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By applying a field approach and the method of comemtial analysis (in particular, the stepwise
identification method), the author establishessimmantic structure of the terminological group glaage
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An essential feature of every sociolinguistic ttexdi is the development of a theory
that represents a specific sociolinguistic redlity15]. The sociolinguistic reality in Japan
is relatively unknown in Ukrainian linguistics; iparticular, the categorical and termi-
nological apparatus describing Japanese sociobtiguheory has not been introduced yet.
The notion oflanguage attitudess one of the most significant sociolinguistic oo that
precisely determine the directions in national laage policy and affect the formation of
such sociolinguistic concepts énguage awarenesdanguage ideologyand language
identity.

The aim of this paper is to establish the semastiticcture of the terminological group
(TG) ‘language attitudes’ in the Japanese languageto disclose its content and semantic
relations between the group units. The object efithper is the semantic structure of Japane-
se sociolinguistic terms forming the TG ‘languatjéades’.

First, we will briefly overview the origins of coaptualization of the terfanguage
attitudesin sociolinguistics. The notion dinguage attitudeslenoting ‘various specific atti-
tudes towards different languages, dialect and 8pmakers’ [2: 73] was introduced in the se-
cond half of the twentieth century. Nowadays, & isore concept in a range of disciplines, in-
cludingcommunication studietinguistic anthropologysocial psychologyandsociolinguis-
tics.

Researchers agree thahguage attitudesre a critical factor in the understanding of
various social concepts suchlasguage changdanguage shiftsocial stereotype$anguage
identity, andlanguage ideologyThe concept dfanguage attitudeshowever, is not easily de-
fined. Since the termanguage attitudess generally associated with quantitative measure-
ment of speaker’s reactions towards a certain lagguthere is some doubt whether such re-
actions can be measured directly and objectivel2$3.
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In sociolinguisticslanguage attitudeare often viewed in terms of social psychological
approach, which considers the concept as a thmepawent structurecognition affection,and
behaviour The termlanguage attitudess defined as ‘any affective, cognitive or behava
index of evaluative reactions toward different laage varieties or speakers’ [4: 7]. Tdwgni-
tive component refers to peopldisliefsabout different language varieties. Tdféectivecom-
ponent involves people’s positive or negatigelingstoward different varieties. Additionally,
the behaviouralcomponent concerns peopleiedispositiongo actin a certain way in respon-
se to different varieties [3: 25; 5: 23; 4: 7].

Nevertheless, recent research suggestsdbgnition affect, and behaviourcan be
seen more in terms of causes and triggers of ddtturather than its components [5: 23].
Thus, the understanding of the notion depends emdlevance attributed to different factors
that may play a certain role in the language a&ituprocess causing issues in notion stan-
dardization in sociolinguistic studies.

In what follows, we will characterize the approaohthe analysis of sociolinguistic
terms. We adopt the views of linguists who defirteran as a lexical unit serving to name a
special concept of a specific scientific field aswhsider the systematic nature of terms that
reflects the systematic organization of scientiffowledge T. ITansko, A. CynepaHchbKa,

C. llleno, M. Cabré, K. Kageura, J. Sager) [6-11].

We applya field approacho the semantic analysis of the terms that makgsssible
to systematize sociolinguistic terms and to inggzgé the relations between them. The study
of language lexical system performed by instrumeifithefield approachis a modern lingu-
istic area in whicla field is viewed as a set of language units grouped stcady. Thus, the
application of the field theory to the analysistefminological units involves the use of the
categoryterminological field (TF). A terminological fieldis composed of special termi-
nological units and seen as a paradigmatic unityomfhinal terminological units related to a
particular field of science [7: 112]. Terms belamgto one field contrast each other based on
their semantic content that includes a definiteafetemes (minimal sense components). The
set of common and differential semes of each tetawa structuring a field into smaller
groupsterminological groupgTG), which are semantically related tal@minant ternof the
field to a greater or lesser extent. In other wpederminological fieldis regarded as a hie-
rarchically linked set of semantically relatiedminological groups

Given that the definition of a term is semanticalyuivalent to its meaning and its
components are exponents of semes, by meansmponential analysisn particular, the
stepwise identification methpdve single out the semantic content of each t&Stapwise
identification methodefers to the procedure of identifying a set ahaatic components of
terminological units through the transformation tb&ir definitions. It is premised on a
stepwise decomposition of the term definition tlgloudentifiers into minimal distinctive fea-
tures that have the most general meaning (sendey@uenosa, M. ®abian, A. Jlmyk)
[12-14]. Common semantic components and their tedeaccurrence in the meanings of
terms help to determine paradigmatic relationdideams of the TF.

