IIpoxoprea Upuna TeHruzoBHa

MI'NMO MU/]I Poccun, 1oueHT Kadgeapbl HHAOMPAHCKUX U A(PPUKAHCKUX
SI3bIKOB, K.().H., JOLEHT

Konapesa EBrenusi Cepreesna

MI'MMO MU/ Poccun, CTyIeHTKA 2-10 Kypca MarucTparyphbl

HyTI/I MOJIMTUICCKOTO PCIICHUA SA3BIKOBOI'O BOIIpoCa

B MHOI'0OsI3bIYHBIX cTpaHax F)xHoil A3umn

Bompoc o s13bIke SBISETCS ONHUM M3 KIIFOYEBBIX BOIIPOCOB MHOTOSI3bIUHBIX
MOJINATHUYHBIX CTPaH, OCOOCHHO B IMEPUOJ TIOCYJApPCTBEHHOIO CTPOUTEIHCTBA.
CrnocoObl €ero pemieHusl BBIPAXKAIOT MO3HUIUU JIUJIEPOB, MPEACTABISIONIUX
pa3inyHble TOJUTHYECKHE CHJIBI W TPYIIbl HACENEHUS, OMPEACISIOT BEKTOPHI
pa3BUTHUs OyIyIIEero rocyaapcTBa, 4acTo SBISIIOTCS IPUYMHAMU NIPOOeM, KOTOphIE
nposiBsiTcs nubo cpasy, nu0O0 MO MNpPOMECcCTBUH BpeMeHU. B mokmane
OPEINPUHUMACTCS MONbITKA aHAIM3a MyTel PelIeHus A3bIKOBOW MPOOIEMbI B IBYX
kpynHemux crpaHax FOxuoit Azum — Uunum u [lakucrane. OOpa3oBaHHBIC B
1947 r., 3T rocyaapcTBa XapaKTEpHU3yeT MECTPOTa 3THUYECKOIO COCTaBa H
MHOT0OOpa3ue UCIOJIb3YeMbIX HaceleHUueM s3bIkoB. WHIus, npuHsBLIAS K
pykoBoACTBY J03yHT «EnuHcTBO B pasHooOpazum» (Unity in Diversity), Ha
Koncrurynmonnoit Accambnee 1946—1950 rr. moma mo mytu (enepanuszma, a
OTOMY M CIIOKHBIM BOIPOC BbIOOpa TOCYAApCTBEHHOIO S3bIKa B KOHIIE KOHIIOB
pemmiia B MOJb3y «Pa3HOOOpa3us» — BCE OCHOBHBIE PETHMOHAJIBHBIC S3bIKU
KonctuTynueld mpu3HaHbl UMEIOIIMMHU XOXKJICHHE Ha BCEH TEPPUTOPHH CTPAHBI.
OdunmaneabpiM (a He rocynapcTBeHHbIM!) si3pikoM KoHcTUTYylUsS OOBSBISET
XUHAU, OCTaBISI 32 AHMIMICKUM BO3MOXHOCTb HCIIOJIB30BaThCA JMJIS BCEX
opuIMaNbHBIX LIeJIeld HapsIy WM BMECTO JIFOOOTO U3 MECTHBIX S3bIKOB. COIIacHO
Konctutynuun, sta pons OTBOAMIIACH AHIIMMCKOMY BCEro Ha 15 yier ¢ mMmomeHTa
BBEJICHUS B JIEICTBUE OCHOBHOIO JIOKYMEHTAa CTpaHbl, OJHAKO BPEMEHHOE
OTrpaHUYEHUE ObUIO CHATO, YTO HMMEJIO HECOMHEHHBIH MOJOXKUTENIbHBIN 3PQeKT:

9TO HeﬁTpaHH3OBaHO HCOOBOJIbCTBO HJKHBIX IOTATOB C APABUAOTOBOPAIINM



HaceJIeHUEM, Jalo BpeMs Ha MOJEPHU3ALMIO XUHAW (HBIHEIIHUN MpeMbep-
muHucTp Hapennpa Moau crain enBa v HE EPBBIM PYKOBOAUTENEM rOCYAapCTBa,
TOBOPSIIUM HMCKIIOYUTEILHO HAa XUHAM), CO3/1aJI0 KOHKYPEHTHOE MPEUMYIIIECTBO
JUIs WHAUNLEB B cdepe SKOHOMHKM W Haykud. B pesynprare npusHaHuUs
pETUOHANIBHBIX S3BIKOB W aHIuilckoro WHaus, HECMOTpsT Ha MHOXKECTBO
NOJIUTUYECKUX MPOOJIeM, CyMmella COXpPaHUTh CBOE TEPPUTOPUATIBHOE E€IMHCTBO,
CTaTh OJHOW M3 KPYNMHEUIIUX MOJIUTUYECKUX M IKOHOMHUYECKHUX AepkaB. MHbIM
nyteM nomen [lakucrtan. OOECIOKOEHHBIE TEM, YTO OOBEAMHSIONIMM HadyaioM
BHOBb CO3JIaHHOT'O TOCYIapCTBa SABJISETCS UCKIIOUUTEIBHO PENUrus (3TO, Ka3aioch
OBI, BBITOMHO OTIMYAIO €r0 OT MHOTOKOH()ECCHOHAIBHOTO COCEa), OCHOBATEIH
HCIIAMCKOW pecnyONUKH PEelIUiid YCUIIUTh OCHOBBI OyayIlIero HalMOHAIbHOIO
€IUHCTBA MPUHATHEM B KAue€CTBE TOCYIAPCTBEHHOTO s3blka ypay. Hacaxnenue
ypay, B TOM YHCJI€ U B KPYIHENIIEH IPOBUHIMM cTpaHbl Bocrounom Ilakucrane,
HACEJICHHOM HCKJIFOUUTEIHFHO OCHTAIbIIaMH, BHI3BAIO MPOTECT U CTAJI0 MPUIMHON
Havana «/[BrkeHus 3a A3bIK» (MOJUTUYECKOW KaMITaHWH, CTaBAIIEH CBOEH ILIENbIO
MpU3HaHUE OCHraJbCKOTO BTOPHIM TOCYIAPCTBEHHBIM S3BIKOM). B KOHEUHOM HTOTE
3TO MpuBelo K BbIXOAY Bocrounoro Ilakucrana u3 cocraBa CTpaHbl H
oOpa3oBaHuio HOBOro rocymnapcrBa Haponnoit PecnyOnuku banrmanem.
CpaBHeHHUE pa3HBIX MO3MIMKA MO OTHOILICHHWIO K s3blkaM B Muauum u Ilakucrane
OPUBOJUT K TapaloKCaJbHOMY BBIBOJIY: S3bIKOBas yHUGUKALMS HE SBIAETCS
rapaHTUed COXpaHEHHUsS 1EJIOCTHOCTU CTpaHbl, TOTAa Kak oO(UUIHaTIbHBIN
NOJIJIMHTBU3M YIIEPKUBAECT HALMU, YbM A3BIKOBBIE IIpaBa HE HAPYIIAIOTCS U HE

IMPUTCCHAIOTCA, B pPaMKaX CAUHOI'O roCyaapCTBa.



Irina T. Prokofieva

MGIMO University, PhD in Philology, Associate Professor of the Department
of Indo-Iranian and African languages

Evgeniya S. Konareva

MGIMO University, second year master student

Political Solutions to the Language Problem

in Multilingual Countries of South Asia

A language problem is one of the key issues in multiethnic and multilingual
countries, especially in the process of state-building. The way it is to be solved
depends on political leaders, determines the state’s future development paths and
often causes problems which appear right away or after a while. This paper
analyses the way language problems was addressed in two biggest states of South
Asia, namely India and Pakistan, both of which are highly ethnically and
linguistically diverse. The authors of the Indian Constitution, inspired by the motto
“Unity in Diversity”, chose a federalist approach. That is why it was decided to
include all the main regional languages in the Constitution. Hindi was declared an
official (but not a state!) language. But for a period of 15 years from the
commencement of the constitution the English language could be used for all the
official purposes of the state. However, this restriction was lifted, which had an
evident positive impact. Firstly, it eased tensions with the southern states where
Dravidian languages are spoken. Secondly, it provided time for Hindi to become
more modern (current Prime Minister of India Narendra Modi has virtually
become the first Head of State to speak Hindi only). Thirdly, it gave Indians
comparative advantage in the fields of economics and science. Thanks to
recognizing regional languages and English in the Constitution, India, despite
numerous political problems, has managed to preserve its territorial integrity and
become one of the world's major political and economic powers. Pakistan has
chosen an opposite approach. Its founding fathers, worried by the fact that the only

unifying factor of the newborn sate was religion (though at first Pakistan compared



favorably with its multiconfessional neighbour), decided to strengthen national
cohesion by declaring Urdu as a state language. The imposition of Urdu in the
country, especially in the biggest province East Pakistan, inhabited almost entirely
by Bengalis, resulted in protests and The Language Movement (a political
campaign advocating the recognition of Bengali as the second official language).
Eventually, it led to the secession of East Pakistan and the formation of a new state
— the People’s Republic of Bangladesh. After comparing these two cases, the
authors have come to an unexpected conclusion. Language unification is not a
guarantee of preserving a state’s integrity, while official multilingualism can keep
nations, whose language rights are not violated and oppressed, within one single

state.



