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THE CONTINUITY OF PANCHRONY IN MODERN LINGUISTICS

Summary. This paper offers an outline of the major
theoretical and methodological approaches that have so far
guided the concept of panchrony in its evolution in the scientific
worldview(s) of modern West European and American
linguistics, starting from the traditions of structuralism
(the beginning of the 20™ century) and concluding with
the (emerging) traditions of functionalism (the end of the
20" century, early into the 21* century), with the understanding
that the concept of panchrony makes part of the legacy that
the latter has inherited from the former, in view of the change
of the linguistic paradigms.

Panchrony as a theoretical and methodological concept in
the modern science of language suggests that natural language
is independent, — and can and should therefore be studied
independently, — from the restrictions of time and space.
Panchrony is inseparably linked to synchrony and diachrony
that do put such restrictions, each in its own unique ways.
Synchrony focuses on the static state of language, whereas
diachrony looks at the dynamic change that language has
undergone in its development.

The scientific view of panchrony in structuralism,
associated for the most part with the Swiss linguist Ferdinand
de Saussure, explains panchrony in terms of linguistic
universals (general rules and principles regarding language
make-up that exist independently of concrete linguistic
facts and also of individual language speakers) and suggests
that panchrony is impossible due to the fact that language
is an autonomous system of arbitrary signs, which divides
synchrony and diachrony sharply, hides causality in language
change, and precludes the possibility to simultaneously study
language from the generalized synchronic and diachronic,
i.e. from the panchronic, point of view. Synchrony
(simultaneous co-existence of linguistic signs) and diachrony
(chronological succession of linguistic signs) are dichotomous
for structuralists, with synchrony gaining traction in their
research, owing to the psychological realism that language
enjoys among its speakers in its current static state. On that,
no extralinguistic factors, such as time and space given in
the world and construed in the human mind, must enter into
the scientific account of language per se.

The scientific view of panchrony in functionalism,
associated in cognitive linguistics for the most part with
the Polish linguist Przemystaw Lozowski, explains panchrony
in terms of functional universals (cognitive and experiential
patterns of human behavior, culture included) and suggests that
panchrony is possible, and even imperative, due to the fact that
language is not an autonomous but a cognition- and culture-
dependent system of motivated signs, or symbols of human
experience. This introduces the extralinguistic factors into
linguistic research, highlights causality in language change,

unites synchrony and diachrony together, now treating these
on a par, and includes the possibility to simultaneously
study language from the generalized, i.e. panchronic, point
of view, owing to the cognitive processes that drive the genesis
of language. On that, the combination of the diachrony
of language together with the universal processes of human
cognition is assumed to constitute panchrony.

Key words: cognitivism, diachrony, functionalism,
panchrony, sign, structuralism, symbol, synchrony, system.

Problem statement. Panchrony as a theoretical and method-
ological concept in the modern science of language is inseparable
from the concepts of synchrony and diachrony, together with which
it has been chosen as the research object of this paper. The evolu-
tion of scientific views on the concept of panchrony in linguistics
of the 20" and early 21* century is this paper’s research subject.

At the beginning of the 20™ century, Ferdinand de Saussure,
standing on the methodological grounds of the science of lan-
guage that had been formulated by him, including the definition
of language as a system of signs, interprets panchrony in terms
of linguistic universals, i.e. in terms of general rules and princi-
ples of language make-up that exist independently of concrete lin-
guistic facts and of individual language speakers. At the end of the
20™ century, cognitive linguists define language through its symbolic
and interactive nature, and interpret panchrony in terms of finc-
tional universals, i.e. in terms of those mechanisms of human
cognition and of those experiential patterns of human behavior
that underlie language per se. It is now relevant and important to
compare and contrast the two interpretations of panchrony, in view
of the change of the structuralist to the functionalist linguistic par-
adigms.

