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Introduction

This volume contains four papers that will be presented at the XIVth
International Congress of Slavists as part of the thematic block Belarusian
trasjanka and Ukrainian surZyk: Structural and social aspects of their
description and categorization at Ohrid, Macedonia, September 10*-16™,
2008, organized by the Commission for the Study of Language Contacts of
the International Committee of Slavists. Belarusian trasjanka and Ukrainian
surzyk are two very widespread forms of mixed speech used in Belarus and
the Ukraine, made up of Belarusian and Russian and Ukrainian and Russian
respectively. Within this thematic block, the authors and participants on
surzyk come from the Ukraine (L. Masenko) and the USA (M. Flier), and on
trasjanka from Belarus (S. Zaprudski) and Germany (G. Hentschel).

Although these forms of mixed Belarusian-Russian or Ukrainian-Russian
speech can be found aghong millions of people in each of the respective
countries, and although this by no means represents a new phenomenon, it can
be said that research on these forms of mixed speech has been so far
unsatisfactory, both from a theoretical and an empirical point of view. One
reason for this deficit is certainly a general delay in the development of
sociolinguistics in those countries that were formerly within the sphere of
influence of Soviet communist power. Another reason, however, is a stigma-
tisation of these forms of mixed speech in each of the respective countries (and
in Russia). They were widely judged to be symptomatic of a lack of education
and culture. Their stigmatization can partly be seen as related to the deficits in
the evolution of general sociolinguistics. However, in recent years there has
been a sharp growth of interest in mixed East Slavic speech (not just in
Belarus, the Ukraine and Russland, but also in other countries), which is also
outlined briefly in the four contributions presented here. The volume is of
course no introduction to the issue at hand. Rather, the authors discuss
different pertinent linguistic-structural, social and political aspects as well as
an array of theoretical questions that must be considered in the context of
mixed Belarusian-Russian and Ukrainian-Russian speech. A substantially
larger general survey on trasjanka and surZyk is provided in: HENTSCHEL, G.,
TARANENKO, O., WOOLHISER, C. & ZAPRUDSKI, S. (eds.), Studies on Bela-
rusian trasjanka and Ukrainian surfyk as results of Belarusian-Russian and
Ukrainian-Russian language contacts. Papers from a conference, Oldenburg,
June 15" - 18" 2007. Franfurt, Verlag Peter Lang, to appear in 2009.

vii




L. Masenko provides an overview of the research on mixed Ukrainian-
Russian speech (surZyk), thereby also identifying deficits in the investigation
of surzyk, which she partly attributes to the long cultivated dogma of the
harmony of Ukrainian-Russian bilingualism. The chapter not only examines
the linguistic situation in the late soviet era and the present day, but also
much earlier forms of mixed Ukrainian-Russian speech, going back as far as
the 17th century. The political and social circumstances are discussed in
detail. On the question of the categorisation and linguistic status of surzyk,
the problem arises how to ascertain a threshold value for distinguishing
interference of the one language in the speech in another from a (con-
ventionalised) mixed speech. On the one hand, the author suggests that
surzyk can be seen less as a form of speech than a special langue (despite all
instability or variation), indicating that it could constitute a threat to
Ukrainian. On the other hand she regards surzyk as the sum of Ukrainian-
Russian idiolects in which elements of the two languages mix unsys-
tematically and disproportionately.

M. Flier critically discusses more recent endeavours in surZyk research
to identify not one surzyk, but different, discrete versions of surzyk. To this
end, the respective studies refer especially to different social constellations,
but also, to some extent, to different temporal circumstances. Initially, Flier
emphasizes that such differences are negligible as long as they do not
precipitate linguistic differences. But, as several examples demonstrate,
where qualitative and quantitative differences are identified then it is more
apposite to speak of variation in one (and maybe temporal or social varieties
of one) surZyk, in other words, of different realisations of one structural
spectrum. One should only speak of surZyk in the plural when a different
constellation in terms of matrix (basic) language and embedded language
arises, i.e. a mixed variation on the basis of either Ukrainian or Russian (or,
as is the case in western Ukraine for example, with a significant Polish
contribution).

S. Zaprudski discusses different codes which according to previous
studies characterise the “communicative situation” in Belarus, taking these
categorisations as the starting point for his own reflections on the
applicability of the dichotomy of coordinate vs. compound bilingualism. He
points out the traditional overemphasis of coordinate bilingualism and
emphasizes the significance of the compound type for Belarusian and
Russian in Belarus as well as the possibility that both types can vary in one

individual depending on the situation at hand. More research is clearly
needed here. Against this background, in the second section of his study
Zaprudski expands on the issues of accommodation and code switching in
Belarusian-Russian language contact in Belarus. He thereby points out that
the use of speech of the trasjanka type is by no means necessarily attributable
to a lack of linguistic culture of the speakers, but rather that it is often
consciously used where appropriate as an alternative to Standard Belarusian
or Standard Russian.

G. Hentschel first discusses the metatheoretical question of what is
meant when individual researchers emphasize the “unsystematic”, “indi-
vidual” or “chaotic” aspects of trasjanka (and surzyk) as forms of speech. In
the light of the intense variability of these mixed forms of speech he points
to analogies to the emergence of new urban dialects, for instance in Britain.
On the basis of a corpus of spoken language from ten informants (members
of a family and their friends), taken over a period of more than one year in
the Belarusian town of BararaviCy, the author uses the example of
demonstrative pronouns to show that — despite all variations in this speech —
“new” inflectional paradigms are taking shape that, taken as a whole, neither
coincide with the Belarusian ones (standard language and dialects) nor with
the Russian ones, although they partly overlap with both. In other words,
preferences for different forms and endings that partly resemble the Bela-
rusian ones and partly the Russian ones, but are also partly new, specific
trasjanka forms, can be ascertained and quantified.

