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What can ethnography offer:
methodological reflections and case studies

This paper discusses the advantages and challenges of ethnography as a research method, especially as ap-
plied to the study of language in complex multilingual contexts. In this paper, we briefly outline the theoreti-
cal and methodological foundations of ethnography, and then we reflect on our own experiences as research-
ers making use of this method in two different contexts — Hong Kong (Fleming) and Kazakhstan
(Smagulova). We conclude by suggesting possible benefits of ethnography and ethnographically-informed
approaches in relation to the study of language and education in Kazakhstan. The authors of this article spe-
cialize in the fields of language, society, and education; accordingly, the insights we offer might be of par-
ticular interest for scholars doing research in similar domains. However, we do acknowledge that the potential
of the methodological application of ethnography transcends language studies. Indeed, ethnographic methods
have contributed substantially to knowledge production across various academic disciplines. The strength of
ethnography as a method, we believe, lies in its capacity to generate rich, deep, and context-sensitive data
whether used separately or together with other approaches in multi-dimensional studies. Kazakhstan is a con-
text where relatively few ethnographic studies have taken place, and which might benefit greatly from further
studies of this type.
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Introduction: What can ethnography offer?

Ethnography as a research method has both unique advantages as well as challenges. In this brief paper,
we first discuss theoretical foundations of ethnography, and then consider what it can offer us on the basis of
two case studies from Hong Kong and Kazakhstan.

The authors of this paper are researchers of language, society, and education, and so this paper will par-
ticularly focus on implications of ethnography for language and education researchers, but ethnography as a
method is certainly not limited to language studies. It has been used to generate new perspectives, and data in
a wide variety of fields. We believe that, especially in combination with other approaches and research
methods, ethnography can offer a great depth and richness of data which makes it a very valuable source of
research insights.

This paper is meant as a brief introduction and personal reflection on the values of ethnography for
readers who may not have used this method themselves. This article is not a comprehensive history of or de-
tailed methodological guide to ethnography; readers who are already familiar with ethnography will find
much that is missing here. Nevertheless, we hope this short piece will encourage more researchers in Ka-
zakhstan to draw on ethnography as a methodology and methodological philosophy.

Theoretical background

Ethnography as an approach has its origins in the discipline of anthropology. Research conducted under
the label of ethnography has taken various forms and set out to achieve a range of goals, but certain elements
and methodological philosophies are central to the ethnographic approach. These include participant obser-
vation; a desire to understand local categories and systems instead of imposing categories from the research-
er themselves; and a focus on reflexivity and a rejection of overly positivist ways of seeing science and
knowledge production.

Traditionally, ethnography has involved participant observation, often for very long periods of time.
Participant observation involves actually participating in the daily life of the population the researcher is
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hoping to learn more about, or in general taking part in some activity along with the research participants and
getting to know the people involved in the research process (Agar 1997) [1].

It is important to take time to conduct this research because ethnography places a heavy emphasis on
emic understandings and descriptions; that is, trying to understand the way that research participants see the
world and make sense of their own actions and decisions. This allows the researcher to attempt to understand
what is actually relevant and important for research participants in a particular place and time. This means
that rather than simply filling out questions or boxes that the researcher has determined, ethnography can
lead to a complication or a new understanding of previous categories: «Rather than testing hypotheses
against predetermined categories, ethnography is, among other things, a search for local categories.
Thus while survey fieldwork focuses on filling in a sample, ethnographic fieldwork focuses on finding out
what is worth sampling» (Eckert 2000) [2: 69]. This allows ethnographic studies to provide a rich explana-
tion for what is happening in a given context, and why: «At its heart, ethnography is most focused on what
happens; hence the notion that many people have that it is primarily about description. As a first step, that is
certainly true: the first ethnographic commitment is to discover what is going on (without assuming before-
hand that we know). But it is important not to stop there; the second key dimension of data collection has to
do with what will help us explain why things happen the way they do, in the circumstances in which they
occur. Such an explanation then allows us to make predictions» (Heller 2011) [3; 42]. Getting to know peo-
ple carefully and spending time with them helps us to understand how people actually experience their own
lives and construct frameworks within which they make decisions, which might otherwise seem difficult to
understand if we have not taken the time to see things from their perspective.

