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Abstract

This paper aims to analyze views of Russian linguists of the late 19*—early 20* centuries on the
issue of language education and find out whether they agree or disagree on the methods of teaching lan-
guages. We also aim to identify correlations that their views have with methodological theories of foreign
scholars of different epochs. To fulfil the aim, the following methods were used: general scientific methods
(analysis, synthesis, comparison), the descriptive-analytical method and the comparative-contrastive meth-
od. The scope of the findings includes such aspects as the connection between language and thinking in
educational contexts; the role of textbooks in teaching young learners; the role of children in the evolution
of language; positive and negative sides of learning foreign languages, ancient languages, the history of
language, regional and local dialects; theoretical and practical, internal and external aspects of learning
languages, the problems of bilingualism; national and individual languages; social and cognitive functions
of language, and other issues. The results obtained lead to the conclusion that in the majority of cases the
three Russian scholars (L. I. Sreznevsky, F. F. Fortunatov, I. A. Baudouin de Courtenay) share each other’s
points of view despite the fact that they belong to different research schools. The ideas they developed in
the late 19™"—early 20" centuries are further discussed and revised by other linguists and methodologists.
All quotations analyzed in the paper show some mainstream ideas and convictions characteristic of the
Russian linguistic tradition and fundamentals of Russian culture at the turn of the century.
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Introduction

The scope of linguistic issues touched upon in the works of Russian scholars of
the late 19t—early 20* centuries (I. I. Sreznevsky, E. F. Fortunatov, I. A. Baudouin de Cour-
tenay) and its breadth is beyond doubt. Centuries after their linguistic discoveries and
contemplations their value and relevance for Russian as well as for world-wide language
studies remains. Their linguistic heritage is constantly revised and reconsidered in the
modern research of Russian linguists: (Sheradzenidze, 1980), (Khukhuni, 1984), (Veko-
visheva and Khukhini, 2013), (Valujtseva and Khukhuni, 2015), (Maslova, 2015), (Cher-
nyshev, 2017), (Alpatov, 2020), (Stekolshchikova, 2019b), (Stekolshchikova, 2020a), etf.3
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It proves that reference to the works of I. I. Sreznevsky, EF. Fortunatov, and I.A. Baudou-
in de Courtenay is relevant nowadays.

Apart from outstanding linguistic research, the scholars under consideration had
teaching practice that let them share some observations and contemplations about the
value of this or that method in teaching languages. The academic originality of this pa-
per is in its addressing the analysis of methodological recommendations on teaching
languages suggested by these linguists. This aspect grants a new research perspective
that helps familiarization with a previously overlooked aspect of scientific legacy left by
L. I. Sreznevsky, F. F. Fortunatov, and I. A. Baudouin de Courtenay. It also allows for a new
look at teaching and methodology — not from the perspective of instructors or methodol-
ogists, but from the point of view of professional linguists.

A contrastive analysis of the ideas developed by the aforementioned linguists will
show the controversial nature of the results they obtained. It will help to find common and
differential features of their theories, find correlations with the research of other scholars
who also worked with similar problems. It will finally lead to general conclusions about
the dominant theoretical views that existed in Russian practice of teaching linguistic dis-
ciplines in the late 19%—early 20" centuries.

Data and methods

The paper is based on the analysis of quotations from the published works of
I. I. Sreznevsky, F. F. Fortunatov, and 1. A. Baudouin de Courtenay. All the relevant quo-
tations are presented in the Results and Discussion section. They are accompanied by our
interpretations and commentary.

General scientific methods such as analysis, synthesis and comparison were used
to work with definitions, classifications, different points of view on the phenomena un-
der consideration and with the results obtained. The descriptive-analytical method was
employed to outline theoretical issues of relevant linguistic theories and present text frag-
ments that contain the scholarly ideas under analysis. The comparative-contrastive meth-
od was used to identify what common and differential views the scholars in question had
on the issues of language education and language learning.

Study and Results
The Problem of Language Education in the Works of 1. I. Sreznevsky

Izmail Ivanovich Sreznevsky (1812-1880), a Russian philologist, Slavist, ethnogra-
pher, paleographer, and Academician at the Petersburg Academy of Sciences is famous for
his naturalistic views on language (Stekolshchikova, 2016, pp. 22-29) and for his observa-
tions about teaching and learning a language.

I. I. Sreznevsky in his work “On Studying Native Language in Childhood” (1860)
emphasizes that language is a living organism and peoples’ treasure:

“Beaxutt XKueot A3bik ecmv maxoe HApooHoe JocmosHue, KOmopuiM Kaxovli 4AeH

HApoda no 3aKoHYy npupodvt JOAXKEH NOAL306AMLCS, 60NAOULA €20 6 cebe, 60NAOUAs 6

Hem 6ce cuavt c6oezo oyxa” (Sreznevsky, 2010a, p. 3).

‘Any living language is such a national legacy that any individual representative

of the nation should naturally use, embodying it in themselves, embodying the

strength of their spirit in this language™.

Sreznevsky does not agree with the opinion, later developed by N. Chomsky in his

universal grammar theory that the knowledge of language is inborn. Sreznevsky claims
that a person acquires this knowledge by learning a language:

“Yerosexy te 6poxdento 3HaHue pooHoz0 A3blKA, U NOMOMY OHO JOAXKHO OblmMb UM
npuobpemaemo nocpedcmeom usydenus...” (ibid.).

1. All the examples given in this paper were translated by E. Z., L. S. 14



Stekolschikova I. V., Zoidze E. A. / Lingua Multica, 2024, 1(1), 13-28

‘The knowledge of a mother tongue is not inborn, that is why it should be ac-
quired by learning’.

Though he believes that study skills are inborn:

“...HO 6poKder 3aK0H, mpedy oyl amoz0 SHAHUSL — U OH JOAXKeH Oblmb MAK UAU UHAYe
ucnoarsem” (ibid.).

‘The law that demands this knowledge is inborn — it should be practiced anyway’.

