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On the question of interference of «language policy»,
«language planning» and «language ideology» concepts

The key concepts of modern sociolinguistics: «language policy», «language planning» and «language ideolo-
gy» can be defined variously and that demonstrates the diversity of scientists’ views on their content. In this
article, the authors have attempted to analyze existing, often opposing, approaches — how to define the con-
tent of these concepts, how to demonstrate the heterogeneity of their terminological field, how to identify and
to establish correlations of the analyzed concepts. The article presents an analysis of the above-mentioned
concepts of both domestic and foreign linguistic scientists who consider these concepts by the type of rela-
tionship between them. As a result, the authors have come to the conclusion that «language policy», «lan-
guage planning» and «language ideology» are interdependent. The authors used such general scientific meth-
ods of research as analysis and synthesis, comparison and generalization, and systems-based approach.
Keywords: sociolinguistics, language policy, language ideology, language planning, linguistic situation, lan-
guage status, language management, language landscape.

Language from the sociolinguistic point of view must be considered in its social context, since it func-
tions in a society with a certain social structure. The central aspect here is public multilingualism. Currently
there are practically no monolingual societies, and conversely, communities where two, three, and more lan-
guages function simultaneously prevail. In this case, as the main task, sociolinguistics determines the study
of the interaction mechanisms of the several languages functioning. Language processes in society are signif-
icantly influenced by the language policy of the state, language ideology and language planning. An im-
portant factor in shaping and changing the linguistic situation in the country is the language policy. At the
same time, the content and delineation of the terms «language policy» and «language planning» are debata-
ble. In domestic and foreign linguistics there is a variety of approaches of solving this issue, which indicates
the heterogeneity of the terminological field of these concepts.

Analysis of content determining approaches of the concepts «language policy» and «language plan-
ning» and their correlation in the works of linguists had showed that quite often the term «language policy»
is identified with such concepts as «language construction» and «language planning» (A.D. Schweitzer,
J. Fishman, J.L. Bianco, M.I. Isayev and others). However, most scientists are of the opinion that the con-
cepts of «language policy» and «language planningy, in spite of their similarity, should be delineated. Thus,
E. Haugen, L.B. Nikolsky defines language planning as one of the forms or part of language policy;
M. Herriman and B. Barnaby, G. Schiffman, R. Bugarski consider language planning as the actual imple-
mentation of language policy; R. Baldauf defines the language policy as a large-scale and national planning,
usually carried out by the government, in additon, like C. Ferguson considers language policy as a statement
of intent, and language planning as the implementation of language policy; the same opinion is shared by
Russian sociolinguists N.B. Vakhtin and E.V. Golovko, who define the language policy as part of the overall
policy of the state, and language planning as an implementation of language policy.

The opposite opinion in the delineation of the concepts «language policy» and «language planningy is
expressed by D. Crystal and R. Kaplan, who consider language policy as a component of language planning;
M. Fetts, who argues that language policy is nothing more than the practical implementation of language
planning.

Since the definitions of «language policy» and «language planning» vary among researchers, it is im-
portant to consider them in details. According to A.D. Schweitzer, the well-known Soviet linguist, the lan-
guage policy can be understood as «the totality of measures taken by the state, the party, the class, the social
grouping to change or preserve the existing functional distribution of languages or linguistic subsystems, to
introduce new or preserve the linguistic norms that are being used» [1; 117].

For V.I. Belikov and L.P. Krysin, language policy in the context of multiethnic and multilingual coun-
tries represents state’s practical measures aimed at maintaining the status of the state language, its functions;
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protection of the monopoly use of the state language in the most important social spheres; regulation of the
use of «local» languages, etc. One of the main tools of language policy is the laws on languages [2; 263].

French linguist J. Rousseau examines the language policy from two positions: general and private, and
identifies it with «any decisions taken by the state or any other eligible social body aimed at using one or
more languages in a given territory (from a general position), ..., and the regulation of its or their use (from
the position of the private)» [3; 97]. According to a definition provided by V.A. Avrorin, the language policy
is a system of measures «conscious regulating the influence on the functional side of the language ...»
[4; 28].

The above definitions of «language policy» are consonant with the concepts of «language planningy
and «language construction» and are synonymous with them.

Russian sociolinguists N.B. Vakhtin and E.V. Golovko had proposed a definition for «language policy»
as part of the overall policy of the state, which adopts the basic principles of the policy regarding the lan-
guages functioning on its territory, and implements this policy in the form of language planning [5; 163].
A similar view is held by G. Schiffman, who believes that «linguistic policy refers primarily to the policy of
society in the field of language communication, namely the set of views, principles and decisions reflecting
the attitude of the community to the speech repertoire and communicative potential» [6; 3].