One of the joys and the challenges of this aspect of ethnography is that it often leads the researcher in
unexpected directions. It is important that in ethnography categories are allowed to emerge from the data,
rather than imposing our own interpretations: «Instead of, for example, setting out to study the Roma in
Hungary, the aim should be to analyse how ‘Roma’ circulates as a representation in Hungarian discourse,
how it settles on particular humans, how it comes to channel and constrain their activity and material posi-
tion» (Rampton, Maybin and Roberts 2014) [4]. This means that important, significant social forces or pro-
cesses may not be what we thought they were going to be, which requires the researcher to refocus and read-
just.

Ethnography typically involves a great deal of attention to detailed processes of day-to-day life. It is
important to closely observe behaviors and decisions which may seem mundane but which, when closely
examined, could actually reveal important dimensions of the research participants’ lives and beliefs. Howev-
er, it is also important for the researcher not to simply stop there, at a detailed description of daily life. These
observations should be linked to a larger social structure, so that what is observed by the ethnographer can be
relevant to both a very specific local context while also generating insights about social forces on larger
scales (Martin Rojo 2010) [5]. Placing interactional data within a broader ideological and social context
makes it clear how «the whole social structure is present in each interaction» (Bourdieu 1991) [6; 67]. Eth-
nographic researchers should be careful to avoid «missing the forest for the trees,» so to speak — in other
words, focusing overly on details of a particular context without making any connections to bigger processes.
For researchers of language, this also means the analyst should not focus too much on the linguistic details of
an utterance to the exclusion of social factors. As Rampton (2007) [7; 596] writes, «ethnography opens lin-
guistics up... linguistics (and linguistically sensitive discourse analysis) ties ethnography down.» In other
words, ethnography prevents us from understanding linguistic data without its social context, without any
reference to social and ideological meaning. Linguistic data, in turn, gives us the means to see how ideolo-
gies are enacted in day to day interactions.

This attention to multiple levels of interpretation — from the very local, temporary, or personal to the
long-term, national, or global — can also help researchers avoid two potential pitfalls of ethnographic work.
On the one hand, researchers should be careful to avoid either ignoring phenomena which are actually quite
important; or explaining them away as insignificant or minor. On the other hand, some things really are not
as significant as others; practices, statements or events which really are minor should not be over-interpreted
and presented as more significant and representative than they really are. Getting this balance right is one of
the major challenges of ethnographic research.

Ethnographic studies have typically placed emphasis on researcher reflexivity. The idea that any re-
searcher can be wholly objective and neutral has been challenged by many scholars; there is no «view from
nowhere» (Heller 2011) [3]. Instead, ethnography encourages researchers to reflect on their own position —
their own background, identity, and preconceptions. Such reflexive work helps us understand how our own
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unique viewpoints as researchers influence our interpretation of data. In the end, what we write and say about
a particular context is still our own partial, situation interpretation of what we have observed, and this must
be acknowledged. There is no way for even the best researcher doing the most well-conducted research to
observe everything in the research participants’ lives, or to fully understand their thoughts, or step complete-
ly outside the researcher’s own point of view. This does not mean that ethnography is not still a rigorous,
serious method, but simply that such realities require careful attention and analysis as researchers decide
where to draw the limits of their focus and how to account for themselves in their research.

This focus on reflexivity also allows us to consider how our presence as researchers and our unique per-
sonal qualities might impact what participants say and do. Researchers of different ages, genders, ethnic
backgrounds, personality types, etc. might receive different kinds of responses from research participants.
Carefully considering this reality helps us to better understand our data and can help generate important re-
search insights, a point which will be illustrated in the case studies below. As Heller (2011) [3; 42] writes,
«We are better off trying to understand how people make sense of us and our activities than trying to pretend
we can disappear.»

In the following two sections, the authors provide brief reflections on their own experiences conducting
ethnographic research and what it allowed them to see in their respective research contexts.

Case 1: Hong Kong

The first author of this paper, Kara Fleming, decided to carry out an ethnographic study in Hong Kong
because she was interested in the portrayal and trajectories of South Asian ethnic minority students in the
Hong Kong education system. In Hong Kong, working-class South Asians (primarily from Pakistani, Indian,
and Nepali backgrounds) generally have less success than their ethnic Chinese peers at accessing higher edu-
cation and well-paying employment. In the Hong Kong media and in political discourse, this lack of success
is overwhelmingly said to be because South Asians in Hong Kong do not speak Cantonese (Cantonese is a
variety of Chinese, which is the dominant spoken language of Hong Kong) — see for instance many media
reports on this topic, e.g. Benitez 2018 [8], Carvalho 2017 [9], Ngo 2013 [10], etc. Many academic studies
have been based on similar assumptions — that the Cantonese ability of South Asian students is lacking, and
the best way to improve the social and economic position of these students is to improve their Cantonese
abilities. However, Fleming was curious — to what extent was it true, firstly, that South Asians struggled
with Cantonese? If they did, was this really the root from where all other problems stemmed?