Literature review. The concepts of synchrony, diachrony,
and panchrony according to Ferdinand de Saussure. Ferdinand
de Saussure [1] defines language as an autonomous, independent,
and self-contained system of signs in which each of its elements
is connected with its other elements, while the system itself as
a whole equals its elements and the organization of these elements
into a structure. F. de Saussure [ibid., p. 83-98] formulates a num-
ber of linguistic antinomies, stating in particular that the property
of language as that of a system of signs is the dichotomy of syn-
chrony and diachrony as two mutually exclusive aspects of lan-
guage, each of which has more connections within itself than both
aspects have between themselves. Thus, synchrony and diachrony
appear as two interrelated parts of a single whole, each part defined
as the negation of the other, but priority is given to the synchrony
of the system (simultaneous co-existence of signs) as compared

29



ISSN 2409-1154 HaykoBui BicHUK MixXHapoAHOro rymaHiTapHoro yHiBepcuteTy. Cep.: dinonoris. 2024 Ne 68

to the development of the system in diachrony (chronological
sequence of signs).

The distinction between synchrony and diachrony, according to
F. de Saussure, is clear-cut and categorical, so any research of lan-
guage must necessarily attribute the fact it examines to only one
of these two aspects, appropriate for this fact, as synchrony and dia-
chrony are not compatible. It is F. de Saussure [1, p. 94] who himself
for the first time suggests the possibility of panchrony and a pan-
chronic study of language (see [2, p. 159]), because language — like
a game of chess, where certain rules are always true and always
hold, — accommodates certain relations that hold true in all cases
and forever. These are general principles of language make-up that
exist independently of specific linguistic facts that are individual;
these are universal rules that act in language as its laws, similarly to
how natural laws act in physics and other sciences. Yet, a panchronic
study of language, F. de Saussure believes, has no chances of success,
because those facts of language that hold true everytime and every-
where do not have value (or significance; French la valeur), as
they do not have meaning: thus, a panchronic study of language, to
F. de Saussure, never deals with specific facts of the linguistic struc-
ture. The only panchronic characteristic of the French word chose,
as the example is cited in [2, p. 159], are the sounds of this word
that must be confirmed as existing in themselves; if these sounds-
in-themselves are combined, they, from the structuralist perspective,
make a formless mass that has no definition.

The dichotomy of synchrony and diachrony, as per F. de Saus-
sure, presumes absence of a causal relationship between the proper-
ties of the earlier and later — historically successive — stages of lan-
guage development, so the present state of language, i.e. synchrony,
must not be regarded as motivated by the past states of language,
i.e. diachrony [2, p. 161]. For the word chose, accordingly, there
is no such (panchronic) point of view that would simultaneously
combine both a diachronic perspective, in which this word is
opposed to the Latin word causa as its actual origin, and a syn-
chronic perspective, in which this word is epposed to every other
word that can be associated with it in modern French [3, p. 83, as
cited in 2, p. 159]. On that, panchrony is impossible not because
one the same object, such as the word chose, cannot be viewed from
two different perspectives in time, but because these two different
perspectives require two different objects. In synchrony, chose
belongs to language (language is la langue as general rules that
operate in language as a system of signs, regardless of, and prior
to, individual speakers; without these rules, speech (la parole) as
individual speakers’ concrete and meaningful use of language is
impossible), and language as a system of signs is characterized by
psychological reality, which is fundamental for F. de Saussure. In
diachrony, chose belongs to the relations of continuity between cer-
tain separate facts of language, but these relations are unknown to
language speakers, unsystematic, and, therefore, not characterized
by psychological reality [2, p. 160].