The broader meaning of «language policy» we might observe in the works of Y. Desheriyev, R. Kaplan,
N. Mechkovskaya. Thus, Y. Desheriyev considers the language policy as «a set of ideological principles and
practical measures to solve language problems in society, the state» [7; 345]. In this sense, the term «lan-
guage policy» to a certain extent corresponds to the definition of «language planning». R. Kaplan considers
the language policy as a set of ideas, laws, norms, rules and actions aimed at achieving the desired changes
in the language situation in society, group or system [8; 4].

N.B. Mechkovskaya views the language policy as all kinds of conscious activity of society aimed at
regulating the use of language. At the same time, N.B. Mechkovskaya, like E. Haugen, defines the term
«language policy» as a general designation of any practice of conscious influence on the language situation,
practices both positive and negative (restrictive and destructive), and the terms «language construction» and
«language planning» are considered as a kind of language policy, namely as a positive policy aimed at
strengthening the communicative and social capabilities of specific languages [9; 199].

The German linguist K.M. Riehl provides the same definition of «language policy»; he treats this con-
cept as «activities and rules that affect the status and public functions of different languages - especially in
multilingual countries and international organizations. Activities and rules are understood to mean all activi-
ties designed to modify or influence natural language practice within a certain group. Such impact can occur
through simple social intervention (for example, one specific language is established within one organization
/ firm) or by planning at the political level (language legislation); it is also possible by direct intervention in
the language situation» [10; 73].

Domestic linguists E.D. Suleimenova, Z.S. Smagulova, N.Zh. Shaimerdenova actively deal with issues
of co-functioning and the relationship of national languages, studying the social essence, development and
functions of languages used in Kazakhstan. In their works we find a rather detailed definition of the term
«language policy», which means «an integral part of the national, social and cultural policies; the sphere of
activity of the state, connected with regulation of language relations in a society. Language policy indicates a
strategic course in the development of the language relations of society, usually enshrined in the Constitution
and special national programs. At the center of language policy, «..., there are problems of power, its acquisi-
tion, organization and use» [11; 72].

Analysis of the language policy’s definitions of domestic and foreign linguists demonstrates the unity of
all linguists in the fact that language policy is the prerogative of the state and the ruling elite to regulate lan-
guage relations within a certain society. In its most general form, language policy can be represented as a
part of the general policy of the state (national, social) with respect to languages functioning in a multilingual
society, which provides for the regulation of language relations in society and the state. The purpose of lan-
guage policy is to preserve or change the status of the language or the language situation as a whole. This is
shown through the adoption of laws and regulations. At the same time, educational institutions and the mass
media introducing new language norms, and also disseminating metalinguistic discourses about the correct
use of language, are important instruments for implementing language policy.

After thorough consideration of «language policy» concept we adhere to the opinion of such linguists as
E. Haugen, L.B. Nikolsky, M. Herriman, B. Barnaby, G. Schiffman, R. Bugarsky, R. Baldauf, G. Ferguson,
N.B. Vakhtin, E.V. Golovko, Y.D. Desheriyev, R. Kaplan, N.B. Mechkovskaya, K.M. Riehl, E.D. Suleimenova,
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Z.S. Smagulova, N.Z. Shaimerdenov, who differentiate the concepts of «language policy» and «language
planning»: the language policy of the state is realized in the form of language planning.

For the first time, the definition of «language planning» was presented by the American linguist Einar
Haugen in 1959 in «Planning for Standard Language in Modern Norway». Under the language planning
(Language Planning) E. Haugen understood any impact on the language carried out by official organizations
or individuals, having an official or unofficial character. The analysis of E. Haugen’s works has demonstrat-
ed the evolution of the interpretation of the concept of «language planning»: from a rather narrow interpreta-
tion of this concept as an activity «for the preparation of normative spelling, grammar and vocabulary, which
will be guided in their written and oral speech by members of heterogeneous speech collectives» [12; 8] to a
more general definition of language planning as an «assessment of linguistic change», arguing that «people
can and do change their language throughout life ...» and, therefore, one can speak of language planning as
«an attempt to influence this choice» [13; 467].

