values. This axiological fact is the basis on which
language culture develops.

3. The language community has a special concern in language and shares
a compulsive drive to intervene in matters of language. This intervention is guided
by notions and designs that have both rational and emotional substantiation.

4. Language is integrated in the social structures and, being determined by
them, exerts at the same time active influence upon them and/or represents them.
Cutting across the social stratification pattern of attitudes towards language are
distinctions setting apart different generations. The consonance or clash of these
socio-linguistic relations, too, may function as a source of language evaluation.

5. From the point of view of language culture, language is a supra-individual,
collective phenomenon (although the role played by the individual may be inten-
sified in specific historical settings).

6. The language culture phenomenon is not confined to standard literary
language. Nevertheless, standard literary language is the most conspicuous area
of application for language culture — for here language culture receives institu-
tional backing. This fact, reflecting a new quality of language culture, acquires
special prominence at present and is symptomatic of the language situation in the
socialist countries.

7. During its formative period, language culture was marked by a strong
aesthetic bias. Linguistics has long since abandoned this conception, yet aesthetic
notions of language culture still survive in public language awareness.

8. In the sphere of linguistics, the theory of language culture continues to
employ the operational concepts and notions of perfection and benefit in language,
which still lack precision.

- —
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Asencandap liTux

OCBPT HA IIOJAM ,JE3HYEA KVJITYPA™ H ILErMOBY CAIPKHHY

Peaume

Tlojas , jessrma Kyarypa'” DOAPASYMEES M BPEHOBAN:E jeaiKa N0 PAIIITHM KPHTepijiuma
¥ CpecHY GPHIY O IheMy; Bpe/THYje o GPHHEe HAKO Lena QPYIUTHeHA 3aje/(HHI, TAKO B Noje AL,
To Gu Gno peanme MOCATUIENX (HENOBO/BHO yoinahennx) nuljema ToTa NojMa ¥ HAYIE; Iherone
npemiane  aeduHniije, KaKo HCTHYE ayTop, joun yBek, MehyTiM, Hema.

Jemmasa KyaTypa YHEYUyje ¥ cobe KynaTypy KEJUKCBHOD je3wka, M 2 HA WY HE CBOIH.
Cpaka 5bYACKa J3jeIHHIE, H ORd KOjoj MMCMEHOCT Mifje AOCTYIHA, HM3 HEKH CDOj OJHOC NpcMa
jeauiy HOJHM €& CAYH, BATOPHIYjYHIL = 110 HEKIM CHOJHM MCPIIMA — I Tdj JEIK KA TAKAB X
ILETO BY KOHKPETHY PCanusamyjy of CTPARE IOje/IRHILA,

Kynrypa KmpkepRor jeapia je cneipadimia no TomMe INTO ILEHOM BANODHIAMjOM yOpan-
Ay KPETCPHIH THIE ¢¢ HAOUTPAREILE HHCTHTYUMOHLTGEROMLIG YEMEPEADE § IIKOMAA, CTHOCI o=
CBETH M CHCTEM ¥ IEAMHM, ¥ OHTHD] MEPH YTHYE HA CBECT LYIH O TOME KOjH C& CBE 3XTenH mopajy
OGETE BIEATH :}ﬁpnmullm.ﬂ YOREHY ¥ BCIH € BETOEHM iEEI.T-lH]fH LOCTYDIHA A,

EKputepnn BpefEOBZRE CY ¥ NPHHUMNY HecTalmmse KaTeropnje, SaBHCHE 0ff JaTor JpyIITRE-
Ho-HC TopHjckor komrexcra. Ocephyhn ce, npe cpera, Ha SCWIKe MCTOPHICKE NPMINNE, AYTOP
ofjaIhan a KaKD je enoxXy HHCHCTHPAILE Hi SCTCTCHHM BpPeHOCTHMA SAMEHILG SNoXa Koja je , M-
CTYHCTBY' ' MABANA CHEKH NPHMAT — MOYENO ce BEePoBaTH Aa je Majnpeus Gpura y Beaw c jesmiom
BEroBo |, CHacapame”” off CHAKOr CTPANOr HAHOCA.