This presumed absence of a generalizing (panchronic) point
of view on facts of language is primarily explained by practical
considerations, as Przemystaw Lozowski shows [2, p. 159-163],
since — although to generalize over certain universal properties
of language, such as the continuity of phonetic changes, is pos-
sible, — any specific fact of language that could apparently suit
a panchronic description does not belong to language as la langue.
Thus, the word chose can be distinguished in synchrony in rela-
tion to other words that belong to a certain realization of the French

language at a certain moment in time (i.e. that belong to a certain
état de langue), and can be distinguished in diachrony in relation
to words that belong to previous états de langue, e.g. in relation to
the Latin word causa that chose etymologically derives from, but
there is no distinct and independent panchronic way to determine
all the relations of the word chose [4, p. 101, as cited in 2, p. 160].
P. Lozowski [2, p. 160] continues that F. de Saussure involuntar-
ily admits that in the structuralist toolset there is no practical tool
that would allow to investigate language as a whole, i.e. to confirm
sounds as existing in themselves and to simultaneously correlate
these sounds with meanings that are confirmed as existing in them-
selves, too: the linguistic form alone could, if at all, be investigated
panchronically but not the linguistic function, and even less so
the pairing of the linguistic form and of the linguistic function. On
that, sounds-in-themselves could presumably be studied panchroni-
cally but such sounds do not constitute a word.

F. de Saussure observes that it happens that one word no
longer feels to have been derived from another word, as when
Latin comes-comitem becomes in Old French cuens /I comte’
[1,p. 151153, ascited in 2, p. 160], with the words cuens and comte
felt to be less related to each other than the words comes and com-
item, due to the operation of sound changes. This, to F. de Saus-
sure, indicates that one deals with two incompatible systems, since
the compared values, i.e. the case system in Latin and the case sys-
tem in Old French, are not comparable, whereas for structuralism
the comparability of the objects one investigates is key. [f one begins
to generalize the results of the comparison of the incomparable, one
departs from the distinction between synchrony and diachrony, does
not investigate sounds-in-themselves, but instead panchronizes over
the ways how these sounds had functioned differently before their
evolution led to systemic changes in language [2, p. 160-161].

Therefore, F. de Saussure’s refusal to accept the possibility
of panchrony is explained, in addition to practical, by method-
ological considerations as well [2, p. 159-163], in particular by
the structuralists’ strong claim that the linguistic sign is not moti-
vated, but arbitrary. Stating the autonomous nature of language as
a system of arbitrary signs, F. de Saussure had at all costs to defend
the dichotomy of synchrony and diachrony, as their dichotomy but-
tressed the autonomy of language. As P. Lozowski shows, absence
of motivation in the linguistic sign, according to F. de Saussure,
consists in that, first, the connection between the form and the con-
tent of the sign is arbitrary, and, second, the content of the linguistic
sign per se is arbitrary. The second claim, i.e. that of the arbitrari-
ness of the sign’s content, most effectively buttressed the autonomy
of language [2, p. 161], because the content as the meaning of a lin-
guistic sign, unlike the form of a linguistic sign, is not the property
of the sign-in-itself, but is the function of the value, or significance,
of this sign in a certain language as a sign system, given that this
sign refers to certain properties of the world and activates a certain
concept as a reflection of these properties in the mind of the lan-
guage speaker. That is why to state that the content of the linguistic
sign is not arbitrary would mean to state that language is susceptible
to the influence of external factors, which F. de Saussure denied:
the only object in the science of language was declared to be lan-
guage in and for itself. This was structuralists’ rejection of the con-
dition that language could be determined by anything beyond its
system. This was structuralists’ belief that the only generalizations
that would apply to language are generalizations that apply to facts
of language.
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P. Lozowski [2, p. 162] concludes that the true reason why F. de
Saussure states that if one takes the panchronic point of view, then
the word chose must be analyzed as sounds-in-themselves and these
sounds — as a formless mass that has no definition, — must appear
devoid of significance, is not the objective impossibility to analyze
the word chose in a different way, but the accord that this impossi-
bility has with the methodological grounds defended by F. de Saus-
sure to surely tame the extralinguistic by controlling its sources, i.e.
by holding back time and space manifested in the world and con-
strued in the human mind.

