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O CTABOBUMA ITPEMA JE3UKY?

Caxerak: IImb pajia je ga M3HeceMo TeopyjcKa 3allaskarba O CTaBOBUMA IIpeMa je3UKy
KpO3 IIPU3MY COllMjasiHe IICHXOJIOTHje ¥ M3 COIMOMMHTIBUCTIYKOT YI7Ia, IPErIefoM OCHOB-
HIX TePMIHA, IePCIIeKTVBA U MCTPAXIBaka TEOPUjCKIL I METONO/IOIIKY 3HAYAjHIX 33 OBY
00/1acT COIMONMHTBUCTHKE. YjeHO, TIpeficTaBuheMo U BUXOB yoOuajeHy MeTO/0IOIIKN
OKBMP U BOXHOCT MCTPa’KUBamba.

KipyuHe peun: cTaB, CTAaBOBU IIpeMa je3NKY, je3nyKe UIeonoruje

YBOIHE HAITOMEHE

VlcrpaxuBarbe CTaBOBa IIPeMa je3UKy IPeCTaB/ba 3Ha4YajHy I'PaHy COLVOMHTBUCTIKE
Koja je y Perrydmum Cpduju joi yBek HeZOBO/BHO McTpaxkeHa. [IpBy moKyIaju ucrpa-
XKIBamba y 0BOj 0OmacTy Ha joMaheM Ty IIOjaBUIM CY Ce HEKOJIMKO JielieH1ja HAaKOH LITO
Cy ce IIe3fleCeTUX rOfMHA ABAJeCeTOr BeKa y CBETY II0Yea CIIPOBOAUTH IIPBA eMIIMPHjCKa
UCTPaXMBamkba y Be3) Ca OBOM BPCTOM cTaBoBa. CMaTpajyhn oBa McTpakyBara 3HaYajHUM,
300r BUXOBe IOTEHIIMjaTHE IPUMeHe Y 0O/IaCT! je3nuKe MOMUTHKE U Y CBAKOTHEBHOM
JKMBOTY, OBUM PAfIOM >Ke/TMMO Jia IIOfICTAKHEMO fIa Ce bIUMa 030M/bHMje IIOCBETUMO 1 Y
Penrydmumm Cpduju, majyhu mperses; 0CHOBHUX IT0jMOBA, IOMMHAHTHIX T€OPHjCKMX Iep-
CIIeKTUBA M KIacuMKaImja, Kao ¥ KJbyIHNX MCTpaKuBama. Takobe, ocBpHyheMo ce Ha
HOCTOjalbe PasMIMIUTIX METOMIOIOMIKIX OKBYPa IIOMOhy KOjuX ce OBaKBa MCTPaKMBamba
MOTY BPUINTH, KA0 1 Ha BAYKHOCT OBAKBMX MCTPa’KMBabha.

O TEPMMHY ,,CTAB

JIBajieceTuX U TpUfECETHX TOAMHA IPOIIOT BeKa (COLMjaIHN) ICUXOI03M epUHUITY
TEPMIH Cilia6 1 KPenpajy MeTOLOIOIIKY AllapaT 3a IeroBO KBaHTN(UKOBambe. ,CTaBOBI

! sanja.miketic@pr.ac.rs
> Pap je ie/0M HAaCTA0 Ha OCHOBY IIPOLIVPEHOT, PEBMANPAHOT 1 JOMYHEHOT ay TOPKMHOT UCTpa-
JKVBatba MPECTaB/beHOr Y BheHOj HeodjaB/beHoj JOKTOpCKoj ancepranuju (Miketi¢, 2016).
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Mory OuTy U3MepeHN " MHAVKATIBAH je HacI0B HaBefgeHor Tapcronosor paga (Thurstone,
1928) 1 0BUM HCTpaKUBalbeM OTBOPEH je YNTaB HU3 Ia/bJIX IPOydaBaba cTaBoBa. ONIopT
HaBOJU MHOTe lepUHMIIMje TT0jMa Cifia6; eroBa U JaHac aKTyenHa fleuHMIMja jecTe Aa
je cTaB ,MeHTa/Ha U HeypajHa CIIPEeMHOCT, CTe4eHa MHMBU/IyalTHIM UCKYCTBOM, KOja
BPLIM AMPEKTUBHY VWM AMHAMUYKY YTUILIAj Ha pearoBame I0jefiuHIIa Ha CBe 00jeKTe U
cuTyanyje ¢ kojuma gonasu y gogup” (Allport, 1935, p. 810). Maxo cy MHOTM ayTOpH OBaj
TepMuH fednHMcam, Onmoprosa AedUHMINjA TIPEACTABba OIIITE MECTO U yjefiHO ce
MO>Ke OFHOCHUTH U Ha CTaBOBe IpeMa je3uky. CTaBoBe Huje IaKO MpeLnsHo feduHmucaTn
Ia 3aTO [OCTOj¥ MHOTO Pas/INYUTUX feDMHNUIIN}a; OBU KOHIIEITY HNUCY BUI/BUBYU U OIN-
IUBMBH, a/IY CBAKAKO IIOCTOje, Te MX TeopeTHYapy MHTePIIPeTUPajy Ha CIMYaH, a/li UIIAK
PasIMYUT HAYMH — KaO YHYTpallllba CTalbha, MEHTAIHY U HEYPa/IHy CIPEMHOCT, HayueHy
CKJIOHOCT, €BaTyTMBHA NIpoCcyhrBarba 1 IUCIIO3MIINje, CHCTEM OLIebIBatha, IICUXOMOIIKe
TeHJeHINje yCMepeHe IIpeMa HeKOM CTUMYITyCy (0djeKat My KOHIIENT), od1raHo mpahene
duxejBuopanHoM peakuyjoM mim HamepoM (Allport, 1935; Zimbardo & Leippe, 1991; Eagly
& Chaiken, 1993; Crano & Prislin 2006; McKenzie & McNeill 2022).

CraBoBe MOXKEMO ITOCMATPaTy OUXEjBUOPUCTUYKA 1 MeHTamucTn4ki. HeraTusaa
CTpaHa OMXejBUOPUCTIIKOT IPUCTYIIA je MpeHar/allaBame penalnje CTaB—IIOHAIabe
U CMaTpaibe CTaBa jeflHOCTABHOM ITOHAIIAjHOM PeaKIlMjoM I0ojeiMHIla Ha IPYIITBEHe
curyanuje (Fasold, 1984, p. 147). MenTanuctyu 380r Tora NepLunupajy cTaBoBe Kao
TPOKOMIIOHEHTHY KOHCTPYKIIN)Y Koja 0dyxBaTa adeKTuBHe (eMOLVIOHaIHe), KOTHUTUB-
He (MHTe/IeKTyanHe) 1 duxejBropaHe (IIOHAIIAjHe) acIeKTe — apeKTUBHA KOMIOHEHTa
OJIHOCH Ce Ha eMollije Koje 0djeKar cTaBa 113a31Ba, KOTHUTMBHA KOMIIOHEHTa 00yXBaTa
yBepema, 3Hama I Heplemniuje o 0djeKTy, oK OuxejBropaTHa KOMIIOHEHTA UMIUIAIIPA
HOHaIIabe ycMepeHo Ka odjekry crasa (yi. Cooper & Fishman, 1974; Eagly & Chaiken,
1993; Vlahovi¢, 1997). Y uctpakupamuMa cTaBoBa IpeMa jesyKy HOjeluHN ayTOPY UX
BIJie Y€ TBOPOKOMIIOHEHTHO, Te dMIXejBMOpalHy KOMIIOHEHTY ITOCMATPAajy JBOjaKO — Kao
HaMepy U IoHalIame nojesuHIa (Bordens & Horovitz, 2008).

YrunnrapHa ¢yHKunja, GyHKLUje 3HAA, OfOpaHe era I U3pakaBamba BPeTHOCTI
TPaiULIMOHATTHO Ce HaBOJle Kao OCHOBHe (yHKIMje cTaBosa (ym. Katz, 1960; Baker, 1992;
McKenzie, 2007): yrunutapHa GyHKIMja je y Besu ca deHepuTiMa KOje HOCHIAL] CTaBa
MO>Ke OCTBapuTH, GyHKIIMja 3HaMba CydjeKTy cTaBa oMoryhaBa pasyMeBarme KOHTEKCTa,
¢dyHK1Mja ogdpaHe era y yckoj je Be3u ca camoadupManujoM cydjekTa cTaBa, a QyHKIja
u3paXkaBamba BPEJHOCTU FOBOPM O BICOKO KOTUPAHVM BPEJHOCTUMA IIPY OCTBAPUBAILY
IPYIITBEHNX OfHOCA (0Ba PyHKIMja ce Ha3uBa 1 QYHKIMjOM JPYIITBEHOT U/ICHTUTETA,
IITO je MOXKZla TpaHCcTapeHTHUju HasuB (ym. McKenzie, 2007, p. 31).

IMoctoju Buure Knacudukannja craosa. Kako nasopu Illysakosuh, Mmoxxemo nx
IOCMATpaTy Kao MHAVBMAYa/He, TPYIIHe ¥ KOMEKTUBHe; oQuIijesHe U HeoDuIujeHe;
CTaBOBE MO>KEMO Pa3/IMKOBATY M ITpeMa MHTEH3NUTETY (EKCTPEMHY CTaBOBM, CTABOBU Be-
JIVIKOT, CPe/ibeT U MaJIOT IHTEH3UTETa), YCMEPEHOCTH (jaCHO MO3UTUBHO WM/IM HETaTUBHO
yCMepeHU CTaBOBY U HeofipeheHN cTaBOBM), JOCTeTHOCTY (M3PasnToO FOCIETHN, JOCTETHN
U HeJJOC/IeIHI CTaBOBY) I KOTHUTUBHOM CafIp>Kajy (ca M3pa>kKeHOM /I HeU3Pa>keHOM
KOTHUTMBHOM AVMMEHSIjOM), a CYOjeKTH, Tj. HOCUOLY CTaBa, MOTY OUTU KOMIETEHTHU I
HEKOMITETEHTHIL, OTIpeieTbeHN 1 Heonpeneber (Suvakovié, 2000, str. 38-42). Opa kmacudm-
Kallyja ce MOXKe IIPYMEHNTI U Ha CTaBOBe ITpeMa je3uKy. IIpema HaunHy MaHMpecToBamba,
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CTaBOBU MOTY OTKPMBATI CBeCHE ¥ HeCBECHe CHCTeMe BPeJHOCTH; 10 BPCTU MOTY OUTH
€CTEeTCKY, MOPAJIHY U TIParMaTUYHY, a 110 JIejCTBY Bapupajy o de3aseHNX 10 Kpajibe
omnacHux (Vlahovié, 1997, str. 70).

Tex noueTkoM I1e37IeceTUX TOjMHA IIPOILIOT BeKa Mepere CTaBOBa IIpeMa JpYLITBe-
HMM II0jaBaMa IIPOIIMPYje Ce ¥ Ha je3UK, YMMe CE OTBaPa je[JHO allCOTy THO HOBO IOI/IaB/be
Y COLMONMMHTBUCTUYKUM UCTPAKUBABLUMA Y CBETY, OK je 10 CIMYHUX UCTPaXKUBaba y
Perrydmumyi Cpduju ommio HEKONMKo felieHnja KacHuje, KaJia jada IIoTpeda 3a ocMaTpameM
jesuKa Kpo3 IMpY IPYLUITBEHN KOHTEKCT, I1a Ce CMaTpa fia ,,y/Iora, GyHKIMje M BpefHOBabe
ozipeheHor jesuka 3aByce Off HU3a APYIITBEHNX, TTIOTUTNIKIX, eKOHOMCKIX, KYITYPHUX 1
IPYIUX eKCTPaMHTBUCTUYKMX GaKTopa Koju ofpelyjy mweros craryc, 3Hauaj u Moh yHyTap
oppebene 3ajenHune (jesuuke, KynTypHe, eTHuuke, momutnake nrx.) (Filipovi¢, 2018, p. 20).

HITA CY CTABOBU ITPEMA JE3VIKY?