In this case, E. Haugen and C. Ferguson define the nation as the object of language planning [13; 467,
14; 25]. According to E. Haugen, language planning means deliberately pushing the language change in the
right direction, but its implementation, ultimately, depends on the speakers of the language, which are the
last instance in this matter [13; 467]. E. Haugen’s conviction is determining: «wherever language problems
exist, language planning is required. If the language situation is for some reason felt unsatisfactory, there is a
need to implement a language planning program» [13; 443].

Later, in the works of both domestic and foreign linguists, a critical interpretation of the «language
planning» concept is observed through the expansion and refinement of its content, objects and subjects.
Thus, the German linguist H. Kloss (1969) supplemented the definition of E. Haugen and added a new object
of language planning - the status of language - to the language corpus already designated by E. Haugen. The
new object of language planning is connected «not with the structure or form of language, but with its posi-
tion in relation to the national government ... interested primarily in the status of the language ...» [15; 14].

American linguist R.L. Cooper singles out the third object of language planning - mastering the lan-
guage, he has also defined linguistic planning as «purposeful efforts to influence the behavior of other people
with respect to language acquisition, its structure and rational distribution of language codes» [16; 45].

Another interesting point of view proposed by G. Schiffman, who understands language planning as «a
set of concrete measures undertaken within the framework of language policy with a view to influencing lin-
guistic communication in the community, usually by influencing the development of languages» [6; 3].

Domestic linguists E.D. Suleimenova, Z.S. Smagulova and N.Z. Shaimerdenov have combined the re-
search objects of E. Haugen, H. Kloss and R.L. Cooper in their definition of «language planning» and put it
together and interpreted this concept as follows: language planning is any conscious influence on the lan-
guage situation, moreover, it is a conscious, concrete action to influence the language behavior of native
speakers with the purpose of changing the functioning of the language (status planning), regulating the struc-
ture of the language (corpus planning), creating conditions for mastering the language (planning mastery), ...
through political, educational, economic, social and linguistic institutions [11; 73].

It is advisable to consider the opposite approaches to the definition of the «language planning» concept.
Thus, D. Crystal treats language planning as «the creation and implementation of an official policy regarding
which languages and versions of language should be used in the state» [17; 364]. R. Kaplan believes that
«the realization of language planning leads to the proclamation of the language policy by the government
and it is managed by it» [8; 4]. M.L. Isaev identifies the concept of «language planning» with language policy
and treats it as a concept that unites «the theory and practice of active control over the process of language
development» [18; 35]. According to M. Fetts, «language planning should be connected with a critical eval-
uation of language policy, where the first provides standards of rationality and efficiency, and the latter tests
these ideas in practice in order to create more advanced models of language planning» [19; 10].

As can be seen from the above according to a number of linguists (D. Crystal, G. Schiffman,
R.L. Cooper, D. Blommaert, B. Weinstein, D. Robinson), language planning is the tendency of the authori-
ties and the ruling elites to influence by any means the speech behavior of members of society and state. In
other words, language planning is seen as a conscious impact on the part of the state, the ruling elite, indi-
vidual groups, organizations and even individuals on the language. Therefore, the purpose of language plan-
ning is to influence the behavior of members of society through their language. At the same time, the main
provisions of language planning are considered from the standpoint: who plans, for whom and how [20; 52].

The term «language planning» in modern sociolinguistic research is often replaced by the term «lan-
guage management», introduced by the linguists B. Yernudd and Y. Neustupnyi, after that used by
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B. Spolsky in his theory of language policy instead of the term «language planning». The achievement of this
theory is the unification of language planning at the micro-level (namely, the decision to choose a language
and language behavior in individual discourses) with language planning at the macro-level: at the micro-
level, the management based on discourse is implemented, and at the macro-level - organized language man-
agement. The latter is implemented on the basis of individual social institutions, such as educational institu-
tions, health care institutions, banks, firms and other organizations [10; 77]. B. Spolsky equates vital spheres
of our life with social institutions in which language management can be carried out, such as family, religion,
work, legal services, public spheres of activity (mass media), army, government level and others.

Language management at the macro-level has an impact on the micro-level. Language management at
the individual level (micro-level) begins when a communication problem has appeared. In this case, the
speaker tries to solve the problem by repeating what has been said, formulating what has been said in other
words or in certain cases using another language. Y. Nekvapil defines such language management as «simple
managementy.