The aim of this paper is to outline the major theoretical
and methodological approaches that have so far guided the con-
cept of panchrony in its evolution in the scientific worldview(s)
of modern West European and American linguistics, starting from
the traditions of structuralism (the beginning of the 20" century)
and concluding with the (emerging) traditions of functionalism (the
end of the 20™ century, early into the 21* century), with the under-
standing that the concept of panchrony makes part of the legacy
that the latter has inherited from the former, in view of the change
of the linguistic paradigms.

Results and discussion. The concept of panchrony in cog-
nitively-oriented linguistics. The extralinguistic has received its
due attention with the emergence at the end of the 20" century
of functionalism — a scientific paradigm in linguistics that focuses
on the two major functions of language: the cognitive function, as
language is used to manifest concepts that exist in the human mind,
and the communicative function, as language is used by people for
the purposes of communication, — which prompted the emergence
of cognitive linguistics and of communicative linguistics, respec-
tively [5].

The concept of panchrony, inherited from structuralism to
functionalism, has acquired its new interpretation in cognitive-
ly-oriented linguistics, which is consistent with the driving forces
of this new scientific paradigm generally [5, p. 7, 11-12]. On that,
panchrony is (more and more often) defined in terms of the inter-
action of synchrony and diachrony, now treated on a par, but not as
a dichotomous opposition. This definition of panchrony is (more or
less) unanimous; yet, a shared understanding of the amounts, ways,
mechanisms, and consequences of this interaction, as well as effec-
tive approaches to this interaction in linguistic research, are now
only beginning to emerge [2, p. 154-157].

The concept of panchrony is becoming an ever more relevant
and important issue on the agenda of the modern cognitive studies
of language, where, as P. Lozowski shows [2, p. 154], two major
trends are becoming visible. The first one is to change the methodo-
logical approach to panchrony; the second one is to introduce a new
understanding of language, in view of the new understanding of pan-
chrony [2; 6; 7; 8; 9; 10]. Change in the methodological approach
to panchrony primarily involves the need to adhere to certain norms
that must be adopted regarding the quantity and quality of the lin-
guistic data that can and should be examined from the synchronic
and the diachronic viewpoint, or both [2, p. 154]. This is intended
to confirm the non-dichotomy of synchrony and diachrony, opening
up new prospects of research in the direction of them both; here,
the areas of intersection and overlap between synchrony and dia-
chrony are termed panchrony. Conversely, @ new understanding
of language primarily involves the need to account for the extra-
linguistic, i.e. cognitive and cultural, factors that shape language.
Here, the non-dichotomy of synchrony and diachrony is confirmed

by the circumstance that similar, if not identical, functionally deter-
mined regularities are observed both in synchrony and in diachrony;
panchrony is then declared equal to these regularities, and is defined
in their terms [2, p. 154, with a reference to 11, p. 503, 510]. Both
trends agree with each other in that, first, panchrony is the result
of the interaction of synchrony and diachrony; second, language is
simultaneously a static system and a dynamic change of this sys-
tem; third, panchronic research locates, or assumes the location of,
linguistic facts both in synchrony and in diachrony, with the under-
standing that synchrony and diachrony can be both self-sufficiently
separate from each other and still mutually interrelated [2, p. 155].

Opinions as to what the panchronic approach to language has
to do are as follows:

To find a general view of language that will take into account
both synchronic and diachronic facts of language at the same
time [4, p. 102]. To define the relationship between synchrony
and diachrony as equal; to refute the priority of the synchronic state
of the language system as compared to the diachronic change of this
system. The boundary between synchrony and diachrony is to be
considered gradual and fuzzy [2, p. 156, 159].

To explain synchronic facts, taking into account the diachronic
reality that has led to the emergence and functioning of these facts;
to emphasize that the diachronic reality explains the synchronic
facts [12, p. 251, 258-261]. The panchronic approach is applied
(only or mostly) to those linguistic phenomena that simultaneously
accommodate the synchronic-psychological and the diachronic
relations [ibid., p. 258].