In the light of foregoing, being viewed as a pagattic combination of sociolinguis-
tic terms united by an integral feature of the mitanguage policyin the Japanese language,
‘language policy’ has been classified as a TF.Heaurhore, the application of the stepwise
identification approach to the semantic structdréhe TF ‘language policy’ showed that the
terms of the near-kernel zone of the given TF doraacommon differential seme ‘language
attitudes’. Since the terminological utdhguage attitudeseveals not a direct but an indirect
semantic relation with the dominant term of thel@fflguage policyunits, including a seme
‘language attitudes’ as an integral semantic corapgrform the TG ‘language attitudes’ and
belong to the periphery of the TF ‘language policy’
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Finally, let us describe the semantic structurethef notionlanguage attitudesn
Japanese. In Japanese, the nolimmguage attitudess denoted by the tergizg~DHREJE
gengo e no taiddor a terminological variani #&Zxf9 % B8 gengo ni taisuru taidp
CEREICKIT D BEIITAFERR b O LGB DONH Y | UiLEiEE D &<
BB O LB E O EE /B H L 72 > TV 5’ fgengo ni taisuru taido ni wa kouitekina
mono to hikouitekina mono ga ari, tougai gengo waintaku kankyou no shinriteki sokutei
no juuyouna youso to natte irtan important element of psychological evaluatiohthe
environment surrounding language based on posilivaeegative attitudes toward langua-
ge’ [15: 360]. The integral seme of the uRiti&~DHEEE gengo e no taidds ‘5 FED
LEERIHIE ‘gengo no shinriteki sokutei’ ‘psychological evalion of language’.

The notionlanguage attitudess closely related to the notidanguage awareness
named by the Japanese t&m# &% gengo ishiki In a broad senses 75 & 5 gengo ishiki
denotes: 5RERCF ETENC KT T 572 A B ORMIERY 72 5L  gengo ya gengo koudou ni
taisuru nanraka no hyoukatekina hanhoan evaluative reaction toward language or
language behaviour’. The integral sem@ i iZxi7 5 aEMAY72 S ‘gengo ni taisuru
hyoukatekina hannou’ of the definition reveals seticasimilarity with the integral seme
‘SREO.LEIRIHIE’ gengo no shinriteki sokutei’ of the terrﬁ*ﬁ/\@‘ﬁl‘%f; gengo e no
taido, that allows to consider the unisE~?DHEJE gengo e no taidand EFEE % gengo
ishiki as partial synonyms.

The term S3EE# gengo ishiki is also defined as: 1)EFEZDOHL DRV L
STEITENCOWTCEME - R L L TOEM ‘gengo sono mono naishi gengo koudou
nitsuite hyouka, kankaku toshite no |sh‘|dxwareness as evaluation, feelings toward languag
itself or language behaviour; 2) SREFEMAZZWVLUSEITENC O W TERGEERE L
TOE# ‘gengo shiyou naishi gengo koudou nitsuite genjosikii toshite no ishiki
‘awareness as understanding of the current stalangfuage use or language behaviour’;
3) ‘FEAMHARW LS TENIC O W TEMEMRE L TOEM ‘gengo shiyou naishi
gengo koudou nitsuite shikou ishiki toshite nokishawareness as conscious perception of
language use or language behaviour’; BFEZ D & DR LS EETENC DWW TR -
WFE L L CoOER gengo sono mono naishi gengo koudou nitsuite shirkigi toshite no
ishiki ‘awareness as beliefs and expectations towarguage or language behaviour’;
5) ‘BREZLDOLDORNLEFETENC DWW TORE~DE ‘gengo sono mono naishi
gengo koudou nitsuite kihan e no |shib|vvareness as norm consciousness of language or
language behaviour’ [16; 114-115].