CraBoBu ITpeMa je3UKy IPeJICTaB/bajy MMIUTMLIMTHO W/IA eKCIIAIIUTHO U3PAXKeH CTaB
KOjJ je CacTaBHM CETMEHT je3VYKOT M/IEHTUTETA I10je/[IHIIA ¥ 3aBMCaH je Off PYLITBEHOT
KOHTEKCTA, @ MOXKe OMTI MCTPaXKeH IIPe CBera TEOPUjCKIM 1 METOHO/IOIKIM OKBIPOM CO-
IMIOTIOTHje VTV COIMjatHe Ticuxonoruje. Ebixose GyHKIMje yHyTap ApyLITBEHE 3ajeHNIIe
Cy BUIIECTPyKe: oMOryhaBajy KOTHUTMBHO CTPYKTYPMpatbe U pelpe3eHTaL ]y [PYIITBEHOT
KOHTEKCTa, flonpuHocehn nednHucamy naeHTUTeTa TpyIe y ofHOoCy Ha ipyre (Knjizar,
2011). Pajan u capagHuiy ux feMHAIIY Kao CBaky aeKTUBHY, KOTHUTUBHY WK OMixej-
BIOPA/THM MHJIEKC €BATyaTMBHIX PeaKlyja IpeMa PasaiIUTIM BapyjeTeTUMa U (bUIXOBUM
roBopHunuma (Ryan et al., 1982, p. 7). Kaprajn u capagHuny I/TaBHOM TEMOM MCTPaXX/Barba
CTaBOBa IIpeMa je3MKY CMaTpajy CaM Ipoliec eBalynpama je3aNIKuX Bapujalyja yHyTap
IpPYLITBEHOT, OZHOCHO KyNTypHOT KoHTeKcTa (Cargile et al., 1994). Maxko cy unauBupyansa
KaTeropuja, He IpOy4aBajy ce Ha HUBOY IOjeAnHIa, Beh perrpeseHTaTHBHOT dpoja Mmojenu-
Halla KOjJ IIPUIAJajy KOHKPETHO]j 3ajeHNUIIN, ¥ KaO TaKBI, Y YCKOj CY BE3M Ca je3SUIKIM
UjieonornjaMa Koje unHe ofipeheHy BpCTy KOMEKTMBHOT CTaBa YMjer MOCTOjatba MOXKEMO,
am He Mopamo, dutu cBecHu. Hucy pohemeM nmanenTH MHAMBUAYY, Beh ce popmumpajy
MICKYCTBEHO, IIPeMa YXMBOTHMM IPUIMKAMa I IIMPEM JPYIITBEHOM KOHTEKCTY MOjeIMHIIA,
WIN Y CK/IAZy €A BeTOBYM IMIHYM apuHUTeTHMA. HeCcyMmBIBO X CBY MMIUIMLINTHO UCKY-
CTBEHO yCBajaMo y Mamb0j i Behoj Mepi, a HepeTKO TaKab MeTaTMHIBUCTIIKY AVUCKYPC 1
eKCIUTMLIUTHO M3pakaBaMo (Mahapcku je3ux je tiexax, Uanujancku je meoguuaH, iipeda
yuuitiy eninecku® Wi wpeda i060pUiliu ClAHGAPGHU je3UK y PopManHum cuiliyauujama —
KaJja BpeJHyjeMO caM BapujeTeT — OfHOCHO Y TBp/ibaMa IOIIyT oH/0Ha je Heodpasosar/a
Kaga iaxo 1060pu — KaJia BpeIHyjeMO TOBOPHIKA KOHKPETHOT BapyjeTeTa Ha OCHOBY
ynorpede onpehene jesuuke Bapujadie). Ma KONMKO OBe TBPAbE, HAPATUBY U MAEONOTHje
KOje CTOje M3a BUX, duste CydjeKTuBHe, (He)TauHe 1 eMIMpujcku (He)moTBpheHe, 3aBrcHe
Off MeTa/IMHTBUCTIUYKe MIepLeniyje cydjeKTa CTaBa, OHe HeCYMIbIBO IIOCTOje U HEPeTKO MM
HPYCTYNIAMO Kao OIIITENO3HATUM JOKa3aHUM UMIbeHNI[aMa, Oe3 Ja/ber MPenCIIUTHBAbA.

Panko Byrapckiu je Muibema fia ce ,HeKa jesrduka ode/exxja WM HeKM TUIIOBU
roBOpa BOJIe UV He BOJIe, IleHe VI He IleHe, He 300T OHOTa MTO camu 1o cedu jecy Beh

> ¥Ym. Bugarski, 2003, str. 96-100.
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3dor oHora LITO fpegciliasnbajy — faKie, He U3 je3sNUKNX, Beh us gpymrBeHnx pasora®
(Bugarski, 2003, str. 100). Kako roBOpHU je3MK MOXe IIOCTY>KUTH Kao jelaH Off MapKepa
eTHIYKOT UJIeHTUTETA I CIY>KUTH HaM Ja AeHTU(UKYjeMO WiaHa ofipeheHe HanmMoHa-
He VIV KYITYpOJIOIIKe 3ajefHulle, JlTamdep u capafHULIM CMATpPajy [a ce eBalyaTuBHe
peakiuje cydjekTa cTaBa Ha KOHKpeTaH FOBOPHM je3MK MOTY YIOPEIUTH Ca peakIyja-
Ma ca IOjeIMHIMIMA, YIaHOBMMAa KOHKPETHe TOBOPHE 3ajelHIIIE, Te A NHAMBUIYa/THA
TepIleryja je3rKa Moxke Koji CydjeKTa cTaBa IIOTAKHYTH YITTABHOM TeHepann30BaHe
WM CTEPeOTHUIIHe KapaKTepUCTHKe 3ajenHuLe ca kojoM ce cycpehe (Lambert, Hodgson,
Gardner, Fillenbaum, 1960, p. 44). Jpyrum peunma: ogHoc nsmehy ogpebhenor Bapujerera
Y KOHKpETHe JIpyLITBEeHe IPyIle MOYKEMO IOCMATPATH Ka0 METOHMMMjCKY, T€ METOHUMMU]Y
BUJIETU Ka0 MeXaHM3aM JIOfle/bJBatba APYIITBEHOT 3HaYeHha OffpeheHoj MMHTBUCTIYKO]
¢dopmn (Kristiansen, 2008). OBakBU CTaBOBM YeCTO VIMAjy AyOOKe KOpeHe, pallliipeH CY,
U Jbyu UM npuiase des pydmper mpeucnutuBama (Milroy, 2001, p. 538).

CraBoBu IIpeMa je3uKy pOpMUpPajy ce Kpo3 MAEHTUPUKALY Vi CTePeOTUIIN3YPAIbeE,
Kao JIBa CyKI[eCHBHA KOTHMTVMBHA IIpoljeca: NAeHTI(UKALM]OM CYdjeKTI CTaBa KOPUCTe
KOHKpEeTHe je3uKe Bapujadie (HIp. aKileHAT) 3a CBPXY CTepeOoTUNM3aIje, OFHOCHO
(dbopMupama IIpeny3HUX WM HEMPeIM3HUX IPETIOCTaBKU O COLMjaTHOj IPUIATHOCTI
TOBOPHUKA (HITp. eTHUIIMNTET, K/TACHA, TIOJTHA MM y3pacHa npumnagHoct) (Dragojevié¢ & Giles,
2014, p. 91). Victu ayTopu Bepyjy fia 0Baj Ipoliec TOBOAMU o aTpudynpama ofpehennx
CTEPEOTUIIHNX KapaKTePUCTUKA TOBOPHIUKY, 3aCHOBAHIX Ha IPETIOCTaB/beHOj TPYIIHO]
IPUIIAIHOCTH, T€ CTABOBE IIPEMA je3UKY BUJE KO PE3y/ITaT IIPOLeca COLMjaTHe KaTero-
pusanuje, Koju Cy MOAI0XKHN JVHAMMYKMAM ITPOMeHaMa YHYTap pasaMuUTHAX COLMjaTHIX
KOHTEKCTa y KOjiMa Ce eBa/lynpajy.

CraBoBM IIpeMa je3UKY CY APYIITBEHU CTaBOBI, OTHOCHO ,,je3N4KH pedieKcy TyOoKo
YKOpEHmEHNUX ¥ YECTO CaMO IOTyCBECHMX COLMONICUXOMOIIKMX MepIeNItja jeflHe Tepu-
TOpUjajHe, €THUYKE V/IM IPYIITBEHE TPYyIIe Off CTPaHe TOBOPHMX IMpPeNCTaBHUKA APYTUX
rpyma“ (Bugarski, 1997, str. 81-82). Komuu Bejkep (Baker, 1992) cTaBoBe mpema jesuxy
CMaTpa XUIOTeTUIKIM KOHCTPYKTOM KopuurheHnM 3a ,,00jallimberbe cMepa 1 JOCIefHOCTI
Y IbYACKOM HOHAIIAKY ¥ BEpYyje fja e KOf TojefHALIA VI Y 3aje[fHULIN CTATyC, BPEJHOCT
U 3Ha4aj jesyKa Hajuelnhe 1 HajjefHOCTaBHIje, Mafja He U CBEOJYXBATHO, IIPOLIEHY)Y Ty TeM
CTaBOBa ycMepeHux npema jeauky. OH fja/be pasnukyje ciefiehe mogBpcTe cTaBoBa Mpema
jesuKy: ,CTaBOBU IIpeMa je3M4KOj Bapujalyju, JUjaeKTy i TOBOPHOM CTUIY; CTABOBU
IpeMa y4ery HOBOT je3UKa; CTaBOBM IpeMa ofipeheHOM MamMHCKOM je3UKY; CTaBOBM
IpeMa je3sMYKNUM TPYyTIaMa, 3ajeJHIIlaMa I MamblHaMa; CTaBOBM IIPeMa JaCcOBMMA je3MKa;
CTaBOBM POAMTE/bA IIPeMa YaCOBMMA je31Ka; CTABOBU IpeMa yroTpedu oxpeheror jesnka;
CTaBOBYU ITpeMa jesndKoM npuopntety” (eHri. language preference) (Baker, 1992, pp. 29-30).