According to Sreznevsky, in the process of knowledge acquisition children move from the
simple to the complex, from the specific to the general, but from synthesis to analysis:

“Bo ecaxom dumsamuy cosepuiaenics amo <...> om CUHmMe3a Kk aHAAU3Y, 0m npocmozo
36YKa, 0003HAUALO14E20 MHO20€, K CAOKHVIM 36YKAM C PASHOIMU 6UOOUSMEHEHUIMU DAL
ommereHus 0mMmoeAbHO KAXIbIM 000020 NOHAMUS UAU NPeOCAGAEHUS, 011 OMOIEALHDLX
CAO6 K CEASHLIM 6LIPAXKEHUSAM, 01 OMOIEALHLIX GbIpAXeHUll K UeAbHbM pacckasam”
(ibid.).

‘Any child moves from synthesis to analysis, from a simple sound that stands for
a variety of things to complex sounds with different modifications used to specify
some notions or ideas, from separate words to connected utterances, from sepa-
rate utterances to complete stories’.

He compares a child’s intelligence and memory with people performing particular social
roles:

“INamambv pabomaem Kax NOCAYULHBLIE pAOOMHUK, YM — KAK HOAHOBAACHIHBLI, Hepedko
u npuxomauevrii zocnodur’” (ibid.).

‘Memory works as a diligent worker, while the mind works like a sole and often
fastidious master’.

He also thinks that only the knowledge of a native language allows people to understand
thoughts and emotions of other individuals:

“Toavko uepes nocpedcmso podHozo A3bIKA MOXenm OH U 60CHPUHUMAMDb NOAHO U
c60000H0 MbICAL U wy6cmeo dpyz020” (Sreznevsky, 2010a, p. 5).

‘Only through a mother tongue one can fully and freely perceive thoughts and
feelings of the other’.

We may see that this idea finds an opposite interpretation in J. W. Goethe’s “Maxims and
Reflections”, where this German writer and philosopher states that:

“Wer fremde Sprachen nicht kennt, weif$ nichts von seiner eigenen” (Goethe, 1833).
‘those who do not know foreign languages know nothing about their native lan-
guage’.

They both tried to consider the notion of “otherness” but did it from different per-
spectives. Other people’s thoughts and feelings as well as other languages can be con-
sciously perceived only when an individual has substantial life experience or at least some
general knowledge of the world. As a result, it will be reasonable to partially disagree
with both scholars.

Learning to speak a native language is a life-long process, it is conditioned by na-
ture:

“Paboma 1ad podHuiM A3bIKOM 6 Heroseke He npexkpauyaemcs Hukoa HUKaKum
npuzo60pom npupodvi»” (Sreznevsky, 2010a, p. 5).
“No natural force can stop an individual from working on his native language’.

while learning several languages simultaneously is unnatural:
“Umo Heecmecmeerto 4eA06eKY YC6aUsanv ¢ 0emcmea HeCKOAbKO A3b1K06 Pasom, cama
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npupoda K amomy e eedem, amo 6udHo Ha demsx...” (ibid.).

It is unnatural for a human being to imbibe several languages at once, nature does
not lead to it and we can see it in the example of children’.

It is impossible for a human to think in different languages:

“Moxto dymamv moAvko HaA 00HOM A3bike. T060ps HA HECKOADKUX pasHO 0ezAo, He
6Aadeeulb Hu 00HUM U3 HUX KAk opyduem movicaumervrocmu” (ibid.).

‘One can think in one language only. Speaking several languages fluently means
that you know none of them as a means of cognition’.

Sreznevsky sees the connection between language and thinking. According to his
words, the ability to speak more than one language fluently does not imply that one can
think properly in either of these languages.

The interplay of language and thinking is illustrated by Sreznevsky by accepting
their joint participation in human intellectual and cognitive activity:

“S3v1k — He MOAbKO opydue no3HAGAMEALHOU U MUICAUTHEALHOT CUAbL UeAo6ekd, HO
CAMA IMA CUAA, 11EA0, 6 KOMOPOM U KOMOPLIM OHA XKueem u 0e3 Komopozo samupaem”
(Sreznevsky, 2010a, p. 40).

‘Language is not only a means of cognitive and thinking power of an individu-
al, but it is this very power, its habitat where and by which it lives and without
which it subsides’.

He associates and equates language with cognition.

Returning to Sreznevsky’s view on learning foreign languages, we may find an-
other idea that points to a destructive effect of using several languages. He claims that it
does not contribute to brain work and only impairs the very ability to think as thinking
becomes superficial:

“IIpuyuasco dymamo HA HECKOALKUX A3bIKAX, OMEbIKAEULb JYMAmb CO6CeM, 0CACULDCSL
npu 00Hom eHeuitiem obpase oymot...” (Sreznevsky, 2010a, p. 5).

‘While getting used to thinking in two languages, one stops thinking at all and
stays only with the surface structure of thoughts’.

This idea might be of particular interest today when both linguists and instructors
are studying bilingualism as a phenomenon.

The scholar states that reaching the level of an educated nation is impossible with-
out the knowledge of a native language. We might assume that Sreznevsky addresses here
the social function of language:

“V3 amozo 001020 NOHAMHO, UIMO HEE03MOXKHA OAA HAPoda 00pa306arHOCHb 0e3 A3viKa,
max xe kax u dAs asvika Oes napoda” (Sreznevsky, 2010a, p. 6).
‘It is clear that education for people is impossible without language, as well as for
a language without people’.
He comes to the conclusion that our native language determines our existence as
humans. Native language is an integral part of our inner and outer life, by the outer life
we should probably understand our social life and communication as such:

“Ileab usyuerus pooHozo A3vika — He CHACMAUSDIE 0MEembl HA KAKOM-HU0Yb IK3ameHe,
a o6Aader e UM 6 QOAKHOU Mepe AL KUSHU, OASL KUSHU GHYMpeHHell U 6Mecie C mem
gHeuitell, 0e3 KOmopot U cama 6HYMpeHHL KUsHb — 6000uLe 2060ps — He603MoxHa”
(Srezvevsky, 2010a, p. 40).

‘The aim of learning a native language is not limited to answers at exams but
includes mastering it for the life both inner and outer. Without the latter no inner
life is possible’.

