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result would be /mass'neson/, a pronunciation in widespread use along-
side the dictionary-recommended /maeks'nessn’. Again, a reader meeting
pejorative for the first time might associate the new form with the fami-
liar majority, pronouncing it /pi'jorstiv,', When he hears someone else
say /'pije'retiv/, he may consult a dictionary, thus learning that both are
deemed acceptable and that there are other variants in good use. For
reasons such as these the mastery of literate English is far from easy;
for the same reasons a reliable dictionary is indispensable to the literate
English-speaker,

We of the New World have iuherited diversity; but, like those of
the Old, we are heirs to a deep-seated reverence for ‘‘correctness,”” a
legacy frow the Age of Reason and the Age of Convention which followed
it. Correct use of the forms of speech and writing constitutes one of the
most generally acknowledged marks of social acceptability. ‘‘Beware the
shibboleth,”” the teacher says, ‘‘for it is by a man’s speech that we kunow
him.”” For this reason, then, the fashions of usage must be reckoned
with, even in North America, where the social strueture is more fluid than
in older speech communities. Mastery of good English is a prerequisite
to success in our world; acceptable pronunciation ¢s the mark of an ed-
ucated man. We acknowledge this principle, whether or not we are success-
ful in applymg it, by making instruction in the proper use of language
an important fuunetion in our iustitutions of learning, from Grade One
to Degree One and beyoud. Consequently, the dictionary is among the
most valued and valuable of books: it guides us to the forms of language
that are acceptable in our community.

Fashions of language are set by the educated, cultured members of
a speech community; and, for the most part, it is the usage of this seg-
ment of society that is recorded in general dictionaries. In Great Britain
the Oxford dictionaries (among others) claim to reflect eultivated British
pronunciation ; in the United States Webster’s dictionaries (among others)
make the same elaim for American usage. Because Britain and the United
States are different speech commnunities, British dictionaries are more
appropriate for Britishers than for Ainericans and vice versa. Neither
British nor American dictionaries, however, are appropriate for Canadians,
for ueither reflects Canadian usage as such. Indeed, they do not claim
to do so.

At the present time, unfortunately, Canadians are in the position
of having to choose between British and American dictionaries, since the
only ones available to them are compiled either in England or in the
United States, The fact is that no dictionary reflects Canadian usage in
a satisfactory manner, although one or two small editions based on British
or American models imply that they do so. Such hybrids, alas, do little
to relieve the confusion and uncertainty that face Canadian dictionary
users.

To say that British and American dictionaries do not reflect Cana-
dian pronuunciation is to say that Canadian usage is neither British nor
American, that there is something distinetive about the English spoken
in this country. And so there is. People in both England and in the
United States who are familiar with Canadians recognize this distinction;
and they are usually able to cite traits of speech that distinguish us from
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caught, clerk, conduwit, dance, drama, cvolution, fertile, forehead, half,
mulatto, mnausea, patriotism, placate, privacy, profile, gquestionnaire,
secretary, solder, squirret, suit, syrup, walsh, water. On the other hand,
the practice of most Canadians would differ from the pronunciations set
forth in American dietionaries as preferable for the following : again,
avenue, been, figure, lever, presentation. process, produce, program,
progress, reptile, shone, simulcast, suggest, were, Z.

Finally, there will surely be a mumber of words having pronunci-
ation variants widely heard among educated (‘aunadians which are not
recorded at all in most of our imported dictionaries. Such words may
be represented by the following examples : absolve /3b'zalv/, absurd
/ab'zard/, antarctic /ent'artik/, arctic /'artik/, culinary /'kslineri/, isth-
mus /'ismoas/, jackal /'jekal/, evil /'ivaly, finale /fomeeli/, longitude
/'langs tud/, machination / mesimeson/, mauwve /mav/, official /o'fissl/,
oppressive /o'presiv/, plenary /'plenari/, recuperate /ri'’kupar et/, resource
/ri'zors/, semile /'senail/, species /'spisiz/. If iuvestigation shows that
educated Canadians in large numbers use such variants as these, it 1s
reasonable to assume that these forms are acceptable and therefore
““eorrect’’ in (‘anada and that they should be iuncluded in a Canadian
dictionary. Wherever more than oune variant is demonstrably current in
educated usage, these should be showu; thus one might expect to see both
/'midsr/ and 'maidsr/ for neither, /'lizor/ and /'lezor/ for leisure, and
no doubt /kloz/ and /klodz/ for clothes, although the latter form seems
hardly enough used to merit inelusion.

It must always be remembered that absolute uniformity among
speakers of any language is not to be expected, for differences will always
persist from speaker to speaker and from region to region. Consequently,
no dictionary can be a mirror-image of the language in good use. It will
be at best an abstraction, an attempt to indieate the current practice of
cultivated people. This task, difficult at best, is perhaps easier in long-
established countries where a national standard has come to be recognized,
usually the dialect of the political, econowmie, and cultural heartland,
which is usually the most populous region as well. In Canada, no regional
type of speech has been overtly acknowledged as a standard. Fortunately,
however, the speech of most English-speaking Canadians has much in
common, especially fromm Ontario westward. Indeed, it seems safe to say
that the type of speech in general educated use very closely resembles
that of the Toronto region, and in view of the fact that Toronto is un-
deniably the centre of gravity of English-speaking Canada, it seems
probable that this type of speech will prove one day to be the mnational
standard. At any rate, the speech surveys now underway will provide us
with more knowledge about Canadian English than we have had hitherto;
and they will make possible a reliable general dictionary for Canadians.