Yuun ce ga ¢y y HajBehoj Mepy MCTpaKMBaHM CTABOBY IIpeMa je3NYKOj BapujarLiuju,
IMjasIeKTy U TOBOPHOM CTUIY. MOXXeMO UX ITOCMATpPaTy Kao CydjeKTUBHe eBayaluje
TOBOpPHMKA KOHKPETHOT je3MKa ,,JIpeMa COIICTBEHOM je3MKY Kao KOHIIENTY, IIpeMa CBOM
CTaHJAPSHOM je3MKY, COIICTBEHOM BapyjeTeTy M PasININTIM JIOKaTHMM FOBOPMMA U Ba-
pujanujama Koje y \bJMa II0CTOje, a KOje Marbe VI BUIIE OfICTYIIAjy Off HOPMAaTUBUCTUIKI
HPOIIICAHOT Wfeaa TOBOPHOr WK mucaHor cranfappa” (Miketié, 2016, p. 69). OBaxkso
IIOCMaTpame CTaBOBa IIPeMa je3NKy MOXKe MMIUIMIMPATH ajbe CTaBOBe IIpeMa I10jeVHILY
Koju ynorpedpapa ofpeheHn Bapujerer, Ifie eBalryalnjoM roBopa ,BPeIHYjeMO U CaMOr
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FOBOPHMKA IIpeMa HeKOMIMKO PasINYNTUX ITapaMeTapa — Hajuernhie Ha HMBOY IIPeCTIDKA,
MHTeNUTeHInje, 0dpasoBama, IPO(ECHOHATHOT 1 COLIMOEKOHOMCKOT CTaTyca, U Ha Kpajy
Y CMUCITY COMUAPHOCTY — Ha IPUMep, fja M TOT TOBOPHMKA BUAVNMO Kao MPUIATHIKA
concTBeHe nn Tyhe eTHUYKe, KYATYpHE WIN [e/laTHe 3ajeJHNUIIe, [ja 11 OMCMO MOI/IN
fla OCTBApMMO BUIIYM HMBO QIMCKOCTU Ca BUM U [ja I HaM 300T CBOT roBopa jenyje
IpujaTesbcky, byOasHo, IpujaTHo, gyxosuto (Ibid.). EBanyupajyhu jesux xao xop, on-
HOCHO eBaTynpajyhu pasnudunTe jesuuke Bapujalje, eBaTyupamMo 1 caMor TOBOPHMKA
IOKYyIIaBajyhiu 1a ra CTEpeOTUIIHO CBPCTaMO Y HEKU ,,KaIyIl', Tj. y ofpehenu apeannn,
PETUTUjCKI, eTHUYKY, TPOQeCUOHATHM, YPOaHU, PyPaHY MU HeKU APYru KoHTeKcT. Ha
OCHOBY ,,OKIJIa4a“ — Ha IpMMep, aKLieHTa WIN JIeKceMe Koja ce Besyje 3a ofpehenn apean
VIV 3ajeJHUILY — HeKajja ay TOMAaTCKH ,yYUTaBaMo y CAaTOBOPHUKA TO3UTUBHE 1, MOX[A
vemrhe, HeraTBHe 0COdMHe, KOje CTEPEOTUIIHO Be3yjeMO 3a KOHKPeTHM reorpadckum mimm
APYLITBEHN KOHTEKCT LITO MO>XKe JOBeCTH J0 1ojaBe Mebyjesnuxor (eHrn. interlingual) wmm
yHyTapjesnykor (enr. intralingual) muursuipmama (yir. Phillipson, 1997). Y Tom koHTeKcTY
Cce He CMe 3aIl0CTaBUTY HY Bapujadia pa3BujeHe MHTePIlepCOHAHE UCTOPHje CarOBOPHIIKA,
4nje (He)[OCTOjambe yTI4e Ha TO A JIV CY CTABOBM IIpeMa je31Ky 3aCHOBaHM MCK/bYYMBO Ha
jesMYKIM, WIM Ha IIMpyM coumopemorpadcknum Bapujadinama (Cargile et al., 1994, p. 223).

CraBoBHU IIpeMa jesNKY IPeNCTaB/bajy 0 OIILITET 3HAkA, KYIType U MeTalparma-
TUYKe CBeCTH, KOju OCTOju Kof BehitHe WiaHOBa KOHKPETHe 3ajefHILIe I OjayaBa HIIXOB
KOZMeKTUBHM ocehaj mpunagHocTy u 3ajeHndxor upeHTuTera. CydjeKTuMa cTaBa 4ecTo
HIje BUIJbMBA je3MYKa MI€0/IOTHja KOja Ce Ha/lasy y IMO3aiHM KOJIEKTUBHIUX CTaBOBa:
IIOCTOjM OIIIITe BepOBambe fla KPUTHUKA 0Code KOja KOPUCTH je3UK Ha ,,HelIpaBMU/IaH  HAYMH
HIje caMo CyOjeKTMBHO MULI/berbe Beh MMa IIOTBPAY Y TMHIBUCTIYKIM CTaHAApAMMa Koje
IOCTaB/bajy je3VUYKY ayTOPUTETH, JeTMMUIHO Kao Pe3y/ITar Ipolieca CTaHfapAusaluje
jesuKa 1 upieoyornje cTaHfapaHor jesuka (Milroy, 2001). CraBoBu ce He MOTy IOCMATpaTH
Kao MH/VBYYaJTHe U CydjeKTUBHe TBopeBlHe. [TocTojambe KoXxepeHTHOT CTaBa MMIUTULIMPA
IPUCYCTBO KOHKPETHNX MAEOMOTNja’ y CBECTU WIAHOBA UCINTUBAHE 3ajefHIULe U YTIde
Ha 0dpaclie je3NYKOr [IOHAIIAkA Yy MepJ [IPUXBAT/BUBO]j y ofpeheroj 3ajenuuy, ,a odpa-
CILIM je3MYKOT IIOHAIIIAbA, Ca jef[He CTPaHe, IPeACTaB/bajy pediekc KyITypHUX MOJeNa 1
UJIE0IOTHja, a/lu, Ca ipyre CTpaHe, je3N4KO MOoHalIame Takohe moTBphyje mmn ocropasa,
onprkaBa mnu Mewa oxgpebeny nneonornjy“ (Filipovié, 2018, str. 78).

lleBeneceTyX TOfMHA IPOLIIOT BeKa IIOPAC/IO je HayYHO MHTEPECOBatbe 3a OBY TEMY.
Kaprajn u capaguniu (Cargile et al., 1994) mporjec eBanyanuje je3uka CMeIITajy y OKBUP ¥
KOM ce nperinhy je3uk 1 KOMyHMKALja Kao YiH, LITO MOXKe YTULIATI Ha MUKPO U MaKpPO
HIBO, OJHOCHO Ha CBaKOJHEBHe COLMjaJIHe MHTepaKIlyje, anu 1 Ha GopMupame jesnuuke
HOIMTUKE KOja MHCTUTYLMOHAIHO [iaje min yckpahyje moapiiky onpeherom Bapujetery.
Vctu ayTopy cy cTaBa fa IepleNlja jesuKa MpeBasyIasy jefTHOCTaBHY eBalyalyjy ofpe-
henux jesnuxnx enemeHata, npoumpyjyhu ce Ha acIeKTe Kao IITO Cy aKLeHaT, TOHA/IUTET

*  MeramparmMaTinika CBecT, Koja MoxKe OuTu ekcrumunTHa u (dernhe) MMIUIMIIMTHA, IpeCTaB/ba

penanujy usmeby ynorpede jesuxa 1 cBecTn Kojy je TOBOPHMK pa3Buo o Toj ynorpedu (Petrovic,
20009, str. 88; Verschueren, 2000, p. 447).

*>  Buure o jesuukum uneonorujama B. Heath, 1989; Rumsey, 1990; Woolard, Schieffelin, 1994; Lippi-
Green, 1997; Schieffelin, Woolard, Kroskrity, 1998; Milroy, 2001; Blommaert, 2006; Dragojevi¢, Giles,
Watson, 2013; Miketié, 2016, str. 4-31.
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I/71aca, dp3MHa M3roBOpa, pa3HOMMKOCT BoKadynapa u cmyHo. Popmiuparbe OBUX CTaBOBa
He OfipakaBa caMo JIMHIBUCTIYKe BELITHHE IojeanHIa Beh ce ;ydoko ykopemyje y coryo-
JIMHTBUCTUYKY KOHTEKCT, Ifie CY HeplieMniyje 4ecto ycknaheHe ca mupum fpymTBeHNM
KOHCEH3YCOM KOjy MOXKe OMTI 3aCHOBaH KaKo Ha eKCIUIMIMTHO fieVMHMUCAHNM, TAKO U Ha
MMIUIMIUTHO IpuxBaheHrM HOpMaMa Koje ey BehnHa wiaHoBa 3ajeHuLIe, LIITO YKasyje Ha
CTIOXKeHY MpeXy (paKTopa Koji yTUJy Ha popMIparbe CTaBoBa IIpeMa je3VKYy, UCTUIyhu 3Havaj
COLIMOKY/ITYPHOT KOHTEKCTa Y PasyMeBamy jesnukux npedepenija u npegpacyna (Ibid.).

CraBoBu he ce pasimnkoBaTy 1 y 3aBUCHOCTH Of pedepeHTHOr OKBUPA KPO3 KOju
UX [TOCMATPaMO: MCTU BapMjeTeT MOXe MCTY MOjeMHALl BPeTHOBATY PA3IMIUTO Kajia
ra HocMarpa Kpo3 Ipu3My MHTEePHALMOHAIHOT MM UHTePPErrOHaIHOT pedepeHTHOT
oksupa (Dragojevi¢ & Giles, 2014). Takobe, cTaBoBM) ITpeMa je3MKy MOTY Ce IIOCMaTpaTit
AMjaXPOHMUjCKI U BpEMEHOM MO>Ke TohM /10 BIXOBe IIPOMeHe’, I1a MICTU BapyjeTeT MOXXeMO
Pas/MYNTO MEPLMIMPATH y 3aBUCHOCTH Off BpeMeHcCKe fycraHiie. [IpomeHa crasa je yenrha
Ha IMMEH3MjY CONMMAAPHOCTY Hero Ha AuMeHsuju craryca (Kircher & Zipp 2022a, p. 13).

CTABOBI ITPEMA JE3VIKYV:
METOJOJIOIIKM OKBMP

Merope 1 TeXHUKE’ KOjIMA Ce ICTPaXKYjy CTABOBY IIpeMa je31Ky OOMYHO Ce TPYINILY
OKO TpU I/IaBHe KaTeropuje: a) IPUCTYII colyjeTante odpaze (eHr. the societal treatment
approach), §) pupexTHY npucTyn 1 B) MHAMpeKkTHY npuctyn (Garrett, Coupland, Williams,
2003; Kircher & Zipp, 2022). IIpBu IprcTyT je HajMamwe 3aCTYIUbEH, KOPUCTAH je 3a IMH-
JIOT-MCTPAXXMBAbE, A KAKO je 3aCHOBAH Ha KBA/IMTATUBHOM UCTPAXUBAKY eTHOIPadCKOr
THUIIa, CMaTpPa Ce HeJOBO/BHO eMIMPHjCKUM. [MpeKTHNM IpucTyn Hajuelrhe ce Besyje 3a
KBAaHTUTATUBHA® V1M KBAIUTATYBHA MCTPAXKMBAA Ty TEM YIIUTHIUKA, PA3/INYNTIX BPCTA
MHTEPBjya 1 GOKyC-Tpyma, FOK MHAMPEKTHU KOPUCTUMO 3a CYNTIIHMje eMMLUTHPabe
JKe/beHMX IIOfjaTaKa pajy Ayd/ber yBUA Y CTABOBE YMjer OCTOjatba MCIIUTAHNIY MOX/a
HJI CaMUl HUCY CBECHM, MM Tfe U3deraBajy eKCIUIMIMTHO U3jalllibaBabe jep ra cMaTpajy
conujanHo Henoxe/bHMUM (y11. Garrett, Coupland, Williams, 2003; Kircher & Zipp, 2022).

Hajuemhe xopuirhena MHAMpeKTHa MeTOA, ITIOCEdHO KpeupaHa 3a MCTPakKMBalbe
CTaBOBA IIpeMa je31KY, jeCTe TeXHIKA IPUKPVUBEHNX [IaPOBa, I7ie Ce Ha MHANPEKTaH HaunH
nodujajy OfroBopy Of MCIMTAHNUKA. VICIMTaHMIM Ha CKa/laMa CEMaHTNYIKOT fudepeHijana
eBajIyMpajy FOBOPHIKA KOHKPETHOT je3MKa, a He caM je3uK Koju Kopuctu. OBy TeXHUKY CY

¢ YuHu ce f1a je ;aHAC YUECTA/INjU CTAB fla Cy CPIICKM M XPBATCKM IBA PA3/IMUNTA je3MKa HEero IITo
je To duio mpe Tpupecerak roguHa (yi. Miketi¢, 2016, str. 199). Tama I[Terposuh HaBORY IIpUMeEp
IIPU3PEHCKO-TUMOYKOT Aujanekta y Cpdujit, BICOKO BPeTHOBAHOT Y KOHTEKCTY IIPeAMOfEPHOCTH
- TAKO je MepILUIIPaH jesNK y fenuma nouyT 3oxe 3ampupose 1 Vexose cnase, anu je y MOfEPHOM
nody oBaj BapujeTeT MapriuHami3oBaH (Petrovi¢, 2015), TOK Cy HeroBu TOBOPHUIIN CTUIMATI30BAHI,
a/m u aytocturMarnsosann (ym. Miketié, 2016).