16
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Sreznevsky singles out some stages of teaching a native language using naturalist
metaphors (seeds of knowledge, roots of knowledge):

“Ilepsvie cemena 3HAHUSL POOHO20 A3DIKA CEIOMCSL 6 OUMSAMU 6 nepeble 2001 €20 KUSHU;
KOpHU €20 ykpenastomces 6 20001 ompovecmea u tonocmu” (Sreznevsky, 2010a, p. 19).
‘“The first seeds of knowledge of a native language are planted during the first
years of children’s life, it takes roots during adolescence and youth’.

This opinion implies that language acquisition is gradual and takes time.

In the work on the elementary course of Russian “3ameuanns o repBoHadaabHOM
Kypce pycckoro si3sika” “(Notes on the basic course of Russian”), Sreznevsky writes that
the aim of general education in terms of teaching a native language is to teach it to use this
language as a means of communicating thoughts, feelings, and knowledge:

“Lleav, docmuzaemas 6 o0uiem 00paso6aruy UsyueHuem ome4ectmserHozo A3vika, ecrmo
pAaseume YMerbs noAb306aMbCs 0MmMeuectmeeHHbiM A3bIKOM KAk Heo0Xo0UuMbiM opyouem
MOBLCAU, Hy6cmea, shanus u oduyumervriocmu” (Sreznevsky, 2010b, p. 62).

‘The goal achieved in general education by learning a native language is the de-
velopment of native language skills as a means of thinking, feeling, knowledge
and social behavior’.

Within the sphere of linguistic knowledge, Sreznevsky identifies inner and outer
aspects. The inner aspect includes knowledge that an individual uses to satisfy personal
needs, the outer aspect includes knowledge used to satisfy the needs and expectations of
others:

“B 3HAHUU A3bIKA MOXKHO OMOeAUMb J6e CHIOPOHBL: a) SHAHUe 6HYmpeHHee, SHAHUe NPo
ce0s, 0As YydoeremeopeHus 6HympeHHux mpebosanutl yma nosxarouyezo, u 0) snamue
sHeuitee, sHarue 0As dpyzux, 0As ydosaemeoperius mpebosanutl oxudarui ux yma”
(Sreznevsky, 2010a, p. 7).

‘There are two aspects in the knowledge of a native language: a) the inner knowl-
edge that is used to satisfy an individual’s needs of the mind in the cognition
process and b) the outer knowledge that is meant to satisfy the expectations of
other people’.

He adds that inner knowledge includes information about words and their com-
binability. Outer knowledge includes the ability to use words in order to clearly convey
the necessary meanings and concepts. It also involves the ability to build sentences, to
articulate words and sentences correctly, clearly, and beautifully. Outer knowledge in-
cludes writing skills applied according to the existing rules and the individual’s inten-
tions (Sreznevsky, 2010a, p. 8).

Sreznevsky finds it important to study ancient languages, regional and local dia-
lects as the “spirit of a nation” contained in the language is far stronger in dialects and
weaker in the literary language:

“Kax donoAnenue K 2AABHOMY OOAXHUL ObIMb U3YUAeMbl OMMEHKU A3bka 0pe6Hezo U
mecmvie Hapeuus” (Sreznevsky, 2010a, p. 14).

‘Aspects of old language forms and local dialects should be studied in addition
to the standard one’.

He also talks about theoretical and practical aspects of language education empha-
sizing the latter:

“Oona dors amozo Kypea, meopemuueckas <...> CHOUM 6bIKUHYMb 6Ce, U0 He 6edern

NpAMO K UeAu u He npurazaemcs k dpyeott uacmu Kypcea — npaxmuveckott” (Sreznevsky,
2010, p. 62).
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‘One part of this course is theoretical <...> everything that does not lead directly to the
main aim and has no connection with the practical part should be left out’.

The theoretical part includes an overview of language features, forms of word
building and word changing. The practical part of the Russian language course includes
mastering, speaking, and writing skills (Sreznevsky, 2010b, p. 63).

The scholar’s attitude to school textbooks is of particular relevance as he claims
that they are not necessary at the initial stage of learning a native language:

“Brauane xe yueOrux 0ydem 0oree 6pedett, uem noreset, npuyuas demeil K 3ayUu6aruto
HAU3YCIMb 11020, 4110 QOAXKHO ObIIMb He 3AYUeH0, A NPOCIO YC60eHO — He OAsl IK3AMEHNA, a
oas Kkusnu” (Sreznevsky, 20100, p. 64).

‘At the beginning a textbook will stand in the way, teaching children to learn by
heart everything that should be understood and comprehended not for exams
but for life’.

This statement implies that children should first learn to use Russian for the pur-
pose of everyday communication. Language here is an equivalent to an indispensable
tool or instrument of social interaction that at the next stages will be studied deeper and
for more specific purposes. A similar approach to the role of a textbook was adopted by
F. F. Fortunatov.

In general, I. I. Sreznevsky reflects on the problems of language education from
the point of view that language is a natural phenomenon. He gives priority to learning a
native language, comments on the theoretical and practical aspects of language education,
emphasizing the practical side. Among his ideas there are some that can shed light on
contemporary problems in the area of teaching languages, or give more food for thought
to linguists who are concerned with the problem of language and thought relations and
with modern cognitive studies.

The Problem of Language Education in the Works of F. F. Fortunatov

Filipp Fedorovich Fortunatov (1848-1914), an outstanding Russian linguist and
Academician at the Russian Academy of Sciences, was a founder of the Moscow School
of Linguistics. FE. F. Fortunatov worked within the sphere of comparative and historical
language studies (Fortunatov, 2015) and made a substantial contribution to this area (Ste-
kolshchikova, 2019a, pp. 144-152), along with other scholars who studied the problems
of comparative, historical and typological linguistics (Birukova and Popova, 2015, p. 41).
He also had enormous teaching experience. This section will focus on Fortunatov’s ideas
about teaching linguistic disciplines.

