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Abstract. The article considers the phenomenon of linguistic turn in the humanities, sociology in particular. The natural causes of this phenomenon
generation from the point of view of various methodological approaches — symbolic interactionism, discourse theory, communication acts theory
are presented. The formation of the new field of theoretical sociology - linguosociology and it succession with sociology and sociolinguistics are
substantiated. In conclusion, it is shown, that linguosociology is a natural phase in the development of socio-humanitarian knowledge.
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AHHOTaLWIH. B cratbe PaccMOTPEHO ABNEHWNE INHTBUCTUYECKOTO NOBOPOTA B T'yMaHUTAPHbLIX HayKax, B COLMUONOTAN B YaCTHOCTU. I'Ipe,qCTaB-
JIeHbl 3aKOHOMEpPHbIE MPUYNHBI CTAHOBIEHUA 3TOTO ¢eHomeHa CTOYKM 3PEHNA PA3NNYHBIX METOA0N0TUYECKMNX NOAXOA0B — CUMBOJINYECKOTO
VHTEPAKLNOHU3Ma, TeOpUI ANCKYpPCa U TEOPUN KOMMYHUKATUBHbIX aKTOB. 060CHOBaHO NOSIBNEHNE HOBOIA oTpacin TeOpeTM‘JECKOVI coyuono-
TN n ee NpeemMCcTBEHHOCTb C COLlI/IOI'IOFI/IeVI n COLWIOJ'II/IHFBI/ICTI/IKOVI. B 3akntoueHne nokaszaHo, YTO IMHIBOCOLLMONOTUS ABASETCS 3aKOHOMepHOI7I
¢a3oﬁ B pa3BUTUK COLNOTYMAHUTAPHOTO 3HAHUA.
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The linguistic turn in sociology is not the only
one that took place in the humanities in the middle
of the XX™ century. The thing is, that these turns
are connected not only with linguistics, but with
history, cultural studies pragmatics, semiotics, eth-
ics and so on [1]. The linguistic turn acquired great
importance due to the formation of postindustrial
information society.

In fact, traditional sociology in the period of
its formation and further on did not consider the
phenomenon of the language as its object of studies.
The dominant sociological theories studied empiri-
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cal facts, objective social acts and their interpreta-
tion. The linguistic actions were not included in the
sociological contexts.

Thus, O. Conte postulated that sociology must
rely on empirical facts and only they (empirical
facts) are the sources of social laws. In other words,
O. Conte considered social practices as the means of
achieving scientific knowledge [2].

In the course of time, the sociology theories de-
veloped and widened the fields of research, but all
of them did not include human languages in their
spheres. For example, positivist sociology studied
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only empirical facts and objective social acts, but
nor human motives, feelings and intentions behind
them, their languages in particular. As for M. We-
ber, he postulated that the main problem of sociol-
ogy was the interpretation of humans’ social acts,
their intentions and goals. And other words, M. We-
ber’s humanistic interpretation sociology was ori-
ented on understanding the relationship between a
human being and a society. But nevertheless, human
languages, their functions and importance were ne-
glected, as well [3]. It was G. Mead, who included
language problems into the sphere of sociology. He
was the first to consider symbols as human means
for communication, describing the thoughts, beliefs
and objects to adapt themselves to the surround-
ing social reality. The groups of the one language
speakers posses mutual symbols’ meanings. In fact,
G. Mead studied language communication and sym-
bolic interaction as social phenomena existing both
in humans’ inner and external worlds. Thus, sym-
bolic interactionism was the first sociological theo-
ry to lay the corner stone in the linguistic turn in the
humanities. The impact of symbolic interaction on
developing sociological research in the field of hu-
man communication and behavior is far from being
overestimated. In short, its main achievements can
be presented as such:

— symbols usage (mainly in language forms) is
the precondition of humans’ social development;

— a language is the main tool of personal and
mental existence;

—humans’ knowledge about the external world
and themselves are actualized mainly by means of
languages [4].

The formation of postindustrial information so-
ciety due to technological achievements meant the
displacement of the focus of sociological research
from objects to subjects. The information, generated
and accumulated in the course of communication
and its interpretation, became the main methodolo-
gy tool of socio-humanitarian research. That is, lin-
guistic actualization of humans’ activity (motives,
feelings, behavior, thoughts and actions) occupied
the leading position in the humanities. This phe-
nomenon was called “the linguistic turn” and really
and turned the researchers’ attention from objective
Newton’s paradigm to subjective humanitarian one.
It meant that people appeared to be the center of all
humanitarian studies.

The information society made it possible to
change the conceptual field in the context of time
and space and gave way to such notions, as: “what
was said”, “about what”, “when”, “where” and “what
for”. This displacement took place due to the change
of people’s nature — causative determinism was re-
placed by discourse methodology, its main concepts
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being “speech acts”, “an individual’s association”,
“the forms of a dialogue” [5, p. 10-11]. Discourse
practices actualize the endless variety of human life
activity (processes, concepts and problems).