The definition of the terminological unf 75 &% gengo ishikiillustrates its wide-
spectrum semantics determined by the sef@si’ ‘gengo’ ‘language’, ‘S &~ DHESE’
‘gengo e no taido’ ‘attitudes toward languages i&1TE)’ ‘gengo koudou’ ‘language
behaviour’, SiEOFHM’ ‘gengo no hyouka’ ‘language evaluation'S 5572 ‘gengo
ninsiki’ ‘language understanding’, 275’ ‘gengo shikou’ ‘language perception’,
‘SRE{E/& ‘gengo shinnen’ ‘beliefs about language’, ang#&E#Hidi’ ‘gengo kihan’
‘language norm’.

In Japanese linguistics, it is widely accepted #stablishing the structure lainguage
awarenesgresupposes determining those characteristicsfohat a sense of belonging to
a certain language, i.éanguage identity The meaning ofanguage identityis expressed
by the termS5E7 A 7 > 7 « 7 4 gengo aidentiti which in a broad sense is defined as:
‘HEDFFE, & 25WIEEDOEFEIZHRVIFEER ‘jiko no gengo, arui wa sono henshu
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ni tsuyoi kizoku ishikia strong sense of belonging to your Ianguag'eta)variety’ [17: 349].
Another definition of this term containing the seél %3 ® 7 A 7> 7 ¢ 7 « ‘jibun no
aidentiti’ ‘self-identity’, ‘=754 FE’ ‘gengo henshu’ ‘language variety' = 7E/THE)’ ‘gengo
koudou’ ‘language behaviour'i& L F' ‘hanashite’ ‘speaker’, and= X = =45 —3 3
‘komyunikeeshon’ ‘communication’, provides the mimn of awareness of the role of
language as a necessary attribute of self-ideatiino that affects the selection of appropriate
linguistic means, language varieties, language \etg etc. during the communication
process [18: 177].

Applying the stepwise identification approath the semantic component*f 7 >
7 47 4" ‘aidentiti’ of the termZ7E7 1 7 7 4 7 4 gengo aidentitiwe identified its
integral semeff;J& &k’ ‘kizoku ishiki’ ‘identification’. The same compamt i J& &k’
‘kizoku ishiki’ was also found in the semantic cemt of the termdXfED 7 A 7 7 «

7 4 minzoku no aidentiand[E XD 7 1 7 > 7 4 7 « kokumin no aidentitdenoting the
concepts ofethnic identityand national identitycorrespondingly [18: 17; 19: 64]. This se-
mantic relation proves the role of language in fiognethnical and national identities as an
indispensable prerequisite of self-identification.

The unit 7 A 7> 7 ¢ 7 « aidentiti is a component of the semantic content of the
term 5557+ 2 37U XA gengo nashonarizumihat names the notion dbhnguage
nationalismas an element dafiational identity The characteristics of national identity are
seen in the relationship and views of a languagantonity on language as a national
treasure. In Japanese, this concept is represdmtetie term=iE-1 7 4 = ¥ — gengo
ideorogii language ideologwhose semantic structure includes the sem@gEItFEIA’
‘gengo kyoudoutai’ ‘language community’ andsFEIZOVWTH 27’ ‘gengo nitsuite
kangaekata’ ‘views on language’ [17: 7; 19: 69]isTkind of system of views plays the role
of markers of language relations and language $aithe society and clearly affects the
directions of language policy.

The notion of language attitudespresupposes an evaluative characterization of
language. This fact is illustrated by the semam@tations of the terminological unit
Sra~DHEEgengo e no taidavith other terms that denote positive or negatittéuaes
toward a certain language. The semlgsZ i) 72 &L’ ‘kouitekina taido’ ‘positive attitude’ —
e E R 72 BB hikouitekina taido’ ‘negative attitude’ form aesmantic opposition betwe-
en such terms at the paradigmatic level.