In the book on comparative linguistics “CpasuurteasHoe si3pikoseaerne” ‘Compar-
ative Linguistics’ (1891-1892). E. Fortunatov distinguishes between studying languages
for scientific and practical purposes:

“...a301K06edernue, Kax HAYKY, 3a0a4a KOmOopou no3HAMb A3bIK 6 €20 UCHOPUL, HeAb3s
CMeULU6ams, NOHAMHO, C USYHeHUEM KAKO20-AUDO0 A3b1KA OASL NPAKMULecKOoll UeAU, 1o
ecnb C UeAbI0 6AA0eb IMUM A3bIKOM, KAK CPeOctneom 0ASL ocmuxerus Opyaux yeret,
Hanpumep 05 00mena muicae” (Fortunatov, 2010, p. 7).

‘Linguistics as a science aimed at studying languages in their development should
not be compared with studying languages for practical purposes of achieving
other aims such as ideas exchange’.

This idea seems relevant for the later distinction between language and speech
(E. de Saussure) as knowledge of language as a system and actual usage of a language.

Unlike Sreznevsky, Fortunatov does not give priority to the practical aim of study-
ing a native language at school. In his work on teaching Russian grammar in secondary
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school “O mpenogaBaHum rpaMMaTUKIL PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa B cpeaneit mkoae” ‘On teaching
Russian Grammar in Secondary Schools’ (1904) he on the contrary claims that the practi-
cal aim is the main one in learning a foreign language:

“IlonamHo, 4mo 6 NpuMeHeHUU K PoOHOMY S3bIKY YUAULUXCS UEAb NpenodasaHus
JPAMMAMUKY He MOXen Oblmb 1Mo, NpaKmuveckor, Komopas npedcmasAsemcs
npexde 6cez0, xoms Ovl U He 6 Kauecmee eOUHCIMEEHHOU UEAU, MO OMHOUEHUN K
UHOCHPAHHOMY S3bIKY, UYUAEMOMY 6 tLKoAe...” .

‘It is obvious that the aim of teaching the grammar of a native language cannot be
the same practical aim used for teaching a foreign language in school’.

The theoretical aim of studying grammar of both native and foreign languages is
seen in the students’ acquisition of a skill to think properly nasvixa npasurvtio oymamo ‘the
skill of correct thinking” (Fortunatov, 1957, p. 433). Thus, knowing the phenomena of na-
tive language grammar should foster the students’ thinking abilities.

E. Fortunatov separates teaching grammar from teaching orthography:

“Owubouro maxsxe 0viro 0vl dymamov, 0yomo npenodasanue ZpAMMAMUKU pooHozo
A3bIKA 6 ULKOAE HE00X00UMO OASL YCS0eHUS YUAUUMUCA mpe0osaruil npasonucanus”.

It would be a misconception to think that teaching grammar of a native language
in school is essential for mastering orthography rules’.

He thinks that only some areas of grammar can provide an explanation for the
rules of Russian spelling. In general, he says that grammar has nothing to do with or-
thography as it is an independent discipline: zpammamuxa cama no cebe (ibid.) ‘grammar is
independent’.

Fortunatov shares the same opinion on a textbook being unnecessary at the start
of learning a native language that was expressed by Sreznevsky:

“Ilpu usyueHuy PamMmMamuKy pycckoz0 A3bika 6 HUSUUX KAACCAX, S OyMato, Hem
HadodHocmu 6 kakom 0vt mo Hu 0viro yuedbruke” (Fortunatov, 1957, p. 437).
‘No textbook is needed at an early stage of studying Russian grammar’.

According to Fortunatov, the course of Russian for beginners is all about students
together with a teacher discovering and identifying different features of their native lan-
guage but not about cramming theory and terms. This idea reminds us of an inductive
approach to teaching grammar.

The scholar sees the main aim of teaching grammar in directing students to devel-
oping a conscious approach to the features of the language in which they speak and think:

“...6V13016a1Mb 6 YUAULUXCS CO3HAMEADHOE OMHOULeHUE K SAGACHUIM, CYULECTBYOULUM 6
moM s3vike, HA KOmopom onu dymarom u 206opsam...” (Fortunatov, 1957, p. 436).
‘...to foster a conscious attitude of language learners to the phenomena that exist
in the language they use to speak and to think in’.

Fortunatov also raises an issue of comparing the spoken language and literary lan-
guage as means of conscious observation of the language that students speak:

“...conocmasaenue Kue6020, Ppasz060pH00 A3bIKA € PYCCKUM KHUKHLIM  SA36IKOM
nomozaem yuauumcs HabA0damv Gaxmot mozo A3v1Ka, HA KOMOPOM OHU 2060psm...”
(Fortunatov, 1957, p. 438).

*...Comparison of a living spoken Russian language with bookish Russian helps
students observe facts of the language they speak’.

He is convinced that even in primary school it is necessary to study the history of
language (he is talking about Russian) in order to see the difference between the way let-
ters sound and the way they are written as well as to identify the word stem and affixal
morphemes:
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“Viasanus na ucmopuro A3vika 1HeoOX00uMo Jdeamb U 6 HUSULUX KAACCAX NpU
npenodasaruu pycckoi pammamuxu...” (Fortunatov, 1957, p. 439).

‘References to the history of the language are important even at early stages of
teaching Russian grammar’.

Moreover, the notion of the root of the word will be more comprehensive and scien-
tific if there is reference to the history of language:

“IIpenodasamerv, ykasovleas HA U3MeHeHUe A3blKa 60 6pemMeHu, HA UCMOPUlo A3bikad,
MOKem 0amb UM NOHAMUE U 0 KOPHAX CAO6 <...> OASL CAMUX Y4AULUXCSL QOAKHO Obib
61OAHE SCHO, 4O U3 CAOG COBPEMEHHO020 PYCCK020 A3blka, 0e3 SHAHUSL UCTOPUL IMUX
CA06, HeAb3sl useAexambv kaxue-mo kopru” (ibid.).