To this end, Fleming [11], [12] conducted an ethnographic study in a Hong Kong secondary school with
a large proportion of students from South Asian backgrounds. During the spring semester of 2013, she visit-
ed this school three times a week from February to June. She focused on one class in particular, class «1C»,
a bilingual class including both South Asian and ethnic Chinese students who were about 12—14 years old at
the time of research. This involved regularly attending their English, Chinese as a second language (upper
level), math, and Life and Society classes. These classes were chosen as the researcher wanted to see interac-
tions in both language courses as well as in social studies and scientific subjects. She also attended classes of
a special bilingual «Immersion Scheme» run by the school, as well as weekly practices of the drama club.
She regularly ate lunch with students and spent time with them after school and during breaks. Additionally,
she sat in on some class periods of form 2 English, class 1B science, form 1 Chinese as a second language
(lower level) and various other school assemblies and activities. To further support her observations, she
conducted a number of interviews with students in class 1C, as well as administering a short survey.

The picture Fleming came to see through this ethnographic work was quite different than what had been
portrayed by all these media reports and by some non-ethnographic research. First of all, she found that
South Asian minority students were virtually always treated by official and institutional actors as if they all
were lacking Cantonese language ability. They were officially classified by the Hong Kong Education Bu-
reau as «non-Chinese speaking» students (NCS), and school authorities, in many ways, reproduced this cate-
gorization system, for instance by setting up opportunities for «language exchange» where all South Asian
students were expected to act as English authorities and all ethnic Chinese students as authorities on Canton-
ese. But in fact, some South Asian students actually spoke very fluent Cantonese, some were not particularly
confident in English, and some of the ethnic Chinese students who were treated in such activities as ‘locals’
had ironically moved to Hong Kong fairly recently from Mainland China and were actually more comforta-
ble in Mandarin than Cantonese. This ethnographic research was able to provide a more complex picture of
categories that were treated by the government and the school as much more homogenous, bounded and
essentialized than they really were.
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As mentioned above, reflexivity is an important aspect of ethnography, and the researcher’s reflections
on her own identity and positioning in the school were also an important part of the research process. Flem-
ing is a white American woman, and considering how students reacted to her presence at the school was very
helpful in understanding how students thought about categories of race, class, and language. For instance,
students on several occasions asked her, «Do you have any NCS friends?» NCS means ‘non-Chinese speak-
ing,” and, as noted above, is the term used to officially designate working-class South Asian students by
Hong Kong’s Ministry of Education. However, literally, ‘non-Chinese speaking’ could refer to quite a lot of
different people in Hong Kong. If it was used in this broad sense, meaning literally anyone in Hong Kong
who did not speak Chinese, the question would seem a bit strange — students otherwise assumed that Flem-
ing socialized mainly with other ‘foreigners’ and English speakers. It only makes sense if it is understood
more narrowly to mean South Asians in Hong Kong, and when Fleming responded that she did have friends
who came originally from India and the Philippines, the students accepted this answer without surprise.
The fact that ‘non-Chinese speaking’ has become effectively an ethnic label, rather than a description of lan-
guage skills, has significant implications for language learning and racial inequality in Hong Kong. If some-
one is categorized as not speaking Chinese without any consideration of their actual language abilities, how
will learning more Chinese help to move them out of this category?

Thus on the basis of this research Fleming argued that learning Cantonese, while helpful and important,
was not the sole factor preventing Hong Kong South Asians from access to higher education or jobs, and
accordingly teaching these students Cantonese cannot be said to fix all these problems. The difficulties expe-
rienced by some South Asians in Hong Kong is more closely linked to local racial / socioeconomic hierar-
chies, and attributing any and all issues to language is a way of masking these other social processes. Eth-
nography thus allowed for a complication of taken-for-granted categories making assumptions about lan-
guage, race, and identity, and following from that, a rethinking of local realities and possible solutions.