It is worth considering the discourse theories
which generated the linguistic turn. J. Habermas’s
communication actions theory is of great impor-
tance for the formation, development and actual-
ization of the linguistic turn in general, discourse
methodology in particular. J. Habermas managed
to unite discourse ethics, cultural policies and com-
munication theories to successfully condition hu-
man mutual understanding. In his opinion, speech
activity, language abilities, motivation, intentions
and results contribute to mutual understanding in
the course of communication. Therefore, pragmatic
interaction activity presents itself as nothing more
but communication activity. According to J. Haber-
mas’s pragmatics, speech conditions humans’ activ-
ity, whereas understanding presents humans’ activ-
ity main goals. It is not surprising, that the attention
is drawn from a phrase semantics to a discourse
and its pragmatic analysis, incorporating social hu-
mans’ existence into the pragmatic communication
activity [6].

In this connection, the communication theory
by T. van Dyke is also worth mentioning. In his
opinion, any discourse takes place at a concrete spa-
cial and temporal context, on the one hand, and the
reflects the communicators’ specific features, on the
other hand [7].

It is no doubt, that sociological theory of
P. Bourdeu presents itself as the fullest and the most
important one explaining and describing the process
of constructing social reality. Thus, any language is
a social construct characterizing a language speaker
as a constructor of social reality. Moreover, P. Bour-
deu considers any language in the context of “habi-
tus” agglomerating the whole scope of social and
genetic features (dispositions) of language speakers.
Human habitus defines individual specific mental,
physical and psychological characteristics of any
language speakers. Habitus, as a whole, generates
individual practical activity, linguistic habitus pre-
senting the combination of dispositions formed in
the course of language education (at home, in the
kindergarten, at school and so on). It means that
various social groups possess various types of lin-
guistic habitus — phonetical, lexical, grammatical,
stylistic and they are socially structured and func-
tion under definite social conditions (linguistic
market). It is quite natural that various social groups
possess unequal access possibilities for adapting to
linguistic markets [8]. P. Bourdeu’s sociological ap-
proach takes place in the frames of the following
concepts: “habitus”, “linguistic capital”, “symbolic
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power”, “cultural capital”, “linguistic market” [9].
The cultural concept consists of three subtypes —
incorporated, objectivized and institutionalized
ones. In their turn, they can be defined as follows:
linguistic capital as a part of incorporated cultural
capital is transmitted from generation to generation
and is composed of knowledge skills, types of edu-
cation systems, which taken together provide with
professional and career advantages [10]. Then, any
language is a kind of economic capital which can
be bought, sold or exchanged. Thus, any language
in the context of social existence, possesses the
so — called “soft violence”. What does it mean? All
social contradictions are reflected in languages and
they (languages) regulate social relations. The utter-
ances (words, texts) expressing political, economic
and socio-cultural forms of control become domi-
nant effective tools of communication [11, p. 135].

The linguistic turn in the humanities follows
the methodology of discourse analysis aiming at
studying social problems by means of languages in-
ner structures. They provide for understanding so-
cial problems of communication between a society
and discourse making stress on a language role in
constructing social reality and getting knowledge
[12]. The linguistic turn in the humanities generated
problems both in linguistic and sociological stud-
ies — the formation of two scientific disciplines —
sociolinguistics and linguosociology. There are two
points of view on their nature and objects. Any lan-
guage can be looked upon and studied depending on
the goals of the research. From the linguistic point
of view any language is a homogeneous object;
whereas sociolinguistic approach makes any lan-
guage to be heterogeneous. For example, traditional
linguistics divides the object of research vertically,
namely: phonetics, morphology, syntax and so on.
In its turn, sociolinguistics looks upon a language
horizontally, namely: a literary language, func-
tional styles and genres, territorial and professional
dialects [13]. At first, the objects of linguistics and
socio linguistics seem to be the same — a language.
But, linguistics studies inner language structures,
their origin and development in the course of time.
Sociolinguistics studies a language in its social sur-
rounding [14].

According to J. Fishman, linguosociology
studies a language on a macro level dealing with
language policy, language planning, language
standards, language and ethnic problems. Socio-
linguistics studies social categories, namely: class,
age, gender, level of education on a micro level [15].

The difference between linguosociology and
sociolinguistics is determined by a researcher’s fo-
cus of attention — a language analysis or a social
structure. Thus, linguosociology is a part of theo-
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retical sociology together with sociology of culture
and sociology education, being autonomous socio-
logical fields. Nevertheless, they have differences
of research — the former considers a language in its
relation to a society and language variations; the
latter is a part of sociology studying a society by
means of linguistic tools [16].

To make the difference between linguosociol-
ogy and sociolinguistics, it is appropriate to give
the following examples. In 1920-1930s in Russia
some revolutionary linguists tried to create “marx-
sist linguistics”. Of course, they failed but marx-
sist sociology is more than 150 years old, linguo-
sociology being its integral part. Or, bilinguism is
deeply rooted in social problems. Sometimes the
elite is bilingual if it is prestigious, or monolingual
in the opposite case [17].

In conclusion, it should be noted that the lin-
guistic turn in sociology is conditioned by naturel
trends in modern society, by objective mutual inter-
relation of various fields of human knowledge. In
the course of time, under postindustrial informa-
tion society languages’ impact on social life grew
and humankind’s dependence on languages became
quite vivid as languages possess universal power
over people. Linguosociology as a part of theoreti-
cal sociology provides researchers with new pro-
ductive and effective tools of studies.
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