The seme #E 172 REE ‘kouitekina taido’ belongs to the semantic coriteh the
terms= 75 /L% gengo chuusei language loyalty #E/&:{5 gengo ishin language prestige
SR8 a7 U XLgengo nashonarizumulanguage nationalism and 5 #&fR+£Fgengo
hoji language maintenance

The ternE 7&Kk gengo chuuselanguage loyaltydenotes a special attitude of
speakers toward their own language (or its varieigived as being proud of the language or
realizing its value [15: 337]. Based on the comndifferential semes Z3&’ ‘gengo’
‘language’, ‘=754 FE ‘gengo henshu’ ‘language variety’, andlif’ ‘kachi’ ‘value’, the
term forms an equipollent opposition with the teE#&/E{5 gengo ishinthat stands for
positive social evaluation of language referrindgt$arestige. Since such a type of evaluation
is determined by extralinguistic factors (in paustér, by the cultural, economic, and political
status of the speakers of a particular languagi®ria of language prestige are different in
every community [15: 348].
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With the help of the semes$l* 2 HJFEAll’ ‘shakaiteki hyouka’ ‘social evaluation’ and
“S A A ORI ‘gengo shiyousha no hyouka’ ‘a speaker evaluatitne unit = 75515
gengo ishinstands in homonymic relation with the terB&ERIE{E kenzaiteki ishinand
EAEM)EAE senzaiteki ishinThey denote the types of language prestige dépgrmoh who
recognized it within a speech community (the sostatus of speakers matters). The term
BHTERIE(E kenzaiteki ishirovert prestigendicates a positive value attached to a particula
language or its variety by the community at larger instance, a national language or an
official language has such kind of prestige. HoweV&7ERI# (5 senzaiteki ishin covert
prestigeprovides the meaning of a positive value attaclea fparticular language or its
variety by a minority group. It is common that lalages of national minorities or dialects
acquire such kind of prestige [15: 348].

Displaying language loyaltyhelps to formulate and implement a particular laig
ge policy to support a language that is under pressf a socially and politically dominant
language. This concept is represented by the tEif&fR¥Fgengo hoji language main-
tenance denoting intentional support of a language orvasiety provided by a person, a
community or an official institution (differentisdemes E7&’ ‘gengo’ ‘language’, S &&

75 F# ‘gengo henshu’ ‘language variety’l# A’ ‘kojin’ ‘individual’, * £’ ‘shuudan’ ‘com-
munity’, and & K17 £t ‘itotekina jizoku’ ‘intentional support’) [20: 38; 15: 333].

The meaning of a negative attitude towards langutiee integral semeJE4f & /72
& ‘hikouitekina taido’ ‘negative attitude’) is imigitly expressed by the termis 357 [E £ 7%
gengo teikoku shugi language imperialisgii& =% gengo suibi language decling; 7 &5k
gengo soushitsu language loasds 75771/ gengo sabetsu language discrimination

The terminological unitS7&7 £ £# gengo teikoku shudanguage imperialism
refers to the process of domination of one language the other of lower prestige and social
status, which affects language shift in favour oflaminant language (differential semes
“SEEIC X 2 LD ‘gengo ni yoru shihai’ ‘language domination’SREMIA DX T ‘gengo
chii no teika’ ‘declining language status=5&E{E DL T ‘gengo ishin no teika’ ‘decli-
ning language prestige’, ang &I Y £ 2’ ‘gengo torikae’ ‘language shift’) [15: 358].

The term 57E=/% gengo suibilanguage declinenames the process whereby an
individual or a speech community stop using theiiginal language in a situation of
coexistence of two or more languages (or its vies¢tdue to prohibition or refusal to use it
(semes By D SrEMMEDILZ2 < 72> T < Z & fibun no gengo ga tsukawarenaku nat-
te iku koto’ ‘stop using a native languages #& D # 25 1E S v T\ % Z &7 ‘gengo no
shiyou wo kinshi sarete iru koto’ ‘prohibition ofsing a native language’, andd %y ®
SREEM O MENRMNLE X H Z L fjibun no gengo wo tsukau hitsuyou ga nai to
kangaeru koto’ ‘no need to use a native langugd®’) 333]. Thus, the uni 7&K gengo
suibi refers to the concept tdnguage declinghat may be the result of external forces such
as pressure of a dominant speech community onpiakers of another language; or it may
be caused by internal factors such as the commsniggative attitude toward their own
language and deliberate refusal to use it.