Case 2: Kazakhstan

The second author Juldyz Smagulova conducted an ethnographic study in Kazakhstan. She studied lan-
guage socialization practices in families of urban ethnic Kazakhs. The follow up ethnographic study aimed to
address the discrepancies in large-scale surveys (Smagulova 2008 [13], Smagulova 2016 [14]). The survey
data showed that the last Soviet generation differed considerably in their language preferences and choices
from the generation of their children. They were more linguistically and culturally Russified: they were less
likely to speak and use Kazakh, they were more skeptical of the «Kazakhization» policy and the value of
Kazakh. Yet the survey results also showed that as parents they seemed to play a key role in Kazakh revival
in urban areas. Unquestionably, their decision to educate children in Kazakh instead of Russian had a great
positive effect on the vitality of Kazakh. In other words, the survey pointed at contradictions and complexi-
ties of language revival among urban Kazakhs. The above-stated contradictions of language revival were
examined through lenses of a micro-analysis of language socialization practices. The analysis focused on
what language ideologies were being transmitted in cross-generational interaction, through what practices,
and to what ends.

The study was designed to examine ideological conflict; therefore, the aim was to choose a social group
that had undergone dramatic changes in their practices and beliefs. The quantitative and language policy
analysis pointed towards urban middle-class Russian-speaking Kazakhs as a crucial focus for ethnographic
study. The following recaptures the arguments for this choice:

e Why Kazakhs? Study of ethnic Kazakhs gives us a chance to look at the effect of change in social
positioning on language practices. After independence in 1991, Kazakhstan underwent a dramatic socio-
economic transformation leading to power-redistribution in society in favor of Kazakhs. Firstly, Kazakhs had
been officially proclaimed the «state-organizing» nationality: Kazakhstan is «a land of Kazakhs» while Ka-
zakh is a new sole state language. Secondly, Kazakhs had become a demographic majority in their ‘own’
land for the first time in 60 years. Thirdly, Kazakhs had gained access to political and economic power en
mass as they had never before. Finally, Kazakhs were quite successfully revitalizing and modernizing their
‘native’ language. What do these changes mean to people? How do these changes impact their everyday
lives?

e Why urban? Rural areas had always remained Kazakh-speaking, but urban areas were almost pre-
dominantly Russian. However, ethnic mobilization, the new language policy of «Kazakhization» along with
rapid urbanization of Kazakhs contested the dominance of Russian in both public and private domains. The
survey showed there had been striking changes in beliefs and language choices. How do urban Kazakhs bal-
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ance between ethnic loyalty that requires them to acquire and promote Kazakh at the expense of Russian and
personal interests that require them to maintain the high value of Russian at the expense of Kazakh?

e Why middle class educated Kazakhs? The survey data revealed that Kazakh brought no economic
benefit; in fact, it was quite the reverse, Kazakh proficiency is linked to lower incomes. Nevertheless, most
middle-class respondents claimed that they would like to see Kazakh as a language of education for their
children and believed that Kazakh proficiency could give their children economic advantages. What are the
beliefs that legitimize the linguistic and social hierarchy? What makes middle class parents, who are doing
relatively well in economic terms, invest in Kazakh? And, how does it translate in everyday language
practice?

e Why third-generation urban families? These families underwent a classical three-generation lan-
guage shift: the grandparents were Kazakh speakers, their parents were bilinguals, and the last Soviet genera-
tion who attended school in the 1960s-80s had very limited or no proficiency in Kazakh. The survey suggests
though that we might be observing a generational makeover — these young parents try to avoid the mistakes
in language socialization their own parents made. Increases in Kazakh-language school enrollment, in re-
ported use of Kazakh at home, and in fluent proficiency among the youngest respondents suggest that. What
is the Kazakh urban parents’ response to changing sociolinguistic situation? What strategies do they choose
to revive Kazakh? How do they introduce Kazakh in the daily language practices? How do Russian-speaking
parents deal with schooling children in Kazakh in their everyday life?

Thus, the ethnographic study examined home language socialization practices as a crucial site
of the struggle between language ideologies that underlie the processes of shift and revival. The term site
refers to «discursive practices, texts, and cultural activities where ideological work is being done» (Friedman
2006) [15; 12]. The choice of home language socialization as a site for ethnographic study stems from the
following convictions:

e Intergenerational language socialization is a «crucial site of language transmission and indicator of a
code’s vitality» (Fellin 2002) [16; 46].

e Intergenerational language socialization is a language renewal site where differences in language be-
liefs and practices are especially dramatically displayed (Kroskrity 2009) [17].