Language management at the micro-level can thus affect both individual formulations and the principle
choice of the language of communication (i.e. what language will be the language of interaction). This
choice is also stipulated by ideological factors, most often by factors such as prestige, national self-
awareness or elite orientation, professional growth, etc. This kind of language management finds its applica-
tion at the level of social institutions, for example, in the family. In this case, the language policy is imple-
mented within a certain family and is largely determined by the parents. A positive attitude toward language
governs linguistic behavior and thus leads to the preservation of the language within this social institution.

Summarizing the above, language planning in general can be defined as the development and imple-
mentation of state measures regulating the use of different languages and linguistic varieties. Language plan-
ning covers a wide range of issues relevant to a multilingual society, for example, the issue of the position of
national minority languages, the role of academies while maintaining linguistic norms, the influence of the
media on language use/language practice, the content and appropriateness of spelling reform, stylistic norms
of publishing activity, etc.

The questions of language planning are under the jurisdiction of the respective ministries and depart-
ments, academies and committees, becoming the focus of non-state organizations; the actions taken have
covered both political and legal steps, and unofficial or even illegal actions. The position of population to-
wards these activities varies between absolute approval, reluctant consent, general indifference, soft criticism
and total rejection. It is necessary to take into account historical, political, economic, religious, legal and so-
cial factors during the process of implementing language planning. Due to the fact that language planning
has been the subject of research only since the 60s of the previous century, it is still only in the descriptive
stage, and there is a constant need for detailed studies of various situations in individual countries. At pre-
sent, there are not many studies that reveal the general theoretical foundations of language planning. Coinci-
dently, this issue stirs great interest both from a practical and theoretical point of view.

As it is known, language planning activities are often divided into two types, depending on whether the
changes concern primarily the language structure or language use. Corpus planning is aimed at changing the
structure (corpus) of the language/variety of the language, for example, in the form of spelling, pronuncia-
tion, grammar or vocabulary modifications, up to selecting a specific writing system (accepting a new alpha-
bet, transitioning the alphabet to another font - for example, transition of the Kazakh alphabet from Cyrillic
to Latin alphabet). With status planning, on the contrary, the order and conditions in which the lan-
guage/variety of languages in society are used, i.e., language is given a new status, for example, for the first
time it is allowed to be used in court or in official communications [17; 364].

Language status planning covers activities aimed at promoting the language status by encouraging and
supporting its use in wider areas of activity, especially by public authorities, to support and to encourage
a new nature of linguistic behavior. The purpose of language status planning is to recognize the language
of the population, the formation of a positive attitude towards language. If language status planning is aimed
at improving the attitude of the population towards the use of language, the planning of language mastering
is intended to help population to learn it through the education system and indirectly through its use in the
media.

The main participants in the development and implementation of planning programs are language ex-
perts, primarily linguists. Language status planning is carried out rather by the representatives of the admin-
istration in close cooperation with politicians, while the language acquisition planning is a field of activity,
first of all, of teachers and teachers. However, the role of other groups of the population, such as the media,
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religious associations, non-governmental organizations, is also important. Eventually, planning of language
status and language form depends on political goals.

In other words, language planning is essential and crucial to problems in the field of language policy.
The task of language planning is the evaluation of language change [1; 467] and the linguistic situation, as
well as consideration of the free choice of the speaker. Language ideology, which means metalinguistic and
metapragmatic discourses, language settings, linguistic practices or the regulation of language use, has a sig-
nificant influence on linguistic policy and language planning. On the one hand language ideology is ex-
pressed in laws or linguistic norms, on the other hand in non-written customs and traditions or in relations of
power [10; 73].

According to E.D. Suleimenova, language ideology is a system of views and ideas about language
/ languages for preserving language / languages or changing the language situation, expressing the interests
of the nation (ethnos, nationality), social groups, elite, society [21; 10]. Language policy and language ideol-
ogy determine the strategic course for the development of the language situation in the country, regulate lan-
guage planning, are fixed in language legislation and state programs for the development and support of lan-
guage [21; 12].

An important indicator of linguistic ideology is the presence or absence of language in public places. In
this case, we are talking especially about the visibility of languages, i.e. about their written demonstration. In
this connection, Western linguistics uses the term linguistic landscapes, which means any form of a socially
visible written language, not only inscriptions, signs, posters and graffiti, but also mobile inscriptions (for
example, on cars) [10; 76].