7 O mpucTynuMa IpoydJaBamy CTaBoBa BuIle B.: Ajzen, 2005; Kircher & Zipp, 2022.

8 Vm. Likert, 1932, rjje ce HaBOAM paHa, ajy UIIAK IaHAC AKTYe/THA METOHO/IOMIKA [IOCTaBKa UCTpa-
JKMBamba CTaBOBA IIpeMa IeT JOMMHAHTHYIX ,,'PyIla CTaBOBa“—~ TO Cy: MehyHapoOIHM U pacHM OffHOCH,
€KOHOMCKI U TIOJIMTUYKYU CYKOOU U PeINTHja, ITie Cé CTAaBOBM IIpeMa je3VKYy jOIl yBeK He CMaTpajy
TOMMHAHTHOM IPYIIOM CTaBOBA BPEHMX MCTPaXKMBaba.
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KaHazickyt uctpaxusadn Jlamdep u capaguuiy (Lambert et al., 1960) Hassam ,,Matched-guise
technique® (TexHMKa IPUKpNBEHNX ITapOBa), a JAHAC je jeHa Of HajueIrNIX MHANPEKTHUX
MeTOfja 1 FbeHa MeTOROJIONIKA IIOCTAaBKa je peIUIMIMpaHa IIPU UCTPaXXMBaby PasINIUTIX
jesuKa 1 iujajiekaTa mupoM ceeta. HaBemenn ayTopu cy y sBaHM4YHO fiBoje3nyHoj Kanaau
BeMa rpylaMa OVIMHTBaTHMX CTy[eHaTa, TOBOPHUIIMMA (pPAHITYCKOT M €HITIECKOT je3NKa,
HYLITA/IN AyAVO0-CHUMKE UCTOT IIPO3HOT (Pr1o30(CKOT TeKCTa Ha (PPAHI[YCKOM U IIOTOM Ha
SHIJIECKOM je3Ky, HAKOH 4eTa Cy MCIIMTAHNUIIN eBaIyMpasIl caMor TOBOpHIKa Kopuctehn
yIuTHUK. JoBOpHUKa Cy OllesMBaIM Ha HUBOY CTaTyca (Ha IpyMep, a JI CMaTpajy fia je
caMoyBepeH, doraT, 0dpasoBaH...) M Ha HUBOY COMUAAPHOCTH (Ia M CMaTpajy fia je mpu-
jaTeIbCKY HACTPOjeH, BEMMKOYIIIaH, [YXOBUT. .. ). BUIIO je mak 1 KpUTHKa OBaKBOT METOJ[O-
nomkor mpuctyma (Tajfel, 1959; Grondelaers, Van Hout, Steegs, 2010), anmu ncTpaknBama
dasmpaHa Ha TOTOBO MJEHTUYHOM METOJOJIOIIKOM OKBIPY BPILIe Ce I JAHAC, MOXK/IA 11 3aTO
IITO IIOCTOjI ofpeheHn HUBO KOHTPOJIE jep €Y CBe ,,CIIO/bHE Bapujadie (HIIp. IPO3OMVjCKIL,
IIapa/IMHIBYCTUYKY, VIV €MOLIMOHA/IHY YIUIVB) HAMEPHO JipkaHe Kao KoHcTaHTHe  (Giles,
Marlow, 2011, p. 164). Texuuka cemanTiuxor andepeHuyujaa ncuxonora Yapnca Osryna u
capapHuka (Osgood, Suci, Tannenbaum, 1957), komduHOBaHa ca JlaMOepOBUM YIUTHNKOM
U METOZIO/IOTHjOM, MOX/Ia je Hajuenrhy 1 HajpeneBaHTHMjI IPUCTYII IPOYYaBahy NMIUIN-
LITHVX CTaBOBa ropopHuka (yi. Soukup, 2013a; Kircher & Zipp, 2022).

Y caBpeMeHMM UCTpaXMBab/IMa CTaBOBa IIPeMa je3UKY 4eCTO Ce TPYjaHTyIalVjCKu
YIIOpeRo KOpUCTe KBAHTUTATUBHE U KBAIUTATUBHE METOfIe, Hajuelrhe MOy T yIMTHUKA
3aTBOPEHOT TUIIA, OFHOCHO IOMYCTPYKTYPUPAHOT MIHTEPBjya, KOjU eTMIUTUPAjy KBa/I-
TaTMBHE WM KBAHTUTATUBHE IIOfJATKe, IOTOM, [YOMHCKOT MHTEePB]ya, Wi GOKyC-TPyIHOT
UCTPaKMBamba f1a 01 ce MpefyNpeanIo faBame COLUjaTHO IOXKe/bHUX OfTOBOpaA IIpK
unTepsjynMa (B. Kircher & Zipp, 2022). Mako ce oBe MeTOJe MOTY KOPUCTHUTH U TIOjefy-
HAYHO, YJHI Ce J]a Cy Pe3y/ITaTH Hajpe/ieBaHTHM)I KaJia ce KOPJCTe 3ajelHO, MJeamHo ou
SUI0 Y3 TeXHVKY NPUKPUBEHMX apOBa, Y 3aBMCHOCTH Off TOTa KOjy BPCTY CTaBOBa IIpeMa
je3UKy, y KaKBOj 3ajeHNUIIN 1 TpeMa KOjuM coryogemMorpadckmum Bapujadiama aHaIM31-
pamo, jep kopuirhemeM caMo KBAaHTUTATUBHOT IIPUCTYIIA MOXKEMO OATOHETHYTH KOTUKO,
a KopuihemeM KBaTUTATUBHOT ¥ KO, 3AUTA0 U KAKO.

Hajueurhe xopumrhene Bapujadie npy KBaHTUTATVBHUM UCTPaXK/BambJIMa HaBefe-
HUM Y (00MYHO MOYETHOM) Jiely YIUTHUKA ca conpomeMorpadckuM nHpopmanmjama o
VCHNUTaHNKY jecy HOJ’, y3pacT, eTHUIIUTET, PeIUIMjcKa MPUIATHOCT U HUBO 00pa3oBa-
13, Ka0 TPAJMI[MOHATHEe COLMONMHIBUCTIYKE Bapyjadye Koje MOTEeHIjalHO yTUIy Ha
paciojaBabe je3auka. Y 3aBMCHOCTHU OJf KOje XUIIOTe3e ayTOpH Io/Ia3e 1 KakBy ¢y fude-
PeHIUjanyjy IPeTIOCTABIJIN, MOTY Ce YK/bYYUTH U Jpyre COLVja/lHe leTepMIHAHTE, I1a
ce xao Bapujadie Mory Hahm ¥ MaTepm U je3VK / BapujeTeT, Tpaj MIN Ap>KaBa MOPeKIa
(4ak M rpaji MM Ip)KaBa MOpPeKIIa pOfUTesba IV CYIPY)KHUKA), yPOaHN30BaHOCT MecCTa
JIXOBOT NTOPEK/Ia MIIN XVB/bEHa, YHUBEP3UTET Koju noxabajy (c od3mupom Ha To fAa je
CTYHEeHTCKa IIOITy/Iallja 4ecT y30paK OBAaKBMX UCTPa)KMBamba), ONHOCHO HBIXOBA CTYAMj-
cka rpyma'’. YKOMMKO Cy NCTpaXMBamba y AMjaclIopy y MUTambY, Kao Bapujadie ce 4ecTo

° Y HOBUjuM MCTpaKUBamuMa Yemh je pog Kao HedMHapHa KaTeropuja.

JMako oBO Huje yecTa Bapujadia, y HCTpaKuBamwy Mehy CTyleHTIMa, TOBOPHUIIMIMA CPIICKOT
jesMKa, CTy/iMjCKa IPYIIa, OfHOCHO pasjMKe y CTABOBMUMA CTy/ieHaTa CPOMCTIKe M IPUPOJHIUX Hay-
Ka, TI0Ka3aJla ce Kao CTaTVCTIYKM 3HAaYajHa 1 BPJIO M3PaXKeHa: ,,eKCIUIMIIMTHY CTABOBMU CTY/eHATa

10
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mory Hahu 1 MUrpanTcka reHepanyja ucnuTaHuka (Ipsa, gpyra, rpeha wm verspra),
jesuIy Koje MCIMTAHUK TOBOPY, VM IIOCTOjarbe JKeJbe 3a TIOBPATKOM Y JOMOBUHY, ILITO
HeKa uctpaxuBara (Hip. Dinié, 2017) Buje kao OuTaH NpeAUKTOP MOSUTUBHIX CTABOBA
IpeMa o4yBamy jesuka. IIpu nsdopy dpoja Bapujadnu Koje ce KOPUCTe y UCTPAKUBAIBY,
Mopa ce y3eTy y 0d3up #a Builie Bapujadnu 3axteBa Behu dpoj ucnnTaHuKa, Te ce y ToM
cMUCITy Tpeda OrpaHNYUT Ha OHe Hajpe/ieBaHTHUje.

Bejkep HaBoaM fia ce pu Meperby CTaBOBa IIpeMa je3uKy MOry jaButu cnefehu mpo-
dneMu — MCOMTaHMIY MOTY IaBaTH COLMja/IHO HIOXKe/bHE OfiTOBOPE, Ha HIXOBE CTaBOBE
MOXKe YTHULIATH TO IITO VM je MO3HAT IM/b UCTPAXXMBakbha, a CaMo MICTPaKMBambe Tpeda 1a
YK/BY4YU HAjUIMPU OIICET Pe/IeBAHTHUX MNTamba 1 Oy/ie BPLUIEHO HA Pelpe3eHTaTUBHOM
y30pKy (Baker, 1992, pp. 18-19). OH pasnukyje: (a) MHCTpyMeHTa/IHe CTaBOBE IIpeMa je3NKY,
KOj¥ Cy YTWINTAPHU, IPAKTUYHN 1 Yueme ofpebheHor jesuka BuaMMO Kao deHedurt, ok
HeMaMOo >Ke/by 32 MHTETPALMOM Y TO APYIITBO, 1 (§) MHTErpaTUBHE, KOjI CY 110 IPUPOAN
IPYILITBEHM jep SKenmMo Aa dyfieMo MpeosHaTy Kao IPUIaJHUIN KOHKPETHe 3ajefHuLle,
eTHIUKe, KYITYpHe, penurujcke, fenatHe nim apyre (Ibid, pp. 31-32).

BAJKHOCT MCTPAKVIBAIHA
CTABOBA ITPEMA JE3VIKY

CraBoBM) IIpeMa je3uKy MOTY YTUILIAT! Ha KPAaTKOPOYHO MM JyTOPOYHO IIOHALIAbE
npema ropopHniuma ogpehenor Bapujerera (Garrett, Coupland, Williams, 2003, pp.
12-13): MekeH3u cMaTpa ia OBaKBa UCTPaKMBalba 1ajy OCHOB 3a pasyMeBarbe LIeHTPaTHIX
COLIMONIMHTBUCTUYKIX TpodieMa — je3nuke Bapujaiuje u npometre (McKenzie, 2007, pp.
46-47). Y TOTOBO CBaKOj 3eM/bJ LOXKMB/baBaMO Kao yCIIelIHje, aMOUII03HYje, dorartuje
u odpasoBaHuje OHe KOju TOBOpe NPUOMIDKHIje CTAHAAPAHOM je31KY, [ITO HEPETKO
BOJM je3nykoj xomorenusauuju (ym. McKenzie, 2007; Milroy & Milroy, 2012; Dragojevié,
Berglund, Blauvelt, 2015; Dragojevic et al., 2016; Kircher & Zipp 2022). Mory yTuuaTu Ha
HUBO 3Haba je3MKAa, )Ke/bY 32 yIemheM UCTOT, Kao M Ha HIBO heroBe CBaKOJHEBHE YIIOTpe-
de, a y iMjacmiopu 1 Ha TIPOIIeC OUyBaba, OHOCHO 3aMeHe je3NKa; CTABOBM IIPEMa je3UKy
MOTy VIMaTJ YTHUIIaja HA y4eCTBOBalbe TOBOPHUKA KOHKPETHOT BapujeTeTa y ofipeheHoj
npodecuju n HUBOY 00pasoBama, au ¥ Ha OfjpyKabe, TyO/berbe, Ia YaK M PeBUTalIN-
3anujy ogpebenor BapujeteTa; CTaBOBM IIpeMa je3VKY MOTY YTUIIATH Ha je3UUKY IPaKCy
PasITUYNTHX 3ajeHUIIA U COLMOieMOrpadCKMX KaTeropyja APYIITBA TaKO Jla IIIXOBO
IpoyYaBame MMa IParMaTNIKy IIPUMeHY Y 0OlIacTH jesdKe MOMUTHUKE U IVIAHUparba Ha
MaKpOCOIMOMMHTBUCTIYKOM IITaHY, aIM MOKe TIOMONN 1 fa jacHuje pasymMeMo odpacrie
je3MYKOT IOHAlllaka I0jefHalLla Ha MUKPOCOLMOMMHIBUCTMYKOM TI1aHy. YecTo yTudy
Ha NIPUK/by4YMBalbe KOMOBA BapUjeTeTy KOju Cé CMaTpa COLMja/THO MPEeCTDKHMjUM, Ha
OCHOBY Yera MO>KeMO 3aK/bYUNUTH Jla Cy OHM YCKO TTOBe3aHM ca cpepoM ApyHITBeHe Mohn
U BoheHM MeTajesuKuM 1 IparMaTHIKUM Hade/InMa y Be3U ca je3sMIKOM yIoTpedoM,
KOjJMa Ce YIIpaB/baMO IpU KOMYHUKAI[MjCKOM YMHY.