‘By pointing at historical changes in the language a teacher can help students dis-
cover the roots of words <...> it should be clear for the students that it is impossi-
ble to analyze the roots of modern Russian words without the knowledge of their
history’.
Here Fortunatov’s idea correlates with Sreznevsky’s opinion that old Slavonic and old Rus-
sian should be obligatorily studied in schools (Sreznevsky, 2010, p. 37).
Fortunatov considers the necessity of explaining the nature of sounds, their prop-
erties, characteristics, and combinability to young language learners (Fortunatov, 1957,
p. 442).
In accordance with linguists representing the naturalistic school, Fortunatov dis-
cusses the connection between language and thinking in his work on comparative linguis-
tics “CpasauteasHoe s13p1k0BegeHne” ‘Comparative Linguistics” (1891-1892):

“SI3viK cocrmoum U3 cA06, 4 CAOBAMU SIGASIIOMCS 36YKU peuu, KaK 3HAKU OASl HAULe2o
MOUUACHUS U OASL 6bIpaAXKeHUs HAuLUX Mmuicae u wyscmeosariuil” (Fortunatov, 2010, p. 3).
‘Language consists of words, speech sounds are words as signs for our thinking
and for the expression of our thoughts and feelings’.

In other words, he means that people think in a particular language and communi-
cate feelings and emotions through language. Human thoughts and feelings are expressed
with the help of signs (sound clusters, words). Sound clusters that form words create cer-
tain images in the human mind:

“SI3v1K npedcmasasien noamomy CO60KYNHOCMb 3HAKOE 2AABHBIM 00pa30M OASL MBICAU U
OASL BOIPAXKEHUT MVICAU 8 Pedl, 4 KPOMe 11020, 6 A3bIKe CYULeCmeyom makoke u 3HAKu OAsl
soipaxcerius wyscmeosanuti croéa” (Fortunatov, 2010, p. 91).

‘Language is a combination of signs used mainly for expressing thoughts in speech;
moreover, there are signs that are used to express feelings’.

This idea finds further development in the theory of phonosemantics in the middle of the
20th century.

According to Fortunatov, in the development of language and thinking abilities
people establish associations between certain sound clusters that can further bring about
new associations with unrelated notions (Fortunatov, 2010, p. 96). The connection between
language and thinking is considered by Fortunatov from the semiotic perspective, which is
characteristic of F. de Saussure.

The phonetic content of the word is, according to Fortunatov, an integral compo-
nent of the speech — thinking process:

“3navenus 36yK0601 CMOPOHLL CAO6 OASL MOUUACHUS COCMOAN, CAeJO6AMEAbHO, 6
cnocoOHoCmu npedcmasreHuil 36yK060tl CIOpPOHDLL CAOG COHemAamvbes. Mexdy coboil 6
npoyecce mourenus...” (Fortunatov, 2010, p. 97).

‘The meanings of the sound form of words are observed in the ability of the planes
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of sound in words to combine with each other in the process of thinking...".

He suggests that speech sounds used in words can be signs of something that can-
not find expression in thoughts, for example, abstract notions, sensory perception, etc.
(Fortunatov, 2010, p. 98).

In his treatment of the language and thinking connection, Fortunatov shares
Sreznevsky’s opinion and considers them to be mutually dependent:

“V13 danHblx MHOM NPUMEpos, s 0ymato, He mpyoHo yacHumo cebe, Umo He MoAbKO A3b1K
3A6UCUIM O MUIUACHUS, HO YIMO U MblULAeHUe, 6 C6010 ouepedb, 3a6UcUmm om Asvika...”
(Fortunatov, 2010, p. 100).

‘From the given examples it is possible to conclude that not only language de-
pends on thinking, but that thinking in its turn depends on language...’.

With the help of words an individual can think in a way that would be impossible without
these signs, especially in the expression of abstract and general notions (ibid.). Signs of
language become signs of thought, the author states.

Fortunatov considers interjections to be words used to express feelings, he seems
to oppose them to notional words:

“Bnaxu A3vika 6 npouecce pedu A6ALOMCA ZAAGHBIM 00pA30M SHAKAMU OASL 6bIPAKEHUSL
MBICAU UAU ee HACTU, HO 6Mecte ¢ MAKUMU SHAKAMU CYU,eCmeytom 6 peuu makxe u
SHAKU A36IKA OASL GOIPAXKEHUS UY6CTE06AHULL K IMUM SHAKAM NPUHAOAEKA CA06A-
mexdomemus” (Fortunatov, 2010, p. 101).

‘Language signs in speech are mainly the signs used to express thoughts or their
parts, but along with these signs there are others that are used to express feelings;
these signs are represented by interjections’.

He explains that until interjections are used merely as results of involuntary movements
of articulatory organs, they do not belong to language signs and cannot express feelings.
They acquire this status only when these movements are motivated by the speaker’s will
under the influence of mental associations. This idea seems relevant for the problem of
parts of speech classification, and the status of interjections in particular.

Fortunatov also analyzes the language of facial expressions and gestures, which,
according to the scholar, coexists with verbal language:

“SI3vik, KAk COB0KYNHOCMD 3HAKOS OAS MUUMAEHUS U OAS GOIPAXKEHUS MOICAU U
YYECINB06AM T, MOKeN OblIMb He MOADKO A3bIKOM CAO6, M0 eCHlb S36IK0OM, MAMEPUANOM
OASL KOMOPO20 CAYKAM 36YKU petl, HO OH MOXem 0blmb makxe U A3bIKOM XKecnos u
MUMUKU, U MAKOT A3bIK CYulecmayem 6 veroseuecnee padom ¢ ssvikom caos” (Fortuna-
tov, 2010, p. 105).

‘Language as a combination of signs used for thinking and expressing thoughts
and feelings may not only be the language of words (the language where the
building blocks are sounds of speech), but also the language of gestures and mim-
ic signs; such language does exist in humanity along with the language of words’.