To trace the historical development of synchronic linguistic
facts, which will provide a comprehensive understanding of these
facts, making it possible to fix the linguistic meanings and forms
that had been the starting points for these facts in their succes-
sive development, but once were lost [13]: panchrony is a hybrid
of the diachronic and synchronic approaches [ibid., p. 25; cited in
14, p. 54-55].

To expose the motivation of the linguistic sign, as this motiva-
tion becomes the product of the iconic nature of the sign and encom-
passes both synchrony and diachrony; since diachrony is mani-
fested in synchrony, synchrony must be expanded and augmented
through the application of diachrony. Panchrony is the combinabil-
ity and overlap of synchrony (the static synchronic state) and dia-
chrony (the dynamic diachronic change) [11; cited in 2, p. 154].

To understand that in natural language, the past always accom-
panies the present [15, p. 235; cited in 14, p. 54], due to which
diachronic data should be used in synchronic analysis so that
the analyzed linguistic facts receive their comprehensive semantic
interpretation: panchrony is the use of diachronic data in a syn-
chronic analysis, detecting which linguistic expressions were used
to manifest a certain concept at all stages in the development
of a particular language [16; cited in 14, p. 54].

To show the nature of a modern phenomenon of language
by exposing the historical and, importantly, cognitive origins
of this phenomenon, i.e. by pointing to the factors that condition
and explain the genesis of this phenomenon [17, p. 92]; to main-
tain a right balance between synchrony and diachrony [ibid., p. 7].
Diachrony shows itself in synchrony, while synchronic facts are
mirrors that reflect their own history [ibid., p. 9; see the opinion in
2,p. 156].

To conceptualize language as simultaneously a synchronic
system and a historical product of a sequence of individual dia-
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chronic events, each such event motivated in one way or another
at the moment it occurred. On that, the diachronic dimension is
key in explaining synchronic linguistic facts [18, p. 553; cited in
2, p. 156].

To make it clear that language is not autonomous, as per Fer-
dinand de Saussure [1], and that language is not a separate module
in the human brain/mind, as per Noam Chomsky [19]. To profess
instead that language is endowed with a symbolic and an interactive
nature [20]. Therefore, panchrony should be defined not in terms
of linguistic universals, i.e. linguistic facts and relations that are
always-and-everywhere true, but in terms of functional universals,
i.. cognitive and experiential patterns of human behavior [2, p. 163].

To constate the non-opposition of synchrony and diachrony
in relation to each other; to combine and generalize the linguistic
and the non-linguistic knowledge manifested in the signs of lan-
guage; to show the unobservable aspects of human cognition via
the scientific study of language and culture (cultural behavior)
in their interaction, in particular taking into account the motiva-
tion that linguistic phenomena have in the phenomena of culture
and individual experience [14, p. 51-52].

Longitudinal, complex, and systematic is the scientific study
of panchrony by Przemystaw Lozowski. The researcher defines
panchrony in terms of a combination of diachrony and cognition, as
it is the experientially-grounded views of the dynamically changing
world by language speakers that motivate the semantics of linguis-
tic signs [6, p. 51]. Panchrony is a methodology for the study of lan-
guage, where language is the flexible tool that human cognition
uses for the conceptualization and categorization of the world. On
that, language should be studied from such a perspective that con-
nects language changes with changes in how humans understand
the world. Word meanings are unique for the speakers of individual
languages, as these meanings result from different and divergent
personal and socio-cultural experiences, and from the speakers’ sub-
jective view and evaluation of the world [7, p. 120-123]. Language
has long and continuously recorded the experiences of its speak-
ers; so, the phenomena of language should be studied in the context
of the evolution of human cognition, in search for the cognitive fil-
ters that once allowed for those changes and factors that in their turn
have shaped the connection between the forms and the meanings
of linguistic signs. This way, the modern methodology of the pan-
chronic analysis of language rises above the traditional distinction
between synchrony and diachrony, relying instead on these two
simultaneously, and the diachrony of language becomes inseparable
from human cognition and experience [9, p. 165-166]:

‘What can be recognized in language as panchronic comes
from treating language as a cognitive tool of categorization, or from
placing language change in the context of the evolution of human
understanding, or — still better — from seeing language categories as
ever-evolving derivatives of cognitive tensions. The very presence
of cognitive factors in diachronic description is precisely the reason
why instead of a linear succession of discrete language states in
space and time (which is a broad definition of diachrony) we obtain
a multi-directional progression of non-discrete categorization pro-
cesses in language (which might be a working definition of pan-
chrony). Unlike in diachrony, in panchrony language no longer
functions in space and time, but it operates in human understanding
of space and time,” as P. Lozowski puts it [10, p. 47-48].

[zabela Jarosz [14, p. 53-57] summarizes that the concept
of panchrony has steadily been developing in cognitively-ori-

ented linguistics, where it is(was) interpreted in terms of universal
laws, of omnipresence of history, of cognitive universalism, and,
ultimately, of diachrony plus human cognition, which confirms
the continuity of panchrony as a theoretical and methodological
concept in the modern science of language.

Conclusion. This paper has outlined the major theoretical
and methodological approaches that have so far guided the con-
cept of panchrony in its evolution in the scientific worldview(s)
of modern West European and American linguistics, starting from
the traditions of structuralism (the beginning of the 20" century)
and concluding with the (emerging) traditions of functionalism (the
end of the 20™ century, early into the 21* century), with the under-
standing that the concept of panchrony makes part of the legacy
that the latter has inherited from the former, in view of the change
of the linguistic paradigms.

Panchrony as a theoretical and methodological concept in
the modern science of language suggests that natural language
is independent, — and can and should therefore be studied inde-
pendently, — from the restrictions of time and space. Panchrony
is inseparably linked to synchrony and diachrony that do put such
restrictions, each in its own unique ways. Synchrony focuses on
the static state of language, whereas diachrony looks at the dynamic
change that language has undergone in its development.

The scientific view of panchrony in structuralism, associated
for the most part with the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure,
explains panchrony in terms of linguistic universals (general rules
and principles regarding language make-up that exist independently
of concrete linguistic facts and also of individual language speak-
ers) and suggests that panchrony is impossible due to the fact that
language is an autonomous system of arbitrary signs, which divides
synchrony and diachrony sharply, hides causality in language
change, and precludes the possibility to simultaneously study lan-
guage from the generalized synchronic and diachronic, i.e. from
the panchronic, point of view. Synchrony (simultaneous co-exist-
ence of linguistic signs) and diachrony (chronological succession
of linguistic signs) are dichotomous for structuralists, with syn-
chrony gaining traction in their research, owing to the psychological
realism that language enjoys among its speakers in its current static
state. On that, no extralinguistic factors, such as time and space
given in the world and construed in the human mind, must enter
into the scientific account of language per se.

The scientific view of panchrony in functionalism, associated
in cognitive linguistics for the most part with the Polish linguist
Przemystaw Lozowski, explains panchrony in terms of functional
universals (cognitive and experiential patterns of human behavior,
culture included) and suggests that panchrony is possible, and even
imperative, due to the fact that language is not an autonomous but
a cognition- and culture-dependent system of motivated signs, or
symbols of human experience. This introduces the extralinguistic
factors into linguistic research, highlights causality in language
change, unites synchrony and diachrony together, now treating
these on a par, and includes the possibility to simultaneously study
language from the generalized, i.e. panchronic, point of view, owing
to the cognitive processes that drive the genesis of language. On
that, the combination of the diachrony of language together with
the universal processes of human cognition is assumed to constitute
panchrony.

