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1. Psychologické aspekty plurilingvismu
= PLURILINGVITA = psychologicky stav jedince, ktery md pfistup k vice jazy-

kovym kédim jakoZto prostiedkdm socidlni komunikace (Hamers & Blank
2000: 25)

Nekteré parametry pluriligvity

Veék akvizice
a. SIMULTANNI: vZdy v détstvi, LA a LB jsou rodné jazyky
b. KONSEKUTIVNI: v détstvi (akvizice L2 pred 11. rokem), v adolescenci

(mezi 11-17 lety), v dospélosti (po 17. roce)

Relativni kompetence
a. BALANCOVANA: podobna (ne nutné velmi dobrd) v L1/A a L2/B
b. DOMINANTNI (dominance se muze lisit podle domén)

Kulturni identita a ¢lenstvi v (etnolingvistické) komunité

a. MONOKULTURNI: kulturni identita komunity L1

b. BIKULTURNI: bikulturni identita

c. AKULTUROVANA: kulturni identita komunity L2

d. DEKULTUROVANA: anomicka kulturni identita, nejednoznaéné ¢lenstvi
Socialni status

a. ADITIVNI: socidlni valorizace L1 i L2 (kognitivné vyhodna)

b. SUBTRAKTIVNI{: socidlni valorizace L2 na tkor L1 (kognitivné nevyhodna)
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Hypotéza kritického obdobi

= od uréitého veéku (Lenneberg 1964: 12 let) se nelze dokonale naucit L1/L.2
=  kontroverzni, zvl. pro nabyvani L2 (SLA)

= zastdvana zvl. nativisty (Lenneberg, Chomsky, Pinker)

= fonetika/fonologie > morfosyntax > lexikon

= Dbibliografie http://www.ling.lancs.ac.uk/staff/florencia/bib/age.htm

Neuropsychologické aspekty plurilingvity

=  plurilingvisté véts. uzivaji tytéZ CEREBRALNI STRUKTURY jako monolingvis-
té; HEMISFERICKA LOKALIZACE neni odli$n4, ale:

®

formalni akvizice L2 vyzaduje vice METALINGVISTICKE analyzy

b. mensi mira kompetence nuti vice spoléhat na PRAGMATIKU

=  proto: vétSi zapojeni PRAVE hemisféry u nékt. typa plurilingvity (dfive cha-

pano jako obecnd vlastnost plurilingvity)

Jazykovy modus plurilingvistd

UKOL IIa: Grosjean 1999 = http://www.unine.ch/ltlp/pub/langmode.pdf

2. Plurilingvismus 1z5



2. Socidlni a politické aspekty plurilingvismu

=  NORMALNI JE BYT PLURILINGVNI!
= pfibuzenstvi, zvl. siatek; ekonomické divody; nabozenské divody; politické

divody (napf. obava z diskriminace, pfistup k posttim)

= jazyk: globélni; internaciondlni, ,,svétovy*; (post)kolonialni; ufedni; regio-

nalni; lingua franca; minoritni: indigenni/nativni, imigrantské atd.

Plurilingvismus a moderni stat

= UREDNI jazyk(y) vs. NARODNI jazyk(y) vs. MINORITNI jazyky s rtiznym
statusem

= Ufedni jazyk: naciondlni identita; dominance n&kt. etnolingvistické skupiny;

ekonomicka integrace; symbol dekolonializace atd.
Priklady
= Senegal: francouzstina = ufedni, wolof = narodni

= Ceskoslovensko (1918-1938): konstrukt ,,ceskoslovenského* jazyka

Jazykova politika a jazykové planovani

= plurilingvni vzdélavani a administrativa

= kulturni n. socidlni konflikt: zvl. v modernich narodnich statech, mnohem
méné v prenacionalnich a malych spoleCnostech; jazyk jako symbol
konfliktu

=  multikulturalismus a asimilacionismus

= tvorba vs. implementace jazykovych politik

Kontaktova lingvistika (ElSik)
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= vybér a kodifikace standardni variety, vybér pisma a ortografie, neologizace
a purismus, piiprava edukacnich materidld a standardizacnich pfiruéek,

kvalifikace uditell, statnich zaméstnancti, vznik jazykovych instituci atd.

Priklady
= SSSR: 1917-1928 obdobi plurilingvni politiky, pak obdobi rusifikaéni politi-
ky

= Jihoafrickd republika: anglictina a afrikans v obdobi apartheidu, dnes 12
ufednich jazyka

= rozpad byvalé Jugoslavie

=  Francie: Académie frangaise

= Slovensko: delimitaéni purismus vuci ¢estiné

Plurilingvismus a identita

= jazyk neni nutnym delimita¢nim pfiznakem etnicity
=  etnolingvistickd komunita

=  plurilingvn{ identita: individualni vs. skupinova

= manipulovatelnost

Priklad

= hlavni“ jazyk v Arlon, jv. Belgie (Nelde)
= a) 1930: 97% némecky, 3% francouzsky
= b) 1947: 3% némecky, 97% francouzsky

= ) 1997: dvé strategie interview
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3. Diglosie