The unit=E &322 gengo soushitshas a similar meaning denotitemguage lossn a
situation where an individual or a speech commuisitynable to use their original language
or finds its usage unnecessary (sem@ss # 2. 72 < 72 5 Z & ‘gengo wo tsukaenaku na-
ru’ ‘stop using a native language’ ang &5 % fif 9 LE2 72 2 & ‘gengo wo tsukau hit-
suyou ga nai koto’ ‘no need to use a native langupflL5: 330].
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The negative evaluation of a particular languagenifeated through disrespectful
attitudes of the speakers of one language towasthanlanguage and through damaging its
prestige leads to the violations of language righitsis meaning is conveyed by the term
=RE725] gengo sabetsu language discriminatidfhe semantic structure of this unit con-
tains the differential componentsS5E&#’ ‘gengoken’ ‘language right’, andi®& 4 %’
‘shingai suru’ ‘violation’ [17: 36].

The attitudes toward a particular language resutiving one language a greater value
and higher status than the other one and may afeguage shift at the level of the
individual or the speech community at large. Inalsse, the terng 550X Y £ 2. gengo to-
rikae language shiftnarks the process whereby an individual or a dpeemmunity shifts to
speaking another language. The semantic compoh@nits?® =7’ jibun no gengo’ ‘native
language’, ££H" ‘shuudan’ ‘community’, {E2DZ5E ‘hoka no gengo’ ‘another langu-
age’, and IO SFEEME 9 X 912725 Z & ‘*hoka no gengo wo tsukau you ni naru koto’
‘shift to using another language’ form the semasticicture of this terminological unit [20:
352; 15: 334].

Simultaneously with the terr® 5 ¥ 7 2. gengo torikagJapanese linguists use the
term 575 X #i 2 gengo okikagwhich also denotes the process when the memifeas o
speech community, within which more than one laggus spoken, shift from the native
language to the other one [15: 331]. The commoresefi 4y @ = #E’ ‘jibun no gengo’ *
tive language’, #:[51’ ‘shuudan’ ‘community’, 1Z2>® =75 ‘hoka no gengo’ ‘another Ian-
guage’, and I D EREEE S X 512725 Z &7 ‘hoka no gengo wo tsukau you ni naru
koto’ ‘shift to using another language’ indicates thynonymous relation between the terms
SREHLY B % gengo torikaeands & (& X #i % gengo okikae.

As described above, the synonymsE =% gengo suibiand 575525 gengo sou-
shitsuexpress the similar meaning of a process whera@imidual or a speech community
ceases using their original language. Such kingrofesses may cause the endangerment or
loss of languagd_anguage lossan occur at two levels. Firstly, it may happethatpersonal
level when individuals refuse to use their natameguage and shift to the other one. Secondly,
a language may disappear entirely when it has n® mative speakers and becomes a dead
language. The concept fnguage losss denoted by the terng i&{H# gengo shoumetsu
(differential semes EFE& N7 <725 Z &' ‘gengo wo tsukawarenaku naru koto’
‘stop using language’,.Z &’ ‘gengo’ ‘language’, andahF# DAL ‘washa no shibou’ ‘death
of speakers’). The common semantic compon@&ia %z fifi o472 < 725 Z &' ‘gengo wo
tsukawarenaku naru koto’ belonging to the semartiitent of the termss &=/ gengo
suibi, SFEH gengo soushitsuand S EETHI gengo shoumetsindicates the strong
semantic relations between them.

A language that has no more native speakers isatefyy the terndtih shigodead
language[15: 335]. The uniBtiEshigo stands in semantic relation with the ufiif = 35
kiki gengoendangered languagdenoting a language that is at risk of extinctian i
speakers die out or shift to speaking another laggyil7: 6].

The term=3E1E1E gengo fukkatsisemantic componentss 723 - ONE ) 2 BV
=9 Z &’ ‘gengo ga futatabi katsuryoku wo torimodosu kdtevival of the language’, and
FEE OBMEEL LT < Z & fincreasing the number of speakers’) provides apposite
meaning of revitalizing a language that was at okxtinction or disappeared by increasing
the number of its speakers [15: 336]. The oppasieaning of the semantic components
‘SREa b/ 7% Z L ‘gengo wo tsukawarenaku naru koto’ ‘stop usinggiaage’ and
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‘SRENFEWEANEZILY R 2 L ‘gengo ga futatabi katsuryoku wo torimodosu kote-
vival of the language’ that belong to the semasttiactures of the terms 3& 1% gengo shou-
metsuand E & 1E 1 gengo fukkatsuorrespondingly enables us to regard them as am®ny

In this paper, we have described the semanticsrofg with the meaning ddnguage
attitudesthat form the terminological group ‘language attiés’ in the Japanese language.
The field approachand thecomponential analysi§in particular, thestepwise identification
method have been involved to establish the semanticerdrdf terms belonging to the group
and to explore the semantic relations between them.