The language landscape is the most expressive and convincing indicator of linguistic diversity in a cer-
tain locality. Therefore, language policy decisions should primarily concern the visibility of languages: bilin-
gual or multilingual inscriptions, as well as the order of languages in these multilingual inscriptions and
signs, perform a very important symbolic function for speakers. The observation of linguistic landscapes has
the goal to comprehend public multilingualism from the standpoint of language choice, the hierarchy of lan-
guages, the phenomenon of language contacts, regulation and aspects of written fixation of languages
[22; 191]. At the same time, the focus of sociolinguistic research in multilingual areas is, on the one hand,
the use of minority languages, and the presence of English as Lingua Franca along with other / other lan-
guages of the country, on the other. Therefore, it is possible to trace the extent to which the language policy
with respect to minority languages is expressed in the linguistic landscape. Hence, B. Spolsky includes an
analysis of public multilingual inscriptions and signs in his theory of language policy, namely as part of the
components of language practices [23; 65].

Linguistic signs perceived in public places are viewed as instruments of language policy that fix ideolo-
gy in relation to certain languages. It is possible to demonstrate the rejection of certain languages with their
help: often occurring cases are painting or erasing the inscriptions or parts of the multilingual inscription on
the signs, until their removal.

Consequently, language landscapes demonstrate how and to what extent some language groups are rep-
resented in society in comparison with other languages. The installation of two- and multi-lingual pointers of
settlements is not done to facilitate understanding of the names of settlements (because, the names of settle-
ments and other toponyms in different languages sound the same: transliteration or transcription is often used
for their translation), but as a symbolic act of recognizing languages. The presence of language signs in ad-
ministrative buildings, libraries, museums, hospitals or educational institutions is considerably important.
It is the visibility of languages in educational institutions that plays an important role in shaping the personal-
ity of students (schoolchildren, first of all) with different mother tongues, for literal practice [14; 77].

After having studied the concepts of «language policy», «language ideology» and «language planning»
for their content and goals, we have analyzed the inter-linkages between these concepts respect to each other.
We fully agree with E.D. Suleimenova, who in her work «Language Processes and Politics» notes several
important points [21; 15]:

1. The analyzed concepts are interdependent:

— language ideology determines the basis for both linguistic policy and language planning, which in
turn have an impact on linguistic ideology;

— language ideology and language policy express the interests of various groups of society and deter-
mine the adoption of compromise solutions in the field of language planning;

— language ideology and language policy, in addition to linguistic goals, can pursue both political and
social goals, and language planning is in this case an effective and accessible tool for achieving such goals;
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— language ideology has a stable and long-term character and, consequently, it can manifest itself for a
long time both in the language policy and in the nature of the decisions taken to implement them in the field
of language planning.

2. language ideology is inherently exclusive: language ideology as a product of the historical, social and
political development of society expresses, to the greatest extent, the interests of power, elites, and subjects
of politics, while their interests may conflict with the interests of other groups of society.

3. language ideology is characterized by a pluralistic beginning: several linguistic ideologies can simul-
taneously co-exist in the state, each of which expresses the interests of a certain group (party, ethnic group,
etc.), but only one of them can become the dominant ideology in the country.
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3. l'afinemapu, I'.}O. AmanbaeBa, C.A. lllynkeeBa

«Tingik casicaTy, «TULIIK K0CTaAPJIay», «TULIIK H1€0J0THsD)
TYCiHIKTep/iH 63apa MAPTTHUIBIK MJceJieci

Kasipri aneymerTik JIMHTBHCTHKANA €H HETi3ri TYCIHIKTEpre «TLIIK cascaT», «TUINIK )KOcHmapiay», «TiIIiK
UJICOJIOTH» KaTanbl. FanbiMpapabl opTypili Ke3KapachlH KONTereH apHailbl oJeOueTTeri aTayMBbIIl
TYCIHIKTEpre aHbIKTaMachl opTYpii. Makanajga »OFapblna aTajfaH TYCIHIKTepIiH ke0ici Kapama-Kapchl
Ma3MyHBbI aHBIKTaJIbIIN, KO3KapacTaphbl TANJAHFAaH, COHBIMEH KaTap OJIapJblH TEPMUHOJOTHSIBIK ©piCTepiHIH
OipKeJIKIIIriH KOpceTy MEH TalJaHFaH TY)KbIpbIMAAMaslap apachlHIaFrbl KATbIHACTAP/bl OPHATYFA TAJIIBIHBIC
JKacallFaH. ABTOpJAp «TLT casicaTb», «TUAIK >KOCTapiay», «TULNIK WASONOTHS» YFBIMIAPHIHBIH ©3apa
IIApTTBUIBIFEL KAMIBl TYXKbIpbIMAaraH. COHBIMEH KaTap Makajaga >XOFapblia KOpCETUIreH TYCIHIKTepHiH
©3apa THUNTEPIHIH KapbIM-KATHIHACHIH OTAHABIK JKOHE MIEeTeNIIK FaubIMJap MEH TiLI MaMaHIapbIHBIH
KapacThIpFaH capajaybl )KaH-KaKThl KapacTbIpbUIraH. KOpBITBIHIBUIAH Kele, aBTopiap «TimiK cascary,
«TUIHIK JKOCTapiay», «TUINIK HAEONOTHsS» TYCIHIKTEpiHIH ©3apa INapTTBUIBIFBI >KaWIbl TYKBIPHIMIAFaH.
ABTOpIap KaJMbl FHUIBIMH OAICTEpPAI TaNjay >KOHE CHUHTE3JIEYy, CAJBICTBIPY JKOHE KOPBITY, XYHeliK
Tociaepai KoJiaHFaH.