Diglossia is a relatively stable language situation in which, in addition to the primary
dialects of the language (which may include a standard or regional standards), there is a
very divergent, highly codified (often grammatically more complex) superposed variety,
the vehicle of a large and respected body of written literature, either of an earlier period
or in another speech community, which is learned largely by formal education and is used
for most written and formal spoken purposes but is not used by any section of the

community for ordinary conversation. (Ferguson 1959)

vV e

= H = ,vyS§i“ varieta, L = ,,nizs${* varieta

= asymetrie: prestiz, literarni tradice, standardizace, zptisob akvizice

Typologie diglosie

*  a) ENDODIGLOSIE vs. EXODIGLOSIE
— klasick4 diglosie (Ferguson 1959) vs. rozsifend diglosie (Fishman 1967)
— endodiglosie mezi genealogicky pfibuznymi varietami
— exodiglosie mezi genealogicky nepfibuznymi nebo jen vzdalené
pfibuznymi varietami
= b) H = KLASICKY vs. FORMALNI/PSANY jazyk
® ) HOMOGENNI vs. HETEROGENNI diglosie: homogenita L
= d) TOTALNI vs. PARCIALNI diglosie: ovladaji vSichni clenové dané

spolecnosti Hi L?

Priklady

= H = lucemburstina, L = némcina
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= H = katharevusa (klasicizovand moderni fectina), L = dhimotiki (Recko
pred 1976)

putonghua, L = kantonStina

sadhu bhasa, L = calit bhasa (Bangladés)

2
1

latina, L = ,,vernakuldrni“ jazyky (stfedoveéka Evropa)

lo$n kojde$ (hebrejstina/aramejstina), L = jidis

aojianiifaniifaniias
I

Spanél§tina, L = guarani (Paraguay)

=  hierarchicky vztah Ha L
= formélni domény: mse, politickd fe¢, univerzitni pfednaska, TV zpravy,

novinovy ¢lanek, poezie atd.

v

= neformdlni domény: konverzace s prateli, s ¢iSnikem, TV soap opera,

karikatura

Certainly the use of L where H is expected (or vice versa), constitutes a violation of communicative
competence rules. [...] The use of L may be an expression of solidarity and may not be offered to
speakers whose social position is superior or distant. Similarly H may be the only variety appropriate
in a given situation because the use of L would imply a solidarity that is only reserved for members
of a particular in-group. The use of Black English by white speakers of American English in
conversations with Afiican-Americans would probably be considered insulting unless individual
allowances had already been negotiated. The use of L-variety Tamil by non-Indians is considered
inappropriate by many educated Tamilians, who may respond in H-variety Tamil or in English unless
the use of L-variety has already been negotiated. The use of H-variety German in Alemannic
Switzerland conversely may be seen as a power-trip designed to put the Swiss speaker at a
disadvantage. The fact that the Hochdeutsch speaker may have no alternative L to use may be
irrelevant; it certainly explains the desire to switch to neutral English or French. In Luxembourg,
however, L-variety and its use are expressions of Létzebuergesch nationality and ethnic solidarity, so
while Luxembourg nationals expect L from all Luxembourgers, they switch readily to French or
Hochdeutsch or English with foreigners, with no expectation that they will or should be able to speak
L. (Schiffman 1999)
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= ne kazd4 standardni varieta je H varietou v diglotickém vztahu: kritérium
rodného jazyka a komplementarnich funkei

= konsenzudlni dialekty vs. odli§né jazyky (Fishman)

Priklad
= variety biharStiny jsou vnimény jako dialekty (standardni) hindstiny, i kdyz

se vyvinuly z jiného stfedoindického jazyka
= diglosie neni nutné dichotomii, mize jit o KONTINUUM

Priklad
= H klasickd tamilStina (sangam) > moderni spisovnd tamil§tina > hovorova

tamilStina vzdélancti > lokélni dialekty tamilStiny L

Diachronie

= plurilingvismus bez diglosie, tj. bez komplementarizace funkci, norem a
hodnot, vede k jazykové sméné

= zménadoménHalL

= diglotické situace jsou velmi stabilni

= Uplnd eliminace diglosie: smérem k puv. L nebo H
In Tamil [...] the political speech was once restricted to the domain of the H

variety, but nowadays political speeches only begin and end in H; in between, L

variety predominates (probably as a mark of solidarity). (Schiffman 1999)
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Postoje k diglosii
= diglosie neni vlastnost jazyka n. mluvéiho, ale kulturnich vzorct fecové

komunity

[BJeliefs and attitudes about the language condition the maintenance of diglossia as a fact
of linguistic culture. In the case of the Tamils, for example, it is the set of beliefs about
the antiquity and purity of Tamil that unites all members of the linguistic culture in its
resistance to any change in the corpus or status of Tamil, by which of course is meant H-
variety Tamil. (Schiffman 1974: 127)

4. Postoje k plurilingvismu

People view multilingualism in different and often conflicting ways: it is a mark of high
education and great prestige, it is a social or even a psychological handicap, it is a
political liability, it is a necessity for daily living, it is an unremarkable fact of life, it is a
vital part of a person’s ethnic identity. (Thomason 2001: 33)

= plurilingvismus ¢asto (nespravné) vniman jako ,,problém®, kognitivni nebo
socidlni handicap

= postoje soucasti JAZYKOVE IDEOLOGIE

Priklad

*  MONOLINGVNI IDEOLOGIE v USA: plurilingvismus mluvéich je vniman pozi-
tivné€, jen pokud je anglictina jejich L1; plurilingvismus nerodilych mluvéich
angliétiny je bran jako samoziejmost

= [f English was good enough for Jesus, it’s good enough for you!

UKOL IIb: Arvaniti 2002 = http://ling.ucsd.edu/~arvaniti/diglossia2002.pdf
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