The analysis has determined that the dominant eftéhminological group is a unit
SRE~DHEFE gengo e no taidavhich reveals the semantics of psychological evainaof
language based on positive or negative attitudesrth it. All other terms of the group
(23 units) are subordinated to the dominant andacierized by existence of such com-
mon semes as= & D LM’ ‘gengo no hyouka’ ‘language evaluation’S55178)’ ‘gengo
koudou’ ‘language behaviour Z37&{5/%" ‘gengo shinnen’ ‘beliefs about languages; 5512
DUTHE 277 ‘gengo nitsuite kangaekata’ ‘views on language’ main components of
their semantic structure. Thus, the group domirea# revealed strong semantic relations
with the termsS 5% gengo ishiki 55571 7 > 7 47 «4 gengo aidentiti and = 7%

A 7 7 1 ¥ gengo ideoroginominating the process E#nguage awarenestanguage iden-
tity, andlanguage ideologgorrespondingly.

The semantic analysis of the tefwE~DHESE gengo e no taidbas also proved the
existence ofemoational evaluatior{favourable or unfavourable) as a key componerthef
conceptual structure ¢dnguage attitudesAt the paradigmatic level, such emotional charac-
terization of attitudes has been determined by ifiognrhyponymic relations of the group
dominant with other terms (10 units) that denptssitive or negative attitudegoward a
certain language. Thuppsitive language attitudesan be manifested ilanguage loyalty
language prestigelanguage nationalisgnlanguage maintenanceand language revitaliza-
tion. On the contrarynegative language attitudesn lead téanguage imperialispianguage
discrimination language lossind others.

Hence, we can conclude that the set of speakdiid®s toward a language impacts
on various aspects of language life, and it mayegarded as a measurement tool in establi-
shing particular rules and laws of language situmtiegulation in the state and forming
national language policy.
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CEMAHTHYHA CTPYKTYPA TEPMIHOJIOTTYHOI T'PYIIN
“ CTABJIEHHA 1O MOBU” B AAMIOHCHKIN MOBI

HOais /I3a6x0

l6apayvkuii xpucmusaHcoKuil yHisepcumem
6-11-10wmika, Ximaui, Ibapaxi, 319-1295 fnonis
yu.dzyabko@icc.ac.jp

3a I0MOMOTIOI0 N0Mb068020 NiOX00Y Ta MEmOOUKU cmynindamoi ioenmugbikayii 311CHEHO ce-
MaHTHYHUH aHAJI3 SITOHCHKUX COILIOJIHIBICTHYHUX TEPMIHIB, SIKi II€pealOTh 3HAUCHHS CMAGIEHH 00
Mo6u, 3yMOBJICHE OLIIHKOK 1HuBiNa a00 coriymy. [TonpoBuii miaxin 10 aHai3y TEpPMIHOJIOTIYHOT JeK-
CHKH Tepe10ayaB MOJCIIOBAHHS MePMIHONIO2IUHO20 NOsl, K NapajurMaTHYHOro 00’ €JHAHHS CHiBBij-
HECEeHNX HOMIHATHBHUX TEPMiHOJOTIYHUX OJWHHIb BIAMOBITHOI HayKoBOI cepH, Ta BHOKPEMIICHHS B
MeXaX HbOTO MEHIIMX MIJACTPYKTYP — MePMIHON02IUHUX 2pYN, K1 MICTATh HAWOLIbIIE CIUIBHUX CeMaH-
TUYHHUX KOMIIOHEHTIB i3 siiepHUM TepMiHOM. Memoouxa cmyninyamoi ioenmuikayii 03BOIMANA BH-
3HAYUTH CEMAHTHKY TEPMiHIB uepe3 TpaHchopMmanii IXHiX AediHilii.