The ethnographic study focusing on Kazakh language revival efforts among urban Kazakhs, who are
the most linguistically and culturally Russified, showed that the adults in the study subscribe to the official
policy of «Kazakhization» and thus share the views of the majority of the mass survey respondents. Howev-
er, their home language practices do not match this explicit language ideology. Their language practices priv-
ilege Russian for serious tasks, construct children as Russian-speaking, and enregister Kazakh as baby talk
and as a school subject, limiting Kazakh to ritualized use, in ways that contribute to maintenance of Russian
in urban families.

The multilevel approach — mass survey followed by an in-depth ethnographic study proved to be a
fruitful line of inquiry for better understanding of the relationship between language ideology and language
practices, between official and family policy, between local practices and the grand processes of ethnic mo-
bilization, social mobility, and nation-building.

Discussion and conclusion

Kazakhstan is a context in which further ethnographic research is greatly needed. Our aim in this paper
is not to disparage other types of research; but merely to highlight the benefits of an ethnographic
or ethnographically informed approach to developing knowledge of Kazakhstani society. Other than
Smagulova’s research, we are aware of only a few studies that make use of this method in the Kazakh con-
text (e.g. Kudaibergenova 2019 [18], Jaidakpayeva 2014 [19]). To that end, we identify a couple areas where
we feel ethnographic research is particularly warranted.

Firstly, studies suggest that macro-level language policy initiatives seem to have limited direct impact
on micro-level everyday talk. It seems that the language planning agencies need to reconsider their under-
standing of language policy as large-scale governmental top-down activities only. For language revival to be
possible, language planning must include activities focusing on some of the micro-level constraining factors.
Secondly, planning bodies should stop relying on people’s explicit support as a promise of success. An am-
ple amount of research, including Smagulova’s study of language socialization practices, shows that support
at the ideational level does not translate into significant changes in language practices. Thus, language reviv-
al activity should start with «ideological clarification» (Kroskrity 2009) [17; 71] aimed at «recognizing and
resolving ideological conflict that would impede local effects at linguistic revitalization» (ibid).
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K. ®nemunr, K. Cmarynosa, A. Tineyos

JTHOrpagus 3eprrey d/ici He YChbIHA aJIaJbl:
dlicTeMelTiKk MAMbIM/IAY JKOHE KelCTiK 3epTTeyJaep

Maxkanazna 3THOrpadUsHEI KYpJeni, Kol TUIIl KOHTEKCTepAe, TiT OUIiMI caaapbiHa 3epTTey oAici peTinae
KOJIJaHy/IaFbl apTHIKIIBUIBIKTAPbI MCH KUBIHABIKTAphl TalKbUIaHFaH. Ka3akcraH sTHOrpadUsIbIK TYPFBIIaH
CaJIBICTBIPMAJIBI TYPJE a3 3epTTEIreH KOHTEKCT OOJIBIN TaObIIa b, COHIBIKTAH OYHal 3epTTeylepAiH Koberoi
Kazakcran ymid TtaiMai Oomysl Tmic. Ocbl Makamazia, >THOTpAadUSHBIH TEOPHSIBIK JKOHE oIiCTeMEIiK
Heri3zepi OasHaaIFaH )KoHe dTHOrpadust 9IiciH 3epTTeyili peTiHae eki TYpi KoHTeKcTe — ['OHKOHITA JKoHe
Kaszakcranna — konjany Taxipubecimen 6emicked. byn typreina, Kazakcrangars! Tin 6itiMi skoHe Oiim Oe-
py calanapbiHAarbl 3eprTeysepie, 3THorpadus jkoHEe STHOrpadMsIBIK TYPFblIA HETi3[eNreH Taciaaepai
KOJIZIaHy apTHIKIIBUIBIKTAPBIH ajlFa TapTa OTBIPBIN, MaKaJlaHbl KOPBITBIHABUIAFaH. MaKalaHblH aBTOPJIApPbI
TLJI, KOFaM JkoHe OiiM Oepy cananapbIHbIH MaMaHnapsl. ColiKeciHIIe, YCHIHBUIFAH HesIap yKcac canajapiaa
3epTTeY JKYPri3eTiH FajbIMIap apachlHIa €peKIle KbI3BIFYIIBUIBIK TYABIPYbl MyMKiH. AJjaiina, stHorpadus
QMiCiHIH KOJIAHBLIYHI TUI OlniMi HeMece OiiM Oepy camanapbIMEH FaHa MIEKTENIN KoiiMaiasl. DTHOrpadust
duici KenTereH akaJeMHsUIBIK cajlanap OOWbIHIIA 3epTTey KoOalapblHa aflTapibIKTai yJec KOCHII Kelesi.
OrtHOorpadusHBIH 3epTTey SAICi PeTiHAeri apTHIKIIBUIBIFBI OHBIH Oeirimi Oip KOHTeKcreH OailiaHbICTHI,
ayKbIMJIBI JIa TEPEH JepeK KUHAKTayFa UKeMAUTIrHAe xaHe 6acka Aa TociinaepMeH Oipre, Kom-eJmemMIi 3ep-
TTEY *o0atapblHIa KOJIIaHbLIA AJIaThIH/BIFBIH/A €I CaHANMBI3.