CPIICKOT je3Ka jeCy HaK/IOHWeHNj! CTaHJAPAHOM je31Ky y OZHOCY Ha [IpyTre BapujeTeTe, HIUX0Ba
jesndKa IIPaKca BOAM y CMepY IMHIBUCTITYKE XOMOTeHM3allyje Ka CTaHapIHOM je3uky y Behoj Mepu n
KOJJ, IhUIX je IIPYUCYTaH ja4yn YTUIaj cTaHfapaHojesnyke ugeonoruje (Miketi¢ & Kicovi¢, 2022, str. 70).
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CraBoBu IIpeMa je3UKy HallIOHa/THUAX MambJHA, Y 3aBUCHOCTH Off UHTE€H3UTETA I MO~
CTOjarba MHCTUTYIMOHA/IHE HOAPILIKE, MOTY IOTEHLIMja/IHO YTULIATI Ha IPOMEHY 3BaHIYHE
jesnuke moymryke (yi. Hawkey, 2018, o cTynuju ciydaja kaTanoHcKor jesuka y OpaHITyckoj).
»1eHJIeHIINja [ja Ce TOBOPHMI 'YK/Ialajy’ y APYIITBEHE CTEPEOTHIIE HA OCHOBY COIICTBEHOT
kopuirhera jesrka MOXKe IMaTH 3HayajHe MOC/IeMLe Y PealTHOCTH, Koje MOTY OUTU paHTH-
paHe off Ipefpacyse 10 AUCKPYMIHALIMje T1a CBe 10 TMTama xKuBota u cMptu” (Dragojevié,
Giles, Watson, 2013, p. 2), Hapo4nTO Y TypOyIeHTHUM MOMUTUYKUM ¥ KOHGIUKTHUM
OKOJTHOCTMMA (TIpefpaTHNUM, PaTHUM VI IIOC/IepaTHNM), IIa je CTaBOBe IIpeMa je3MKy MO-
ryhe moBesary ca moctojamem Behe eTHUIKe AMcTaHIe MeDy 3ajemHMIIaMa U TOCMATpaTH
VX Kao IpefUKTOpe HaCTaHKa, OfpKara WV IpecTaHKa eTHUYKOr cykoda.'! 3dor Tora je
BIIXOBO ITpOyYaBame Ha balkaHy HeCyMIbVBO BaXKHO a/ii He caMo Ha bankaHy Beh u Ha
KOPIYCYy paslIM4NTUX IUTyPULIEHTPUYHIMX je3UKa IOy T HeMadKoT MM eHITIeCKOT. Kako ce
EHIVIECKY KO0 IUTyPULIEHTPUYHMY je3UK 1 TMHTBA (PpaHKa IIPOCTUpE MINPOM CBETA Ko IIPBU
VUTH jelaH Off 3BaHNMYHNX je3MKa, a Kao JI2 Ha TOTOBO CBUM KOHTMHEHTMMa, Hajehu dpoj
UCTpaXXIBaba CTABOBA IIPEMa je3VIKY Be3aH je YIPaBo 3a 0Baj je3NK. "

ITocToju HU3 NCTpa)KMBarba CTaBOBA IIPeEMa je3VKY U3 IIPUMEhbEeHe EPCIEKTUBE, Y
peanHNM, KOHKPETHIM )XMBOTHUM cuTyanujama — ITajac m Mapnoy (Giles & Marlow, 2011,
p. 165) HaBofie IpUKa3 /IMTepaType O TOMe KaKO PasiIiudiTO eBaTyupaMo HIBO YOeI/bIBOCTH
CBOT CarOBOPHNKA Y 3aBUCHOCTH Off 300pa jeslKa, BapujeTeTa WV TeMIIa KOjuM TOBOPH, O
pasnIuuUTUM MOTyhHOCTMMA Jla ce PMCETUMO MH(pOpMaIuja y 3aBUCHOCTH Off BapujeTeTa
Ha KOM CY HaM M3pedeHe, O pasINIuTUM MOryhHOCTIMA 3aII0C/Ieha MIU MSHAjM/bIBaha
HEeKpeTHIHE 3aBICHO Of yIoTpede KOHKPETHOT BapujeTeTa, I1a YaK 1 O TOMe Ja Iu On
nopota (Ipu cumynanuju cyhema) mpe ocynnaa roBOpHIKA CTAaHAAPAHOT je3VKa VMIN

' U YueckoB MebyHapopunm naH MaTepmer jeauka odenexxasa ce 21. ¢pedpyapa y CllOMeH Ha CTy-

nenre yOujene y Jaxku (maHaimsy BaHrazgenn), y feMoHCTpaljaMa IpoTuBs yBobemwa jesnka ypny
K0 je[UHOT 3BaHNYHOT je31Ka, YJMe OU MaTepbJM rOBOPHMIMMA je3MKa deHranu d1a ycKpa-
hena dpojna npaBa. OBfie je cTaB 0 IBOje3MYHOCTY OMO U3PA3UTO BUCOKOT, TOTOBO €KCTPEMHOT,
MHTEH3UTETa KOJI dpojHe MOIy/Ialyje, IITO je pe3yATupano AeMOHCTpalyjaMa, a mpaheHo patom n
CTBapameM HOBE Jp)KaBe.

O npuMeprma Hacuba jeflHe eTHIYKe IPyIIe Haf ApyroM 3dor ynorpede MaTepmer jesuka B. Reljic,
2013, str. 178. Y1 u mprMep MeHMja y XpBaTCKOM PECTOPaHY JeBefieceTnx ,kaa — 1 KM; kada
- HeMaMo; KaxBa — MeTak y 4esio (Dragojevi¢, Giles, Watson, 2013, p. 1) 1 HOCTKOH(/IUKTHA UC-
TpakuBamwa Mebhycodnux craBosa Cpda u XpBara rmpema CpIICKOM U XPBAaTCKOM je3VKY Y KOjuma cy
ucnurauniy Mehycodno pesanyupanu jegan gpyre (Golubovi¢ & Sokoli¢, 2013). CraBoBu npema
jesuKy Cy BpemHU MpOyYaBama I y KoHPmKTHIM Bpemernma (yr. A. Suvakovié, 2021, str. 1719, o
CTaBOBMMa CPIICKMX 1 andaHCKUX cTyaeHaTa y KocoBckoj Mutposuun u I[Tpuimtusm rue ,Kox ode
HOIy/Ialije IIOCTOj| CBECT O IOTPed) yuera jefJHOT [€HITIeCKOT KOjU je JOMVHAHTAH| MU BUILe
CTpaHIX je3MKa, Ynje ce I03HaBabe PEATUBHO 0OPO CaMOeBayNpa, /i Jja Huje pa3ByjeHa CBeCT
0 OTpedy MO3HaBaba je3VKa pyTre eTHUUKE 3aje/[HMIIe, Te 1a HOCTOjU M3PA3UTO IPOTHB/bEH:E Hhe-
rosoM yBobemy y mxorcku cucrem”). CrienndyudHM U BpeHN UCTPAXKIBaIba CY ¥ CTABOBY IIpeMa
PYCKOM ¥ YKPajUHCKOM je3MKy TOKOM YKPajHCKO-PYCKOT Cykoda aHac (Buue B. y Bukvi¢, 2019).
2 O cTaBOBNMMA ITpeMa eHITIECKOM je3uKy Buite B. y Miketi¢, 2016, 1 TaMo HaBeIeHOj TUTEPATYPH,
Ka0 U O CTaBOBMMa IIpeMa CPIICKOM je3uky. O cTaBOBMMa IIpeMa HeMadKoM je3auKy (Takobe riy-
PULIEHTPUYHOM) U HeTOBUM BapujaHTama y Penrydmuum Ayctpuju Buie B. y Soukup, 2009, 2011,
2013a, 2013b.
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Imjanekra. VcTpakuBarma MHANIVIPAjy ja YIOTpeda CTaHap/IHOT je3UKa MIN JIOKaTHOT
BapujeTeTa MOXKe OMTHO yTUIATU Ha IPOQeCHOHATHY IPOXOAHOCT IOjefiHIIA Y CMUCITY
IpUCTyIa BUCOKOITaheHUM 3aHMMambIMa YCKO Be3aHNUX 3a MTO3ULIMjY fPYyLITBeHe MOh.

Jerpapupame HaMa ONUCKOT KY/ITYPHOT J0dpa MM KyITYpHE IIpaKce 4ecTo ce 0-
XKMB/baBa Kao yap Ha IMYHU MU KOMEKTUBHU UIEHTUTET U focTojancTBo (Rakié, 2020,
str. 1211). CXxogHO TOMe CMaTpaMo Jia CTaBOBe IIpeMa je3nKy Tpeda TeOpMjCKY, a HApOdU-
TO eMIMPUjCKI, TPOy4YaBaTH M Y KOHTEKCTY IUXOBUX MOTEHIMjaTHUX UMIUIMKALMja Ha
CBAaKOJIHEBHM XMBOT II0je[[HIIA.