As long as for F. de Saussure ‘[a] panchronic synthesis is
impossible <...> because of the arbitrary nature of linguistic signs’
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[21, c. 51], this paper’s prospect is to investigate the scientific issue
of the arbitrariness of the linguistic sign against that of the non-ar-
bitrariness of the linguistic (sign-)symbol [22; 23; 24; 25; 26, 27],
assuming that it is this sort of non-arbitrariness that has made it
possible to conceptualize panchrony in cognitive linguistics.
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BaxoBcbka O. CnaakoeMHicTh MaHXPOHIT y cydacHii
JiHrBicTHI

AHoTauisAg. Y cTarTi po3nISHYTO OCHOBHI TEOPETHKO-Me-
TOJIOJIOTIYHI TIIXOM 0 BU3HAUCHHS MOHSTTS MaHXPOHIT, sKi
PO3KPHBAIOTh €BOJIIOIIIO IIOTO MOHATTS B HAYKOBIH KapTHHI
CBITY Cy4acHOI 3aXiTHOEBPOTIEHCHKOT 1 aMEPHUKAHCHKOT JTIHIBi-
CTHKH, TIOYMHAKOYHM 3 TPAAMILINH CTPYyKTypamizmy (IO4aToK
XX cromitTTs) ax A0 Tpaauiid (yHKIiOHATI3MY, IO 3apo-
quicst B KiHI XX CTONITTS Ta MPOIOBXKYIOTh PO3BUBATHCS
Ha nouarky XXI ctomiTrs. YBUpa3HEHO PO3yMiHHSI TOTO, IO
MIOHSTTS MAHXPOHII CKJIaJa€e YacTHHY CIAAIINHHM, SKa Iepe-
Hia y (yHKIIOHATI3M 31 CTPYKTYpaJi3My ITiJT 4ac 3MiHHU Hay-
KOBHX MApajMrM y JIHTBICTHII.

[TaHXpOHIsI IK TEOPETHKO-METOJONIOTIYHE TOHSTTS Cydac-
HOI HayKH PO MOBY Iependadae, o NpHpoaHa MOBa He 3alie-
KHTh, — 1 TOMY MOXE 1 Ma€ TOCIIKYBATUCS HE3aJIEKHO, — BijI
0o0MexeHb yacy i mpoctopy. [TaHXpoHisi HepO3pUBHO 3B'sI3aHA
3 CHHXPOHIEIO i IiaXpOHI€T0, 10 HAKJIAAI0Th TaKi 0OMEKEH-
Hs1 Ha MOBY, KO’)KHA B CBiii c11oci0. CHHXPOHIS 30CepeIKy€eThCs
Ha CTATUYHOMY Cy4aCHOMY CTaHi MOBH, TOII SIK J{iaXpOHis — Ha
JMIUHAMIYHIN 3MiHI, IKY MOBA 3a3HA€ MPOTATOM CBOTO PO3BUTKY
B ICTOPUYHOMY Yaci.