He then admits that verbal language is studied by linguists, but nonverbal lan-
guage should be also considered in order to understand physical and spiritual conditions
that could precede the appearance of verbal language (ibid.). The role of facial expressions
and gestures at the first stage of human language development was also discussed by
A. Hovelacque:

“Les gestes, les mouvements de la physionomie précédent le langage proprement dit, le
langage articulé...” (Hovelacque, 1885, p. 3).
‘Gestures and facial expressions precede the spoken articulated language’.
Fortunatov addresses the idea of inner speech that is also called mental speech,
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and is opposed to verbal speech as well as the idea of involuntary speech, which is called
thinking out loud (Fortunatov, 2010, p. 110).

In the work on teaching Russian grammar in secondary school “O mpenoaasannn
rpaMMaTHUKI PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa B cpeanert mkoae” ‘On teaching Russian Grammar in Sec-
ondary Schools’ (1904) Fortunatov comes back to the problem of the connection between
language and thinking, and concludes that words are signs of language that stand for our
thoughts:

“SI3vik 6 npouecce Haulel YCMMHOLL peuu, K020a Mbl 2060pUM, 6bIPAKAS HAULU MOICAU,
cyujecmeyerm nomomy, 4mo oH Cyulecmeyem 6 HaueM MbIUAHUL, CAOGA 6 Haulell pewu
HenocpeoCeeHHO BLIPAXAIOM, O0HAPYXKUBAION MAKUE MUICAU, 6 COCMAE KOMOpblX
6x0051mM npedcmasAeHus mex xe cA06 Kax 3HaKo6 OAsl motwiaerus...” (Fortunatov, 1957,
p. 435).

‘The language we use in spoken speech, when we express our thoughts exists
because it is in our thinking; words in speech directly express and disclose such
thoughts that contain conceptions of these words as signs of thinking’.

We can also find some of his thoughts on the means of expressing propositions in sentences:

“Mbicav, svipaxarouwyasics 6 npedroxenuu <...> HA3LI6ATOM UHO0204 NCUXOAOZUUECKUM
cyxderuem” (Fortunatov, 1957, p. 448).
‘Thoughts expressed in sentences <...> are sometimes called psychological asser-
tions’.
Though Fortunatov claims that propositions are studied by logic and thus there
should be no confusion between grammar and logic as grammar is not concerned with
correct and incorrect thinking:

“IloHAmHo noamomy, Umo pAMMAMuKa no npeomemy, usyuaemomy 6 Heu, He
MOKem HAXo0UumvbCes Hu 6 KAKOU 3A6UCUMOCIIY 01 AOZUKU, MAK KAK pasAuue Mexdy
NPAGUALHOIM U HeNpPAGUADHBIM MblUACHUEM He 6X00um 6 00AACb UCCAC)06aHUA
epammamuxu” (ibid.).

‘Itis clear that grammar by its subject matter cannot be in any dependence on logic
as differences between correct and incorrect thinking are outside the domain of
grammar’.

The scholar defines a psychological proposition:

“B cA06ECHOM 1CUXOAOZUUECKOM CYKOEHUU U36ECHIHOe CA060 UAU CAOBOCOHUerMaHue
KAK 3HAK, CYuecmsyouuil 6 sAsvike, uAu 00vedunsemcs c OpyzuM CAO6OM UAU
cAosocouemariuem Kax ¢ OpyeuM SHAKOM 1020 5Ke, UAU Omdersemcs om 0py2020 cA06a
UAU cAOBOCOUemMAHUsL, KAK He 00bedutisiioueecs ¢ Hum no sHavexuto...” (ibid.).

‘In a spoken psychological assertion, a known word or word group taken as a lan-
guage sign either combines with another word or word group or disconnects from
another word or word group as different from it in meaning/'.

This definition shows that words or word groups as signs join together on the basis of
meaning. Thus, the notion of the sign finds its representation in logic as well as in grammar:

“...cA06a 6 HAlLell peyu HenocpedCMEeHHO BLIPAXAION, 00HAPYKUBAIONT MAKUE MUICAL, 6
€OCIMAg KOMOPoLLX 6X0051 NPedCmAsAeHUs MeX XKe CA06 KAK 3HAK0S 0N MOIUACHUS, 110
ecmv KaK 3HAK06 UAU 111020, 0 eM Mol OyMaeM, UAU 111020, 4mo 00pasyemcs 6 npoujecce
MotAeHUs 0 mex uiu urvix npeomemax moicau” (Fortunatov, 1957, p. 435).

Words in our speech directly express and disclose such thoughts that include con-
cepts of the same words as signs of thinking or as signs of something we think
about, or something that is formed in the process of thinking about these or those
subjects’.
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In the attitude to language education F. Fortunatov follows the principle of compul-
sory study of a native language in its spoken, written, and dialectal variety. He also high-
lights the role of old Slavonic and old Russian languages, as well as nonverbal language in
the educational process.

Language as an Object of Study and Problems of Language Education in the Works of
I.A. Baudouin de Courtenay

Ivan Aleksandrovich Baudouin de Courtenay (1845-1929), a prominent Russian
and Polish linguist, was a founder of the Kazan School of Linguistics. Even though he
incorporated psychology and sociology into linguistic studies and considered language
to be a mental-social phenomenon ‘nicuxmdaeckn-cornaapHoe sisaerue’, . A. Baudouin de
Courtenay did not deny the naturalistic essence of language, especially in his early works
(Stekolshchikova, 2020b, pp. 458-482). He also raised the issues of teaching techniques,
which we are going to address and analyze here.

In the book “Language and Languages” “SI3bik n si3p1ku’ Baudouin de Courtenay
raises the issue of the origins of human language. He distinguishes the birth of an indi-
vidual language and phylogenetic beginning in the development of human languages:
HAYAA0 3bika 60 6cem teroseteckom pode (Baudouin de Courtenay, 2018c, p. 170) “the initial
stage of language in humanity’. The conditions underlying the development of these two
types of languages are different. Thus, individual language is inherited from ancestors in
the form of “linguistic predisposition” and language skills that are activated under the
influence of a lingual environment. This process demonstrates the connection between
language and thinking, according to the scholar:

“ndusudyaroroisr A3vik poxkdaemcs U 603HUKAEN 6MecHne ¢ MO320M, 6Mecme C
NCUXUKOT KAXKD020 0MIeAbHOZ0 HUeA0SeKa; XOMSL YeA06eK 2060pum He cpasy, HO OH
npurocum ¢ coboti cnocooHOCHb 2060puUMmv, a 3amem, 100 GAUSHUEM OKPYXKAIOULUX
npoucxoum nocmenexHoe pasumue u pocn 0anmnoz0 uroueudyarvrozo ssvixa” (ibid.).
‘Individual language is born together with the brain, together with an individu-
al’s psyche; though a human being does not start speaking at once, but he brings
with him an ability to speak, and then under the influence of the people around
him the development of this individual language takes place’.