3AK/bYYAK

[TosnaBame jesuka y IIyHOM CMUC/TY PeYl HUKAJA Ce He CBOIM MCK/bY4MBO Ha IIO3Ha-
Barbe KOJA ¥ ITOCE0Babe IEKCMIKIX KOMIIETEHIMja. Y je3MK KOjMM TOBOPMMO M y HaIlle
OIILITE je3MYKO 3HaIe YTKAHO je M MHOTO Heje3MuKMX enemeHaTa. Ilopen came mopyke
CaroBOPHUKY HPEHOCHMO 1 dpOjHe ITapaTMHIBUCTIYKe MHPOpPMalIyje, ToYeBLN off 13dopa
KOJIa KOji1 yIIoTped/paBaMo, O 13d0pa NMeKCHKe ¥ OCTAINX je3UIKUX Bapujadiu, anu u
TOHA, TeMIIa KOjIM FOBOPUMO, I1ay3a Koje IPABIMO UTA. Y UCTOj Mepy cMO y MoryhHocTI
Tla eBalyupaMo CaroBOpHNUKA 3axBa/byjyhu mmpem 3Hamy O je3sNIKoj ynoTpedu, 4ecto
3aCHOBAHOM Ha je3MYKUM WJI€0/IOTHjaMa M YCTa/beHNM, CTEPEOTUIIHIM, YITIABHOM JIPY-
IITBEHNM BepoBamMMa o ofpeheHnM jesunnma i jesdxum ¢popmama. Vs Tor pasnora
Cy CTaBOBM IIpeMa je3VKY (MeTa)IMHIBUCTIYKE U COLMOIICHXOOLIKE CYdjeKTUBHE Mpef-
cTaBe 0 TOMe II'Ta ofipeheHn BapmjeTeT MpesicTaB/ba ¥ KaKBe KBATUTETE ¥IMa, OfHOCHO KO,
KaJia, T7ie ¥ ca KM Ta Tpeda KOPUCTUTY WM He KOpucTuTi. OBU KOHCTPYKTH Cy HeKaja
MMIUIMIIUTHO, @ HeKafla eKCIUIMIMTHO MCKa3aHu, 00yXBaTajy U CTaB IIpeMa TOBOPHUKY
ozipebenor BapujeTeTa, a He MCK/bYYUBO IIpeMa BapyjeTeTy caMoM 1o cedu. 3a cTaBoBe
IpeMa je3uKy Cy OUTHM, aKO He U K/bYIHH, II0jMOBY IIPECTIDKA U COMUAAPHOCTI, 0K je
CTaH/Iap/iHOje31YKa UJIeONOrja YCKO IIOBe3aHa ca CTaBOBMMA IIPEMa je3UKY, HApOUUTO
KaJla Cy y IUTamy CTaBOBM IIPEMa je3MYKOj Bapujaluju, JUjaseKTy ¥ TOBOPHOM CTU/IY Y
OKBMPY jefHor jesuka. CTaBOBM ITpeMa je3UKY Cy MHAMBI/ya/THa KaTeTopMja MCTPaK/IBaHa
Ha PeIrpe3eHTaTUBHOM Y30PKY KOHKPETHE 3aje/IHNIIe, METOIONIOLIKM MCTPaXKeHa TEOPUjCKUM
OKBHPOM COLIMjajIHe IICUXO0TIOrNje, Yerrhe KBAHTUTATIBHO HErO KBa/IUTATVBHO, YIJTABHOM
kopumhemeM offpeheHOr KOMIjyTepcKoT mporpaMa 3a CTaTUCTUIKY 0dpajry mofjaTaka.
CraTuctuuka odpajia ce BpIIM ca Iu/beM JodMjara MofjaTaka o0 Kopenanuju oxpehenor
CTaBa ca KOHKPeTHUM colmoieMorpadck1M Bapujadnama IoyT 110714, y3pacTa, IpUIaj-
HOCTY OfpeheHoj HaUMju, penuruju 1 OCTaIuM BapujadiaMa Koje UCTpaKMBad cMaTpa
peneBanTHUM. Ha Taj HaunH 00ujaMo 1 MojiaTKe O CTaTMCTIYKO] 3HAYajHOCTU HEKMX
craBoBa. Kao mocedan MeTOfOMOIIKY ITPYICTYT y MCTPaXKMBalby CTABOBA ITPEMa je3UKY, asm
ca pOKyCOM Ha eUIIUTHPaEe CTaBOBa ITpeMa TOBOPHMKY ofipeheHor BapujeTeTa, HOCTOjI
¥ TeXHUKA IPUKPUBEHNUX ITapOBa KaHA/ICKOT TMHIBMCTe JlaMdepa 11 IeroBUX capajHMKa.

Pa3nukyjeMo eMOLMIOHA/THe, KOTHUTIBHE 1 OuxejBuopasHe ctaBose. OHM MOry Sutn
YCKO IIOBE3aHM Ca Pas3/IMdUTIM je3UYKUM IUTabJMA, II0YeB Off Tora KOJIMKO HaM ofipedhenn
CTpaHM je3MK 3BYYIN /1efi0 I KOPUCHO, 1O TOra KOJIMKO I'a IPECTVDKHO BPEJHYjeMO I 33 KOjy
corofeMorpadcKy KaTeropujy yHyTap KOHKpPETHe je3anuKe 3ajeJHUIIe Be3yjeMo yrnoTpedy
oxpeheHnx jesrukux Bapujadam pasIMUNTIX IPaMaTHYKMX HUBOA (HIIp. Y CPIICKOM je3UKY
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- xopuinheme peun x7ed WM [ujaneKaTckor od1nKa sed, ynorpeda aKysaTrnBa yMecTo
JIOKaTMBA, yIIOTpeda eKCIMPATOPHOT aKIeHTa), IITO Ja/be BOAY Ka BPeIHOBAMY CaMOT
roBopHrKa. HepeTko cy ,,3ApaBopasyMCcKI, HACTA/IM HAa OCHOBY HECBECHIUX MJEO0IOTHja
0 je3U4KOj IPAaBMIHOCTH, 11 KAO TaKBJ MOTY BOIMUTU CTUTMATU3ALjyi UM Ay TOCTUTMa-
TU3ALVjy TIOjeJUHUX C/I0jeBa SPYIUTBA UM PA3NNYNTHX 3ajeHNUIIA, alX MOTY MMaTy U
rope ApyuUITBeHe MMIUIMKAIIMje C 083MPOM Ha TO Jia Cafipke U OMXejBMOpPaNTHY KOMIIO-
HEHTY, HAPOYUTO y HeCTaOVWIHNM M PaTHMM BpeMEHMMa; IIOpef] TOra, CTaBOBYU BIICOKOT
VHTEH3NTeTa MOy OMTY IUIONHO T/Ie 32 OffpXKatbe MM 3aMeHY je3NKa, IITO dU JOHOCHOL
OIIyKa y 0d/1acTiMa je3andke IOIMTUKE 1 IVTaHMPamba CBaKaKo Tpedarlo ja y3My y 0d3up.

Cpaku IIojefuHAIL OU Ce 3aTO MOI'a0 MHTPOCIIEKLIV]CKM II03a0aBIUTH IIPENUCIINTYBAbEM
COIICTBEHMX CTaBOBa IIpeMa PasININTIM BapujeTeT!Ma ¥ eBeHTYaTHUM IIOCTOjambeM CTe-
peoTumM3anyje ¥ CTUrMaTu3anyje ogpeheHNX BapujeTera I 3ajefHILA KOje HbIMa FOBOpe.
Tpedaso du BumeTH Koju Cy je3nL, OLHOCHO je3uyuKe Bapujadye, KO HAC CaMIX ,OKIAAIN
3a HEOCHOBAH, CTePEOTUIIHN U YHAIIpey, GOpMUpaH HeraTUBaH CTaB O II0jeAHIY KOjI Taj
jesUK WIIN je3NYKy Bapujadiry ynoTped/paBa, a 3aTUM Ce 3aIIMTaTy U 3allITO je Tako. VI3 Tor
pasJiora je UCTpaKMBalbe CTaBOBA IIPEMA je3UKY BaXKHO, Ka0 1 IOM3ahe CBECTU O TOME
Jla CBaKO MMa MPaBo /ia TOBOPYM CBOjUM je3UKOM I Jla MY 300T yIIoTpede MaTepmber jesnka /
BapujeTeTa He Tpeda IPUIINCHUBATI pas/IMuuTe CTepeoTniiHe ocodnHe. ITopex Tora, jesuk
je yjemHo TepuTopujaHO 1 GYHKIMOHAIHO PAacojeH, HApOYMUTO Y TOBOPHOM je3VKY IIpU-
cyTHe cy dpojHe Bapujauyje. Hy y nmiucanoM HI y TOBOPHOM je3UKY He IIOCTOjU allCOTy THA
yHI(OPMHOCT, Te 13 CBMX HaBefeHNX Pasjiora CMaTpaMo Aa He Tpeda CTUrMaTU30BaTH I
IleBa/IyVpaTy MOjeMHIIe 300T BUXOBOT TOBOPA.

© 2024 Aytop(u). O6jaBuo Coyuonowiku ipeineqg
(https://scindeks.ceon.rs/issue.aspx?issue=17370&lang=sr). OBaj uraHax je JocTyman
Y PeXKUMy OTBOPEHOT IIPUCTYIIA, 1of, ycnoBuMa u ofipenbama CC BY-SA 4.

Bupn: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/deed.sr-latn
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ON ATTITUDES TOWARDS LANGUAGE?
(Translation In Extenso)

Abstract: The aim of the paper is to present theoretical observations about attitudes
towards language through the prism of social psychology and from a sociolinguistic point
of view by reviewing the basic terms, perspectives, and research of theoretical and meth-
odological significance for this area of sociolinguistics. At the same time, we will present
their usual methodological framework and the importance of research.

Keywords: attitude, attitudes towards language, language ideologies

INTRODUCTORY NOTES

The research of attitudes towards language is an important branch of sociolinguistics
which is still insufficiently explored in the Republic of Serbia. The first attempts at research
in this area in the country emerged several decades after the beginning of the first empirical
research related to this kind of attitudes worldwide in the 1960s. Considering this research
important due to its potential application in the area of language policy and in everyday
life, with this paper we would like to encourage more serious commitment to such research
in the Republic of Serbia, by giving an overview of basic concepts, dominant theoretical
perspectives and classifications, as well as the key studies. Moreover, we will also look at the
different methodological frameworks with the aid of which these studies may be conducted,
as well as at the importance of these studies.

ABOUT THE TERM “ATTITUDE”

In the 1920s and 1930s, (social) psychologists define the term attitude and create the
methodological apparatus for its quantification. “Attitudes can be measured” is the indicative

! sanja.miketic@pr.ac.rs
2 The paper was written on the basis of the author’s extended, reviewed and supplemented research

presented in her still unpublished doctoral dissertation (Miketi¢, 2016).
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title of Thurstone’s work (Thurstone, 1928), and this research opened a whole number of
further research of attitudes. Allport lists many definitions of the notion attitude; his defini-
tion, still current nowadays, is that attitude is “mental and neural readiness acquired through
experience and usually has a direct or dynamic influence on how an individual responds to
related situations and objects” (Allport, 1935, p. 810). Although many authors have defined
this term, Allport’s definition is a common place and can at the same time refer to attitudes
towards language as well. Attitudes are not easy to define precisely, and that is why there are
many different definitions; these concepts are not visible and tangible, but they definitely
exist, and theoreticians interpret them in a similar, yet different manner - as internal states,
mental and neural readiness, learned ability, evaluative judgments and dispositions, the
evaluation system, psychological tendencies directed towards a stimulus (an object or a con-
cept), usually accompanied by a behavioural reaction or intention (Allport, 1935; Zimbardo
& Leippe, 1991; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Crano & Prislin 2006; McKenzie & McNeill 2022).

Attitudes can be seen in a behaviourist and mentalist manner. The negative side
of the behaviourist approach is its overemphasizing the attitude-behaviour relation and
considering attitude a simple behavioural reaction of an individual to social situations
(Fasold, 1984, p. 147). That is why mentalists perceive attitudes as a three-component
construction that includes affective (emotional), cognitive (intellectual) and behavioural
aspects — the affective component refers to emotions caused by the object of attitude; the
cognitive component covers knowledge and perceptions about an object, while the behav-
ioural component implies behaviour directed towards the object of attitude (cf. Cooper &
Fishman, 1974; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Vlahovi¢, 1997). In researching attitudes towards
language, some authors see them as consisting of four components, and they look at the
behavioural component in a two-fold manner - as an intention and behaviour of an indi-
vidual (Bordens & Horovitz, 2008).

The utilitarian function, the functions of knowledge, ego defence and value expres-
sion are traditionally given as the main functions of attitudes (cf. Katz, 1960; Baker, 1992;
McKenzie, 2007): the utilitarian function is related to the benefits that may be gained by
the attitude bearer; the knowledge function enables the subject of attitude to understand
a context; the ego defence function is closely connected with the self-affirmation of the
subject of attitude, while the function of value expression speaks about highly ranked values
in realizing social relations /this function is also called the social identity function, which
is perhaps a more transparent name je y (cf. McKenzie, 2007, p. 31]).

There are several classifications of attitudes. According to Suvakovi¢, we can see them
as individual, group and collective; official and unofticial; attitudes can also be distinguished
by their intensity (extreme attitudes, high, medium and low-intensity attitudes), direction
(clearly positively or negatively directed attitudes and undetermined attitudes), consistency
(extremely consistent, consistent and inconsistent attitudes) and cognitive content (with an
expressed or non-expressed cognitive dimension), while the subjects, i.e., attitude bearers,
may be competent and incompetent, decisive and indecisive (Suvakovi¢, 2000, pp. 38-42).
This classification can also be applied to attitudes towards language. By the manner of
manifestation, attitudes may reveal conscious and unconscious systems of values; by their
type, they can be aesthetic, moral and pragmatic, and by their effect, they range from naive
to extremely dangerous ones (Vlahovi¢, 1997, p. 70).
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It was only at the beginning of the 1960s that the measurement of attitudes towards
social phenomena was expanded onto language, which opened a completely new chapter
in the sociolinguistic research worldwide, while similar research in the Republic of Serbia
was conducted several decades later, with the increasing need for observing language
through a broader social context. That is why it is considered that “the role, functions and
evaluations of a certain language depend on a series of social, political, economic, cultural
and other extralinguistic factors that determine its status, importance and power within a
certain community (linguistic, cultural, political etc.) (Filipovi¢, 2018, p. 20).