Kinm ce30ep: stHOTpadus, 3epTrey aaicTeMeci, Ti Oiimi xaHe OiiM Gepy.
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K. ®nemunr, XK. Cmarynosa, A. TneyoB

Y10 MOKET NPeJI0KUTH ITHOrpapus:
METO/10JIOTHYEeCKHEe PA3MBbIIIJICHUS M HCCJIE0BAHUS KeHCOB

B crarbe paccMOTpeHBI NMPEHMYIIECTBAa M NPOOIEMBI STHOTpagUU Kak METOJa HCCIEeJOBaHUS, 0COOCHHO
NPUMEHNTENBHO K U3Y4EHMIO S3bIKA B CIOXKHBIX, MHOTOSI3BIYHBIX KOHTeKcTaX. Ka3axcTanH — 3To TOT KOH-
TEKCT, TA€ ObIJIO MPOBEIEHO CPABHUTENLHO MaJIO0 3THOrpadHIECKUX HCCIEI0OBAaHUH, U KOTOPBIH MOr ObI 3Ha-
YHUTEIBHO BBIUTPATh OT JANbHEHIINX MCCIEA0BaHUN TAaKOTO poja. ABTOpaMM KPaTKO OYEpPUEHBI TEOPETHKO-
METOJI0JIOTHYECKHE OCHOBBI 3THOTPad K 1 IPHBEAEHBI PA3MBIIUIEHUS O COOCTBEHHOM OIBITE HCIOIb30BaHUS
9TOr0 METOJA B JIByX Pa3HBIX KOHTEKCTax, a UMeHHO: B ['onkoHre u Kaszaxcrane. B 3akimroueHuu mpenioxe-
HBI BO3MOJKHBIE IIPEHMYIIECTBA ITHOrpaduueckoro u STHOrpaduieckn 060CHOBAHHOTO ITOJX0a B OTHOIIE-
HUHM U3YYeHHUS sI3bIKa U 00pazoBanus B Ka3axcrane. ABTOPHI 9TOH CTaThH CIIEIUAM3UPYIOTCS Ha HCCIIEI0Ba-
HUSIX B 00JIaCTH S3bIKa, OOIIECTBA U 00pa30BaHMUS; COOTBETCTBEHHO, TIPEVIOKEHHBIC MU HJIEH MOTYT IIpex-
CTaBJISITH OCOOBII MHTEPEC AN YUEHBIX, TPOBOASIINX HCCIIEAOBAHMS B aHAJOTUYHBIX oOyacTsax. OgHaKko aB-
TOpPaMH OTMEYEHO, YTO IOTEHIMAT METOJ0JIOTNYECKOr0 NPUMEHEHHs STHOrpaUy BBIXOAUT 32 PAMKH S3bI-
KOBBIX HCClleioBaHuil. [leiicTBUTENbHO, 3THOrpaduuecKue METOAbl BHECTH 3HAYUTENbHBINH BKJIAl B MPOU3-
BOZICTBO 3HAHHH 110 Pa3JIMYHbIM aKaJAeMUYECKUM AUcHMIUIMHAM. [IpenmyiiecTBa 3THOrpaguueckoro Meroa
3aKJII0YAIOTCS B €TO CIIOCOOHOCTH T'€HEPHUPOBATh OOLIMPHBIE, TTTYOOKHE U KOHTEKCTYaIn3MPOBAHHbIE JaHHBIE,
HE3aBUCHMO OT TOTO, HCIIOJIB3YIOTCS JIX TOJIBKO STHOrpaduuecKuii METOx WM B COYETaHHH C APYTUMHU HMOM-
XO0JJaMU B MHOT'OMEPHBIX HCCIICAOBAHUAX.

Kniouesvie cnosa: 3THOFpa(1)I/I$[, METOAO0JIOTU UCCIICNOBaHNs, U3YUCHUC SI3bIKa U 06p33013aH1/Ie.
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