Individual language develops along with the development of the mental activity of
its speaker under the influence of social surroundings. These ideas contradict the opinion
on the adherent nature of human language developed by Sreznevsky, but overlap with
N. Chomsky’s theory that appeared half a century later.

Prehistoric language did not have such conditions for development that individual
languages had. Baudouin de Courtenay claims that the emergence of human speech im-
plies the emergence of a human being;:

“...pycckuil A3vIK 6 c60ell  DecnpepuleHOTl NpeeMCmEeHHOCU  60CX00um K moi
0moareH ol 3noxe, k0204 AUHIEUCHIUYECKUE NPeOKU HBIHEULHUX PYCCKUX MOADKO
HAYUHAAU 2060pUNTb, MO eCtb C MO mouKy 3perus cmanossmes Atodomu” (ibid.).
‘The Russian language in its eternal continuity goes back to the distant epoch
when the linguistic ancestors of contemporary Russians only started to speak or
just became humans’.

In his work on language as an object of studies “3naueHne s3bIKa Kak IIpeamera
nsyuenns” “The Role of Language as a Subject of Study”’ (1906), Baudouin de Courtenay
repeats, though with some changes, the thoughts of M. Muller, who belongs to the natu-
ralistic school. He claims that individual language exists only as a part of a human being
and dies with every uttered word:
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“Mndusudyaroroisl 4301k npexpauiaent céoe CyuLecmseosarue morbko €0 CMepmoio
undueuda <...> Hem 606ce Hu pycck020, HU HEMEYK020, HU KAK020 0bl HU ObIAO
HAUUOHAADHOZ20 UAU NAeMeHH020 A3vika. Cyuiecmsytom moAbKo uUHOUEUIYAAbHbIe
asviku...” (Baudouin de Courtenay, 2018a, p. 217).

Individual language ceases to exist only with the death of the individual <...>

There are no national or tribal languages like Russian, German. There are only

individual languages’.
This idea implies that there are no national languages as language is the property of an
individual.

Baudouin de Courtenay studies only living languages. He also criticizes the system

of education based on studying books, monuments, letters, symbols as elements of the
temporary, instead of human thoughts, language, sounds as elements of the permanent:

Y. .Ml usyuaem npexodsuiee 6Mecmo nocmosHHozo, Ovisuiee 6mecmo Hacmosuyezo”
(Baudouin de Courtenay, 2018a, p. 218).

‘...we study the temporary instead of the permanent and the past instead of the
present’.

This educational principle is called annihilating by the scholar, as instead of the
current state of things they study grammar rules and somebody else’s utterances that litter
the students” minds, inflicting stupidity and confusion ‘3arpsA3HAIOIINMU IOAOBBl YIEHUKOB,
OTAYIASIOIIMMMU X Y BOABOPSIOIINMMU B X YMaX HEMMOBEPHYIO [Ty TaHUITY TOHSITUIA. ..
(ibid.).

While working on some general issues of language studies “Hekotopsie 13 oOrriux
II0OAOKEHUT, K KOTOPbIM A0BeAu BoaysHa ero HabAIOAEHMSI U MCCAEAOBAHUS SIBAEHUI
s3pka” “On basic points Baudouin made during his observations and studies of language
phenomena’ (1897) Baudouin de Courtenay claims that only the linguist who has thor-
oughly studied a living language can analyze a dead language. Thus, the study of living
languages should precede the study of dead languages:

“Vsyuenue A3b1K08 KUGLIX  00AKHO  Npedulecmeosamsv — UCCA)06AHUI  A3bIKOE
ucuesrysuiux” (Baudouin de Courtenay, 2018b, p. 103).
“The study of living languages should precede the study of dead languages’.

The educational role of classical languages, according to the linguist, is nothing but of an
inherited relic:

“...He umo umoe, KAK YHACADOBAHHBLI U3 Npouiroz0 nepexumox...” (Baudouin de
Courtenay, 2018b, p. 221).
‘...nothing but a leftover inherited from the past...’,

while F. Fortunatov insists on the importance of studying ancient languages.

Moreover, Baudouin de Courtenay states that only one [native] language should
be studied as it is spoken by students as well as teachers. There should not be another
obligatory language studied in school:

“ITo-moemy, ¢ mouxu 3perus 30pasoi nedazozuku, 6 Kaxoou uikore 0OAXKHO Ovimb
NPpUSHAHO 0053aMeAbHUIM KAK Cpedctmeo paseumusl yma usyderue 00HO20 MOAbKO
S3VIKA, 110 eCTb 11020 A3bIKA, KOMOPLLiL YUeHUKU NPUHOCAIN € CO00U 6 UIKOAY U KOMOpbLil
émecme ¢ mem JoAXKeH 0blmb npenodasamervckum asvikom. Hu odun dpyzoul a3vik e
dorxker Ovimb o0s3amervrvim” (ibid.).

‘In my opinion, from the point of view of sound pedagogy all schools should
accept the study of only one language as a means of intellectual development, it
should be the language that students bring with them to school, and it should be
the language used by teachers. No other languages should be considered to be
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obligatory’.

In the aforementioned work on general conclusions in the area of language studies.
Baudouin de Courtenay articulates twenty-two statutes which he will refer to in his later
works. Some of these statutes are stated in brief without any comments. For example, the
first statement reads that “there are no phonetic laws’ Hem Huxaxux goHemuueckux 3aKoHos
(Baudouin de Courtenay, 2018b, p. 102). Other ideas are more developed. We will mention
those that deal with language education.