CTpyKTypadiCTChbKHI MigXiJ A0 MaHXPOHIi, acoliio-
BaHUI HacamImepea 3 IMEHEM MIBEHIAPCHKOTO JIHIBiCcTa
®epaunana ge Cocroopa, BU3HAYAE MAHXPOHIIO B TepMiHAX
JIHBICTUYHUX YHIBepcaliii (3arajbHi MpaBWiia 1 MPUHIUITH
yJIAIITyBaHHS MOBH, sIK1 ICHYIOTh HE3aJIC’KHO BiJl KOHKPETHUX
MOBHHX (DaKTiB i Bil OKpEMHX HOCIiB MOBH) 1 epeoavae, mo
MAHXPOHIS € HEMOXIIUBOIO Yepes3 Te, 0 MOBa — aBTOHOMHA
CHUCTEeMa JOBUTLHUX 3HaKIB. L]e 4iTKO po3pi3Hse CHHXPOHIIO
Bil IiaxpoHii, MPHUXOBYE NPUYNHHO-HACTIAKOBY HPHUPOIY
MOBHHX 3MiH, 1 BUKJIIOYA€ MOXKIUBICTH OJHOYACHO JOCIIiIN-
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TH MOBY 3 y3arajbHEHOT CHHXPOHIYHOT 1 A1aXpOHIYHO1, TOOTO
3 MAHXPOHIYHOT, TOUKH 30py. CHHXPOHIS 1 JiaXpoHis € Jyist
CTPYKTYPAJIiCTIB JAMXOTOMIEI0, MPHUOMY TPIOPUTET Haje-
JKUTh CHHXPOHIT, OCKIJIBKH MOBa, BUKOPUCTOBYBaHAa HOCISIMH
B il cydacHOMY CTaTHYHOMY CTaHi, Ha/liJICHa ICUXOJOTIYHUM
peaizaMoM: Iiell peastizM XapakTepu3ye OJIHOYACHE CITiBiCHY-
BaHHs MOBHHX 3HaKiB, Ha BIJIMiHY BiJ IXHbOT XpOHOJIOTIYHOI
nocnioBHoCTi. OTKe, eKCTPaIHTBICTHYHI (aKTOPH, SK-OT
4ac 1 mpocTip, 110 JIaHi B CBITI i CKOHCTPYHOBaHI B MHCIICH-
HI JIFOMMHU, BUKITIOYAOTHCS 3 HAYKOBOTO JOCIIKEHHSI MOBH
B c00I1 1 s cebe.

OYHKI[IOHATICTCHKHUI MIXIJT 10 MaHXPOHIT, acoliifoBaHuN
y KOTHITHUBHIH JIIHTBICTHII Hacamrepe] 3 iMEHEM IOJIbChKO-
ro miareicra [TmemucnaBa JI030BChKOTO, BH3HAYAE TTAHXPO-
HIiIO B TepMiHaX (YHKI[IOHAIBHUX YHIBepcatiid (KOTHITHBHUX
1 JOCBITHUX 3aKOHOMIPHOCTEH JFOICHKOT TOBEIIHKH, BKIIFO-
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4aroun KyJnsTypy) i ependadae, o MaHXpoHis € MOKIHBOIO,
i HaBITH O0OB'S3KOBOIO, OCKIIBLKM MOBa HE € aBTOHOMHOIO,
a € HATOMICTh KOTHITHBHO- 1 KYJBTYPHO-00YMOBIICHOIO CHCTE-
MOIO MOTHBOBAaHHX 3HAaKiB, a00 CHMBOJIB JIIOICHKOIO IOCBI-
ny. Ile 3anyuae ekcTpayiHrBiCTHUHI (AKTOPH y JIHTBICTHYHE
JOCII/DKEHHSI, BHCBITIIIOE TIPUYMHHO-HACIIIKOBY IPHPOJLY
MOBHHX 3MiH, 00'€JJHy€ CHHXPOHIIO 1 JIaXpOoHit0, SKi Terep
BH3HAUYAKOTHCS K PIBHI MK cO0O0I0, Ta HaJae MOXKIHUBICTH
JOCITIIUTH MOBY 3 y3arajbHEHOI, TOOTO MaHXPOHIYHOI, TOYKH
30Dy, 3aBISKH BpPaxyBaHHIO KOTHITHBHHX MPOIIECIB, SIKi CKepO-
BYIOTb OyTTSI MOBH. THM sICOBaHO, IO MOETHAHHS TiaXpOHii
MOBH Pa3oM 3 YHiBepCaJIbHUMH TPOIIECAMH MUCIIEHHS JFOMIH-
HU TIOCTA€E B SIKOCTI MAaHXPOHiT.

Ku1to4uoBi cj10Ba: iaxpoHis, 3HaK, KOTHITHBI3M, MaHXPO-
Hisl, CHMBOJI, CHHXPOHIs, CHCTeMa, CTPYKTYpasi3M, QyHKIIO-
HaJIi3M.