WHAT ARE ATTITUDES TOWARDS LANGUAGE?

Attitudes towards language are an implicitly or explicitly expressed attitude that is a
segment of an individual’s language identity and depends on the social context, while it may
be studied primarily by the theoretical and methodological framework of sociology or social
psychology. Their functions within a social community are multiple: they enable cognitive
structuring and representation of the social context, contributing to the definition of the
group identity in relation to others (Knjizar, 2011). Ryan and associates define them as every
affective, cognitive or behavioural index of evaluative reactions to different varieties and
their speakers (Ryan et al., 1982, p. 7). Cargile et al. find that the main topic of the research of
attitudes towards language is the very process of evaluating language varieties within a social
and/or cultural context (Cargile et al., 1994). Although they are an individual category, they
are not researched at the level of an individual, but of a representative number of individuals
who belong to a specific community and, as such, they are closely connected with language
ideologies that make a certain type of collective attitude of whose existence we may be aware,
but not necessarily. They are not immanent to an individual by birth, but are formed expe-
rientially, in line with life opportunities and a broader context of an individual, or in line
with his personal affinities. It is indisputable that we all adopt the experiential implicitly on
a smaller or larger scale, and we frequently express such metalinguistic discourse explicitly
(Hungarian is a difficult language, Italian is melodic, English should be learnt® or we should
speak the standard language in formal situations — when we evaluate the variety itself - or in
statements such as he/she is uneducated because he/she speaks like that — when we evaluate
the speaker of a specific variety based on the use of a certain language variety). No matter
how these statements, narratives and ideologies behind them are subjective, (in)correct and
empirically (un)substantiated, or dependent on the metalinguistic perception of the subject
of the attitude, they no doubt exist and we often approach them as commonly known and
proved facts, with no further reconsideration.

Ranko Bugarski thinks that “some language features or some types of speech are loved
or not, appreciated or not, not because of what they are in themselves, but because of what
they represent — namely, not from linguistic, but from social reasons” (Bugarski, 2003, p.
100). Since spoken language may serve as one of the markers of ethnic identity and for
identifying a member of a certain national or cultural community, Lambert and associates
think that evaluative reactions of the subject of an attitude to specific spoken language

> Cf. Bugarski, 2003, pp. 96-100.
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may be compared to the reactions with individuals, members of a specific community of
speakers, and that individual perception of language may encourage mostly generalized or
stereotypical characteristics of a community in the subject of an attitude (Lambert, Hodgson,
Gardner, Fillenbaum, 1960, p. 44). In other words, the relationship between a certain variety
and a specific social group may be seen as metonymic and metonymy may be seen as a
mechanism of attributing social meaning to a certain linguistic form (Kristiansen, 2008).
These attitudes are often deep-rooted and widespread, and people approach them without
any profound reconsideration (Milroy, 2001, p. 538).

Attitudes towards language are formed through the identification and stereotypization,
as two successive cognitive processes: with identification, the subjects of an attitude use
specific language variables (e.g., accent) for the purpose of stereotypization, i.e., formation
of precise or imprecise suppositions about the speaker’s social affiliation (e.g., ethnicity,
class, sex or age affiliation) (Dragojevi¢ & Giles, 2014, p. 91). These authors believe that
the process leads to attributing some stereotypical characteristics to the speaker, based
on the assumed group affiliation, so they see attitudes towards language as a result of the
social categorization process, subject to dynamic changes within which they are evaluated.

Attitudes towards language are social attitudes, i.e., “language reflexes deeply rooted
and often only semiconscious socio-psychological perceptions of a territorial, ethnic or
social group by the speakers representing other groups” (Bugarski, 1997, pp. 81-82). Colin
Baker (Baker, 1992) considers attitudes towards language a hypothetical construct used
for “explaining the direction and consistency in human behaviour” and believes that,
among individuals or in a community, the status, value and importance of language are
most frequently and most simply, although not comprehensively, are evaluated through
language-directed attitudes. Furthermore, he distinguishes the following subtypes of atti-
tudes towards language : “attitudes towards a language variety, dialect and style of speech;
attitudes towards learning a new language, attitudes towards a certain minority language;
attitudes towards language groups, communities and minorities; attitudes towards language
lessons; parents’ attitudes towards language lessons, attitudes towards the use of a certain
language, attitudes towards language preference (Baker, 1992, pp. 29-30).

Attitudes towards a language variety, dialect and style of speech seem to have been
researched on the largest scale. We can observe them as subjective evaluations of speakers of
a specific language “towards their own language as a concept, towards their own language,
own variety and various local speeches and varieties in them, which deviate more or less
from the normatively prescribed ideal spoken or written standard” (Miketi¢, 2016, p. 69).
Such view of attitudes towards language may imply the following attitudes towards an
individual who uses a certain variety, where through speech evaluation “we also value the
speaker himself by several different parameters — most frequently at the level of prestige,
intelligence, education, professional and socio-economic status and, finally, in terms of
solidarity, for example, whether we see the speaker as a member of his own or some other
ethnic, cultural or occupational community, whether we could achieve a higher level of
closeness with him and whether, because of his speech, he seems friendly, kind, pleasant,
humorous” (Ibid.). By evaluating language as a code, i.e., by evaluating different language
varieties, we also evaluate the speaker himself, trying to categorize him stereotypically into
a “mould’, or a certain areal, religious, ethnic, professional, urban, rural or other context.
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Based on the “trigger” - for example, the accent or lexeme associated with a certain areal or
community — we sometimes automatically “read” into our interlocutor positive or, perhaps
more frequently negative characteristics that are stereotypically associated with a specitfic
geographic or social context, which may lead to the emergence of interlingual or intralingual
linguism (cf. Phillipson, 1997). In that context, the variable of the interlocutor’s developed
interpersonal history must not be neglected, whose (non)existence affects whether attitudes
towards language are based exclusively on linguistic or on broader socio-demographic
variables (Cargile et al., 1994, p. 223).

Attitudes towards language constitute part of general knowledge, culture and metap-
ragmatic awareness* which exists among most members of a specific community and
strengthens their collective feeling of belonging and collective identity. The subjects of atti-
tude often do not see the language ideology in the background of collective attitudes, their
general belief that the criticism of a person using the language in an “incorrect” manner is
not only a subjective opinion, but is also confirmed in the linguistic standards introduced
by language authorities, partly as a result of the standardization of language and the ideol-
ogy of standard language (Milroy, 2001). Attitudes may not be observed as individual and
subjective creations. The existence of a coherent attitude implies the presence of specific
ideologies’ in the awareness of the members in an observed community and affects the
patterns of language behaviour to an extent acceptable in a specific community, “while
patters of language behaviour, on the one hand, represent a reflex of cultural models and
ideologies but, on the other hand, language behaviour also confirms or disputes, sustains
or changes a certain ideology” (Filipovi¢, 2018, p. 78).

The 1990s witnessed an increasing scientific interest in this topic. Cargile and associ-
ates (Cargile et al., 1994) place the language evaluation process in the framework in which
language and communication as an act are intertwined, which may affect the micro and
macro levels, i.e., everyday social interactions, but also the formation of a language policy
that institutionally gives or suspends support to a certain variety. These authors think that
the perception of language overcomes a simple evaluation of certain language elements,
extending it to the aspects such as accent, voice tonality, speech pace, vocabulary diversity
etc. The formation of these attitudes does not reflect only an individual’s linguistic skills,
but they become deeply rooted in the sociolinguistic context, where perceptions are often
harmonized with the broader social consensus possibly based both on the explicitly defined
and on implicitly accepted norms shared by the majority of the community members,
which points to a complex network of factors affecting the formation of attitudes towards
language, emphasizing the importance of socio-cultural context in understanding language
preferences and biases (Ibid.).

Attitudes will also defer depending on the referential framework through which we ob-
serve them: the same variety may be valued differently by the same individual when observed

*  Metapragmatic awareness, which may be explicit and (more often) implicit), is the relationship
between the use of language and awareness developed by a speaker of such use (Petrovi¢, 2009, p.
88; Verschueren, 2000, p. 447).

> For more about language ideologies, see Heath, 1989; Rumsey, 1990; Woolard, Schieffelin, 1994;
Lippi-Green, 1997; Schieffelin, Woolard, Kroskrity, 1998; Milroy, 2001; Blommaert, 2006; Dragojevi¢,
Giles, Watson, 2013; Miketi¢, 2016, pp. 4-31.
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through the prism of the international or interregional referential framework (Dragojevi¢
& Giles, 2014). Moreover, attitudes towards language may be observed diachronically and,
with time, there may occur change in them®, so that the same variety can be perceived
differently depending on the time distance. The change in the attitude is more frequent in
the dimension of solidarity than in the dimension of status (Kircher & Zipp 2022a, p. 13).

ATTITUDES TOWARDS LANGUAGE:
METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK

Methods and techniques’ of researching attitudes towards language are usually
grouped into three main categories: a) societal treatment approach, b) direct approach,
and ¢) indirect approach (Garrett, Coupland, Williams, 2003; Kircher & Zipp, 2022).
The first approach is the least present; it is useful for pilot-research and, being based on
the ethnographic-type qualitative research, it is considered insufficiently empirical. The
direct approach is most often associated with quantitative® or qualitative research through
questionnaires, different types of interview and focus-groups, while the indirect approach
is applied in more subtle elicitation of desired data for the purpose of a deeper insight into
the attitudes of whose existence respondents are perhaps not even aware themselves, or
where they avoid an explicit statement because they find it social undesirable (cf. Garrett,
Coupland, Williams, 2003; Kircher & Zipp, 2022).

The most commonly used indirect method, specially created for researching attitudes
towards language, is matched-guise technique, where respondents” answers are obtained
indirectly. On the semantic differential scales, respondents evaluate the speaker of a specific
language, and not the language used by the speaker. This technique, named “matched-guise
technique” by Canadian researcher Lambert and his associates (Lambert et al., 1960), is one
of the most common indirect methods today and its methodological proposition has been
replicated in the research of different languages and dialects worldwide. In Canada, which
is officially bilingual, the above-mentioned authors played audio-recordings of the same
prose philosophical text in French and then in English to two groups of bilingual students,
speakers of French and English, and then the respondents evaluated the speaker by using
the questionnaire. They evaluated the speaker at the status level (for example, whether they
think he is self-confident, rich, educated etc.) and at the solidarity level (whether they find
him friendly, generous, humorous etc.). However, this methodological approach has also

¢ It seems that today it is more frequent to think that Serbian and Croatian are two different lan-

guages than it used to be thirty years ago (cf. Miketi¢, 2016, p. 199). Tanja Petrovi¢ gives an example
of the Prizren-Timok dialect in Serbia, highly appreciated in the context of premodernity - that is
how the language is perceived in books like Zona Zamfirova and Ivkova slava, but in the modern era
this variety has been marginalized (Petrovi¢, 2015), while its speakers have been stigmatized as well
as self-stigmatized (cf. Miketi¢, 2016).

7 For more about the approaches to studying attitudes, see in Ajzen, 2005; Kircher & Zipp, 2022.

8 Cf. Likert, 1932, where the early, but still current methodological proposition of the research of
attitudes towards five dominant “groups of attitudes”, i.e., international and racial relations, economic
and political conflicts, and religion, where attitudes towards language are still not considered a dom-
inant group of attitudes worth researching.
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been criticized (Tajfel, 1959; Grondelaers, Van Hout, Steegs, 2010), but the research based on
the almost identical methodological framework is conducted even nowadays, perhaps also
due to a certain level of control, because all “external variables (e.g., prosodic, paralinguistic
or emotional input) were intentionally kept as constant” (Giles, Marlow, 2011, p. 164). The
semantic differential technique of psychologist Charles Osgood and associates (Osgood,
Suci, Tannenbaum, 1957), combined with Lambert’s questionnaire and methodology, is
perhaps the most frequent and relevant approach in studying speakers’ implicit attitudes
(cf. Soukup, 2013a; Kircher & Zipp, 2022).