The sixth statement discloses the reason of language changes that make the process
of teaching easier:

“IIpuuunoro, dsuzamerem 6cex USMEHEHUT SA3b1KA A6AAEMCs cmpemaetiue K ydoocmsy,
cmpemaerue K 00AezueHuto 6 mpex 00AACmAX A3bIK060U 0esAmMeAbHOCHU: 6 00Aacmu
npoustouenus (Pporavuu), 6 00Aacmu cCAyuanus u socnpusimus (ayounuu) u, Haxoxeu,
6 00Aacmu A3b1k06020 motirerus (yepedpayuu)” (ibid.).

‘Languages move in their development towards simplification in pronunciation
(fonation), acoustic perception (listening skills), and in cerebration (using lan-
guage for thinking processes)’.

We may see that Baudouin de Courtenay compares a linguist with a biologist (a
distinctive feature of naturalism) in his eighteenth statement that once again highlights
that living organisms [languages] should be given priority over the relics:

“Toavko 0u0A0Z (300002 U 0OMAHUK), USYUUSULUTI 6CECOPOHHE KUBOU A3DIK, MOXKem
npucmynums K UCCAe06AHUI0 NAAOHIOAOZUNeCKUX ocmamkos. Toavko Auwzsucm,
USYUUBULLLTL 6CECITIOPOTHE KUBOTE SI3LIK, MOKEN NO3G0ASMD cede COeAanb NPeonor0Ke s
00 ocobenrocmsx ssvikos ymepuiux” (Baudouin de Courtenay, 2018b, p. 103).

Only a biologist (zoologist and botanist) who has fully studied a living language
can get down to studying the paleontological remains. Only a linguist who has
fully studied a living language can let himself make assumptions about the pecu-
liarities of dead languages’.

Thereby, the comparison used by A. Schleicher in which he compares a linguist (who is
interested in the way language is built) with a botanist (Schleicher, 1869, p. 33) is accorded
more attention in the work of Russian linguists.

An interesting idea is expressed in the nineteenth statement where Baudouin de
Courtenay mentions Darwinian biologists, and associates the language development of
a child with regressive development. If a human embryo linearly goes through all the
changes undergone by the human species, then in language development we see the op-
posite phenomenon:

“PeberoK e nosmopsien 606ce 6 COKpAULEHUU SA3bIK06020 PASEUMUS UEA020 NAeMEHU,
HO, HANpPOmMUGE mozo, peberok saxeamovieaen 6 0yoyuiee, NPedckasvbiéas 0co0eHHOCAMU
ceoeil peuu Oydyuiee cocmosiHue NAeMeHHO20 SA3b1KA, U MOALKO 610CAOCHIEUL NATUMICS,
max ckasamo, HA3Ad, 6ce 0oree U 00Aee NPUHOPAGAUBASLCL K HOPMAALHOMY A3bIKY
oxpyxkarouyux” (Baudouin de Courtenay, 2018b, p. 103).

‘A child does not reproduce the language experience of the whole tribe but, on
the contrary, takes this language into the future predicting its development. Only
afterwards he moves back by becoming more and more accustomed with the nor-
mal language used by people around’.

Language norms and standards are built over the primitive patterns of children’s speech.
In his twentieth statement Baudouin de Courtenay assigns the leading role in the
evolution of language to children:

“Toruxku x cyuecmeeHHoIM  USMEHEHUAM NAEMEHHO20 A3bIKA 0aromces 2AA8HHIM
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00pasom 6 asvike demeil. Jemu nposeAson crmpemierue K U3ectolM SHAYUMEALHIM
USMEHEHUAM npousHouleHus u mopgporozuteckozo cmpos asvika” (Baudouin de Cour-
tenay, 2018b, p. 104).

‘The impulse towards significant language changes is mostly present in children’s
language. They strive to particular pronunciational and morphological changes’.

According to his words, children tend to change the language they speak, especially its
pronunciation and morphology. M. Muller thinks that women are responsible for lan-
guage changes:

“Ho eAusHue XeHujun HA A3bIK 6 KAXKIOM NOKOAeHUU 20pa300 SHAUUTEAbHee, YeM
sausrue myxuun” (Muller, 1868, pp. 36-37).

‘“Women'’s influence on language in each generation is far stronger than men’s
influence’.

He demonstrates this with the example of India, where women’s speech and the speech
of house servants tends to displace Sanskrit (initially used only by monarchs, noblemen
and clerics) at first by entering the domain of literary language and then replacing it com-
pletely (Muller, 1868, p. 37).

As a result, language as an object of study in the works of Baudouin de Courtenay
is a complex and ambiguous phenomenon. The scholar proves the idea that there are no
national or tribal languages, there are only individual languages. He also speaks against the
study of ancient languages as well as foreign languages.

Conclusion

To conclude all the outlined ideas, we may say that even though problems of lan-
guage education were not given priority in the studies of Russian linguists of the late
19*—early 20™ centuries, however, they were substantially discussed in their works on
linguistics. The ideas of learning foreign languages suggested by Sreznevsky, Fortuna-
tov and Baudouin de Courtenay differ from the opinions that exist today (Ivanova and
Tivyaeva, 2015). Now no one considers learning foreign languages to be useless for men-
tal and cognitive development. But the opposite opinions shared by the linguists under
discussion clearly demonstrate some established ideas characterizing Russian linguistic
and educational traditions at the turn of the century. We find Sreznevsky’s approach to
dividing knowledge of language into internal (for oneself) and external (for others) to be
extraordinary and original. The attitude towards textbooks in schools being unnecessary,
that is found in works by Sreznevsky and Fortunatov, is debatable, as well as their view
on the necessity of studying regional and local dialects, the history of the native language
and ancient languages for young learners. The evil nature of school grammar pointed out by
Baudouin de Courtenay is also open for discussion. At the same time, we should admit
that their reasoning is rather convincing, and correlates with those data from related sci-
ences that existed and were available back then. In this way, the views of Russian linguists
of the late 19""—early 20% centuries on language education are characterized by consisten-
cy, and their research contributes to the Russian practice of teaching languages.
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