SIMOHCHKI TEPMiHH, SIKi PO3KPUBAIOTH CEMAHTHKY CMAGieHtss 00 MO6U (HOPMYIOTh TEPMiHOJIOTI4-
Hy rpymny “gengo e no taido’o6’ exmyrounch Ha 0cHOBI inTerpansHoi cemn ‘5 nf O LERIYHIE’ ‘gen-
go no shinriteki sokutei'fcuxonoriuxe oniHroBaHHs MOBH'. CeMaHTHYHHI aHAII3 ]aB 3MOT'Y 3’ ICYBaTH
cknaj (24 oauuuii) i CTPyKTYpYy TEPMIiHOJIOTTYHOT IPYITH, BU3HAYMTH CEMAHTHKY 11 OJIMHHIb, & TAKOXK
PO3KPHUTH 0COOIMBOCTI BIAHOLICHD MiXK HHUMH.

B rpyni mepeBakaroTh CHHOHIMiYHI Ta rimepo-rimoHiMmiyHi BigHOmIeHHs. Tak, TepMiH-I0-
Minanta =rn~DREEgengo e no taidmussnse cemManTHUHMIl 3B'S30K i3 TEPMIHOM = r =ik
gengo ishiki sxuii po3kpuBae MOHATTS Mo6HOiI ceidomocmi. B cBOI depry TepMiH = i =ik JENGO
ishiki mocrae BimHOCHUM cHHOHIMOM TepMmiHaS s& 7 A 7~ 7 A 7 4 gengo aidentitivosua iden-
MUYHICMb.

SnepHuil TepMiH Ipyny JEMOHCTPYE PO3TalyXeHi Tinepo-TillOHIMIYHI BiTHOUIEHHS 3 HU3KOIO
tepminiB (10 oxammumip), ski 3a jgomomoroio cem ‘A EAUZRHEERE’ ‘kouitekina taido’ ‘mosuTuBHE
craBieHHs’ Ta ‘FEAFE Y72 HESE’ ‘hikouitekina taido’ ‘HeraTwBHe craBieHHs’ TepeIaloTh 3HAYCHHS
MO3UTHBHOTO Ta HETaTHMBHOIO CTaBJEHHS CTOCOBHO KOHKPETHOI MOBHM BiamoBinHO. CeMaHTHKY I10-
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3UTUBHOTO CTaBJICHHS J10 MOBHM IEPEAalOTh TepMiHH %?ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁi gengo chuuseivosna nosanvuicme,
S5 gengo ishinvosnuii npecmuoc, SiE7 3 a7 U AL gengo nashonarizumuosnuii na-
yionanism, =t fF gengo hojimosna niompumxa. Ha npoTuBary iMIUIIIUMTHE BMPAXKEHHS O3HAKM
HEraTMBHOTO CTaBJICHHA JO MOBH 3aCBiIYyIOTh TepMiHH = raih [E| =% gengo teikoku shugiosnuii
imenepianizm, =rEREM gengo suibivosua siomosa, =rEIZS: gengo soushitswosna empama,
5 i 7251 gengo sabetsuosnra ouckpuminayis.

AmHai3 3acBII4YUB, 10 B AMOHCHKIH COLIOMIHTBICTULI HOHATTS CIMA6AeHHA 00 MO6U TIOCTAC K
MICUXOJIOTIYHUIA KOHCTPYKT, KOTpHUil 6a3yeThCsl HA MOHATTAX NOGEOIHKA, 8IpA, OYIHIOBANHS, NO2IAO K
OCHOBHHX KOMITOHEHTIB MOHATIHHOI CTPYKTypH. TOMy, XO4a MOHSTTS CmasieHHs 00 MOGU HE Mae
BHYTPILIHLOMOBHOI OCHOBH, O€3MOCEepe/IHE CTaBICHHS 10 MOBM MOXKE BIUIMBATH Ha MOGHY [OeH-
mudHicms, MOGHY c8i0oMicmb 1 MO6HY i0eonocilo THAMBIAA Ta 3yMOBIIOBATH Taki 3MiHH B PO3BUTKY
MOBH, SIK MOGHUU 3CY8, CMEPNb MOGU TH MOGHE 8IOPOOIICEHHSL.

Kniouoei cnoea: TEpMIHOJOTIS COIIONIHTBICTHKH, CTABICHHS JI0 MOBH, TCPMIHOJIOTIYHE MOJIE,
TEpMIHOJIOTIYHA IPyIIa, ceMa (CEMaHTHYHUI KOMIIOHEHT), CEMAHTHYHI BiJHOIICHHS.
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