Kinm co30ep: cOUMOMMHIBUCTHKA, TUIIIK Cascat, TUIMIK WACOIOTHS, TUIIK )KOCHapiay, TUIMIK )KaFaasT, Til
MapTedeci, TUIIIK MEHEDKMEHT, TUINIK JaHAmadT.

3. Iaiinemapu, I'.}O. Aman6aeBa, C.A. lllynkeeBa

K BOIIPpOCY B3aHM006yc.]IOB.]'IeHHOCTI/I NMOHATHH «SA3bIKOBAs MHOJIMTHKA),
«A3BIKOBO€ IIJIAHUPOBAHUE», «A3BIKOBasl UACOJIOTHI»

B COBpeMeHHOﬁ COILIMOJIMHTBUCTHUKE OJTHUMH M3 KIIIOUEBBIX MOHATHI BBICTYIIAIOT IMOHATUSA «I3BIKOBAs I10JIN-
THUKa», «I3BIKOBOC IIJIAHUPOBAHUC» N «A3BIKOBAsA HIACOJIOIHS. HpI/I 9TOM MHOXKECTBO CYHICCTBYIOIIUX
B CHeL[HaIIBHOﬁ JqmTeparype onpeneneHHﬁ JaHHBIX TIOHATHIA JACMOHCTPHUPYIOT Pa3HOCTOPOHHOCTL B3IJISIAOB
YYC€HBIX Ha UX COACpIKaAHUEC. B cratbe OpeANPpUHATA IMONBITKAa MPOAHAIIU3UPOBATE CYHICCTBYIOIINE, 3a4aCTYIO
HNPOTUBOIIOJIOXKHBIC, MMOAXOAbI K OIPEACTICHUIO COACPIKAHUS TaHHBIX HOHSITPIﬁ, MIpOAEMOHCTPUPOBATEL HCOI-
HOPOAHOCTH UX TEPMHUHOJIOTUYECKOTO IOJIAA, BBIIBUTH U YCTAHOBUTH B3aUMOCBA3b MEXAY aHAJIU3UPYEMBIMU
MOHATUSAMH. B cTraTthe MPEACTABJIEH aHAJIU3 HAa3BAHHBIX BBIIIC MOHATUH KaK OTCYCCTBCHHBIX, TaK U 3apy6e>1<-
HBIX YYCHBIX-JIMHI'BUCTOB, KOTOPBIE paCCMATPUBAIOT MAHHBIC IMOHATHUA II0 THILY OTHOLICHUS MEXIAY HUMU.
B utore ABTOPBI MPUXOJAT K BBIBOAY O B3aHMOO6yCHOBHeHHOCTI/I TOHATUN «I3BIKOBASI IMOJIUTHUKAY, «A3BIKO-
BOC IVIAHUPOBAHUECY, «SI3BIKOBAsT UACOJIOTUS. B pa60Te aBTOpaMU HUCIIOJIB30BAJIUCH TaKUE 06meHaquLIe McE-
TOABI UCCIIEAOBAHUA, KaK aHaJIU3 U CUHTE3, CDABHCHUC U 0606I_HGHI/I€, CHCTEMHBII noaxon.

Kniouesvie cnosa: COLIMOJIMHIBUCTHKA, A3bIKOBAs IMOJUTHKA, A3BIKOBAsA UACOJIOTUS, A3bIKOBOC INIAHUPOBAHUEC,
SA3BIKOBas CUTyallus, CTaTyC SA3bIKa, SI3BIKOBOM MCHCIPKMCHT, SI3BIKOBOI JIaHIIHIa(i)T.
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