In modern studies of attitudes towards language, quantitative and qualitative methods
are often used in triangulation side by side, most frequently as a closed questionnaire, or
a semi-structured interview, which elicit qualitative or quantitative data, and also an in-
depth interview or focus-group survey, in order to avoid giving socially desirable answers
in interviews (see Kircher & Zipp, 2022). Although these methods may also be used sepa-
rately, it seems that the results are most relevant when used together, ideally together with
the matched-guise technique, depending on the type of attitudes towards language, on the
type of community and the socio-demographic variables of the analysis, because by using
only the quantitative approach, we may discover how much, and by using the qualitative
approach, we discover who why and how.

The most frequently used variables in quantitative research listed (usually in the initial)
segment of the questionnaire with socio-demographic information about the respondent
are sex’, age, ethnicity, religious affiliation and education level, as traditional sociolinguistic
variables potentially affecting the layering of language. Depending on the starting hypoth-
esis of the authors and on the assumed differentiation, other social determinants can also
be included, and therefore, the variables may also include native language/variety, city or
country of origin (even the parents’ or spouse’s city or country of origin), urbanization
level of their place of origin or residence, university they attend (taking into account that
student population is a frequent sample of such research), or their study group'’. In case
of the research in the diaspora, frequent variables are also the migrant generation of the
respondent (first, second, third or fourth), languages spoken by the respondent, or the
existence of the respondent’s desire to return to his/her homeland, which is seen by some
research (e.g., Dini¢, 2017) as an important predictor of positive attitudes towards language
preservation. In selecting the number of the variables used in research, it must be taken
into account that more variables require a larger number of respondents, and that is why
it is necessary to limit research to the most relevant variables.

Baker says that, when measuring attitudes towards language, the following problems
may arise — the respondents may give socially desirable answers, their attitudes can be

° Inrecent research, gender is more frequent as a non-binary category.

Although this is not a frequent variable in the research among students who are speakers of the
Serbian language, the study group, i.e., the differences in the attitudes of the students of the Serbian
language and natural sciences, proved to be statistically significant and quite pronounced: “Explicit
attitudes of the students of the Serbian language are more inclined towards the standard language over
other varieties; their language practice leads towards linguistic homogenization, towards standard
language, to a larger extent, and among them there is a stronger influence of a standard language
ideology” (Miketi¢ & Kicovi¢, 2022, p. 70).

10
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influenced by the fact that they are familiar with the aim of the survey, while the survey itself
should include the broadest range of relevant questions and be conducted on a represent-
ative sample (Baker, 1992, pp. 18-19). He distinguishes: (a) instrumental attitudes towards
language, which are utilitarian and practical, so that we see learning a language as a benefit,
while not wishing for integration in that particular society, and (b) integrative attitudes to-
wards language, which are by nature social because we want to be recognized as members
of a specific community, ethnic, cultural, religious, occupational or other (Ibid, pp. 31-32).

IMPORTANCE OF RESEARCH OF ATTITUDES
TOWARDS LANGUAGE

Attitudes towards language may affect short-term or long-term behaviour towards
speakers of a certain variety (Garrett, Coupland, Williams, 2003, pp. 12-13): McKenzie
thinks that such research gives a foundation for understanding central sociolinguistic prob-
lems - language varieties and changes (McKenzie, 2007, pp. 46-47). In almost all countries
we see as more successful, more ambitious, richer and better educated those who speak a
closer version of the standard language, which often leads to language homogenization (cf.
McKenzie, 2007; Milroy & Milroy, 2012; Dragojevi¢, Berglund, Blauvelt, 2015; Dragojevi¢
et al.,, 2016; Kircher & Zipp 2022). They may affect the level of language knowledge, the
wish to learn it, as well as the level of its everyday use, while in the diaspora they may
also affect the process of language preservation and/or substitution; attitudes towards
language may affect the participation of the speaker of a specific variety in a profession or
level of education, but also the sustenance, loss or even revitalization of a certain variety;
attitudes towards language may affect the language practice of different communities and
socio-demographic categories of society so that their research has a practical application
in the area of language policy and planning at the macro-sociolinguistic level, but can also
help us to understand more clearly the patterns of language behaviour of individuals at the
micro-sociolinguistic level. They often lead to the inclusion of codes in a variety they con-
sider socially more prestigious, on the basis of which we may conclude that they are closely
connected with the sphere of social power and guided by metalinguistic and pragmatic
principles regarding the use of language we are guided by in the act of communication.

Attitudes towards the language of national minorities, depending on the intensity and
existence of institutional support, may potentially affect the change in the official language
policy (cf. Hawkey, 2018, about the case study of the Catalonian language in France). “The
tendency of the speakers fitting into social stereotypes based on their own use of the lan-
guage may have significant consequences in reality, which may be ranged from prejudice
to discrimination, and even to the question of life and death” (Dragojevi¢, Giles, Watson,
2013, p. 2), particularly in turbulent political and conflict circumstances (prewar, war and
postwar), so it is possible to connect attitudes towards language with the existence of a
larger ethnic distance between communities and see them as predictors of the emergence,
sustenance or end of an ethnic conflict." Therefore, the importance of their research in the

11

UNESCO’s International Mother Language Day is celebrated on 21 February in honour of the
students killed in Dacca (today’s Bangladesh) in the protests against introducing the Urdu language

224



Socioloski pregled | Sociological Review, vol. LVIII (2024), no. 1, pp. 206-230

Balkans is indisputably great — not only in the Balkans, but also in the corpus of different
pluricentric languages, such as German or English. Since English as a pluricentric language
and lingua francs is spread worldwide as the first or one of the official languages, and as
L2 on almost all continents, the largest number of studies of attitudes towards language
are related exactly to this language.'

There is a number of studies of attitudes towards language from the applied perspec-
tive in real, specific life situations. Giles and Marlow (Giles & Marlow, 2011, p. 165) give an
overview of the literature about how differently we evaluate the level of our interlocutor’s
persuasiveness depending on the choice of language, variety or pace of speaking, different
possibilities of remembering information depending on the variety in which the information
has been communicated, different opportunities of employment or of renting real estate
depending on the use of a specific variety, and even whether the jury (in a mock trial)
would rather accuse the speaker of a standard language or the one using a dialect. Studies
indicate that the use of a standard language or a local variety may significantly affect an
individual’s professional adequacy in terms of access to highly-paid occupations closely
connected with the position of the position of social power.

The degradation of a familiar cultural good or cultural practice is often seen as an attack
on the personal or collective identity and dignity (Raki¢, 2020, p. 1211). Accordingly, we be-
lieve that attitudes towards language should also be researched theoretically, and in particular
empirically, in the context of their potential implications for an individual’s everyday life.

CONCLUSION

Language knowledge in the full sense of the word in never reduced solely to the
knowledge of the code and the possession of lexical competences. The language we speak

as the only official language (which would deprive the Bengali native speakers of many rights). Here,
the attitude about bilingualism was of exceptionally high, almost extreme intensity among numerous
inhabitants, which led to protests and was followed by the war and the formation of a new state.
For more about the examples of violence of one ethnic group over the other due to the use of the
native language, see Relji¢, 2013, p. 178. Cf. with the example of the menu in a Croatian restaurant in
the 1990s: “kava — 1 KM; kafa — not served here; kahva - bullet in the forehead” (Dragojevic, Giles,
Watson, 2013, p. 1) and po9st-conflict research of mutual attitudes of the Serbs and the Croats to-
wards the Serbian and Croatian languages, in which the respondents mutually devalued one another
(Golubovi¢ & Sokoli¢, 2013). Attitudes towards language are worth researching in conflict times as
well (cf. A. Suvakovié, 2021, p. 1729, about the attitudes of the Serbian and Albanian students in
Kosovska Mitrovica and Pristina, where "both populations are aware of the need to learn one [English
that is dominant] or more foreign languages, the knowledge of which is relatively well self-evaluat-
ed; however, there is no developed awareness of the need to know the language of the other ethnic
community, so there is a pronounced opposition to its introduction in the schooling system"). The
attitudes that are specific and worth researching are those towards the Russian and Ukrainian lan-
guages during the Russian-Ukrainian conflict today (for more, see Bukvi¢, 2019).

2 For more about the attitudes towards English, see Miketi¢, 2016 and the listed references, as
well as about the attitudes towards the Serbian language. For more about the attitudes towards the
German language (also pluricentric) and its varieties in the Republic of Austria, see Soukup, 2009,
2011, 2013a, 2013b.
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and our general language knowledge also contain many non-language elements. Apart
from the message itself, we also communicate to the interlocutor plenty of paralinguistic
information, starting from the choice of the code used to the choice of words and other
language variables, as well as the tone, the pace of speech, the breaks we make etc. To the
same extent, we are able to evaluate the interlocutor thanks to the broader knowledge about
the language use, often based on language ideologies and established, stereotypical, mostly
social beliefs about certain languages or language forms. For this reason, attitudes towards
language are (meta)linguistic and sociolinguistic subjective perceptions about what a certain
variety represents and what its qualities are, i.e., who, when, where and with whom it should
be used or not. These constructs are sometimes implicitly and sometimes explicitly shown,
they also include the attitude towards a speaker of a certain variety, and not exclusively
towards the variety itself. Of relevance for attitudes towards language, although not crucial,
are the concepts of prestige and solidarity, while the standard linguistic ideology is closely
connected with attitudes towards language, particularly when those are attitudes towards a
language variety, dialect and style of speech within a language. Attitudes towards language
are an individual category researched on a representative sample of a specific community,
methodologically researched by the theoretical framework of social psychology, more fre-
quently quantitatively than qualitatively, mostly by using a certain computer program for
statistical data processing. Statistical processing is performed with the aim of obtaining data
about the correlation of a certain attitude with specific socio-demographic variables such
as sex, age group, affiliation to a nation, religion and other variables considered relevant by
the researcher. In that way, we also acquire data about the statistical significance of some
attitudes. There is a special methodological approach in researching attitudes towards
language, but with the focus on eliciting attitudes towards a speaker of a certain variety
- the matched-guise technique applied by Canadian linguist Lambert and his associates.

We can distinguish emotional, cognitive and behavioural attitudes. They may be
closely connected with different language questions, starting from the extent to which a
foreign language sounds nice and useful, to how prestigiously we value it and with which
socio-demographic category within a specific language community we associate the use of
certain language varieties with different grammatical levels (e.g., in the Serbian language,
the use of the word bread in its formal and dialectal forms, the use of accusative instead of
the locative case, the use of the expiratory accent), which further leads to the evaluation of
the speaker himself. They are often “commonsense”, based on unconscious ideologies about
language correctness and, as such, they may lead to stigmatization or self-stigmatization
of certain society strata or different communities, but they may also have worse social im-
plications, since they also contain a behavioural component, particularly in unsteady and
wartime periods; in addition, high-intensity attitudes may be a fertile soil for sustaining
or replacing a language, which should certainly be taken into account by decision-makers
in the fields of language policy and planning.

Every individual could therefore deal introspectively with the re-examination of own
attitudes towards different varieties and potential existence of stereotypization and stigma-
tization of certain varieties and communities speaking those varieties. It needs to be seen
which languages and/or language varieties are in ourselves “triggers” for an unsubstantiated,
stereotypical and already formed negative attitude about an individual using that language
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or language variety, and then ask why it is so. That is the reason why researching attitudes
towards language is important, as well as raising awareness that everyone is entitled to speak
their own language and that, due to the use of the native language/variety, they should not
be ascribed various stereotype characteristics. In addition, language is at the same time
territorially and functionally layered, and numerous variations are present particularly in
spoken language. There is no absolute uniformity either in written or in spoken language,
and for all the above-listed reasons we believe that individuals should not be stigmatized
and devalued because of their speech.
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