All the contributions conclude with comprehensive summaries in English
(L. Masenko, S. Zaprudski) or Russian (M. Flier, G. Hentschel). The contri-
butions by M. Flier und G. Hentschel are in English, the chapter by L.
Masenko is in Ukrainian and the one by S. Zaprudski is in Belarusian.”

Gerd Hentschel, Oldenburg, Germany July 2008
Siarhiej Zaprudski, Minsk, Belarus

*  The editors thank Vicki May for her help with the English texts (except for that of M.
Flier). All remaining errors are ours.



Jlapuca Macenxo,

HayionaneHuii ynisepcumem Kueso-Mozunsncoka akaoemin

Cypskuk: icropis ¢opMyBaHHs, Cy4acHMH CTaH,

nepcrneKTHBH QyHKNiOHYBaHHSA

MimaHe yKpaiHCHKO-POCificbke MOBIEHHS, BiIOME MiJ Ha3BOIO CYPXMK,
[109aJI0 JOCHiIXYyBaTHCA B yKpaiHChKOMY MOBO3HABCTBI JIM1IIE B OCTaHHI JBa
JEeCATHIITTA. '

TlosBa YHCIEHHHX PpO3BifOK, NMPHUCBAYEHHX LLOMY MOBHOMY SBHLIY,
CTHMYJIOBAIA TEPELYCIM MePEran HOro CIOBHUKOBOT AediHiutil.

V CNOBHHKaX PaJsiHCHKOTO Nepiody CYpPKUK BH3HAYaliM SK «eJeMEHTH
1BOX a60 KUTHKOX MOB, 00’ €HaHi mTyuHo, 63 foAepKaHHA HOPM JiTepa-
TypHOi MOBH; Hedncta MoBa» (CYM 1978, 854). lle Bu3sHaueHHA nepeHe-
ceHO i y HOBMM «Benwkmil TTyMauHMH COBHHK Cy4acHOi yKpaiHChKOI
moem» (BTCYM 2006, 1416), me #ioro Juiie JOTOBHEHO NPHUKIALOM YKpai-
HCbKO-POCIUCOKUU CYDHCUK.

Tax caMo — K cyMil Gy ab-KiX MOB — Gyo kBanidikoBaHO CYpXHK i B
NepuIoMy BMAaHHI eHUMKIONenii «YKpaiHChka MOBa» y CTATTi aBTOPCTBA
K. Jlenenn: «MoBa, B fKifi ITy4HO 06’ €aHaHi, 6€3 HOTPHMaHHS JlitepaTyp-
HWUX HOpM eneMeHTH pisanx Mo» (YME 2000, 616). Y npyromy BuiaHHi B
3HAYHO PO3IMPeHiN cTaTTi cypowcux asropcTBa O. O. TapaHeHKa: «MOMIM-
peHa B Vkpaini po3MOBHa Ha3Ba HEHOPMAaTHUBHOIO iHIMBILyalibHOTO MOB-
JIEHHS NIEBHOT 0COGH Ta COLLOJEKTy MEBHOI IPYIH, IO GYIyI0ThCA HA OCHOBI
3MimyBaHHs, inTepdepenwii exemeHTiB aBox i Ginsme mos» (YME 2004,
665).

BoaHouac 3a3Ha4yeHi eHIMKIONEeWYHI CTaTTi MIiCTATh i IOJATKOBI yTOY-
HeHHa aediniuii. Tak, y nepmoMy BHAaHHI 3a3HaY€HO, IO L1 Ha3Ba BKMBA-
€ThCA NEPEBAXKHO WIOJO0 «YKPAiHCHKOrO MPOCTOPiuds, 3aCMIiUEHOTO HEBMO-
THMBOBAHO 3aMO3HMUEHUMH (BHACIIIOK YKpaiHChKO-pocificbkol iHTepdepeniii)
pociticekumu enementamm» (YME 2000, 616). Y apyromy BHIAHHI HaBe-
ZIeHe BH3HAUEHHA MPOJOBXKYE Taka iHTepnpeTania cypxuky: «Jlas xapakre-
PHCTHKM TaKUX 3MIIIAHUX THIIB MOBHMX yTBODIiB KaXyTb, HalpHKJIaj, Opo
YKPaiHCHKO-TIONBCHKUM, YKPATHCBKO-CTIOBALBKHA Ta iHINI CYpKHMKH. Ane
HalyacTille Mif CypXHKOM K COLiONEKTOM PO3YMIlOTh NIEBHHH CTPYKTYP-




HO-QYHKLIiOHAILHMM KOMIIOHEHT YKpaiHChKOro MPOCTOpid4s 3 NOMITHOIO
ZNOMIIIKOIO PYCH3MIB, L0 CTAB PO3MOBHOIO MOBOIO i (JaKTMYHO OCHOBHMM
3aco60M criixyBaHHs OiTBIIOCTI YKpaiHOMOBHOrO HacelleHHA YKpaiHu
BHACJIIZIOK MACOBOI TPHUBAIOT KOHTAKTHOT YKpaiHChKO-pocificbkoi IBOMOBHO-
cri B ii acumeTpHyHiil (qurnocHii) popmi» (YME 2004, 665).

B ocTaHHiX HaykoBux myGikauifx i BUOAHHI eHUMKIONEINIHOTO THITY
BH3HAYEHHSA PO3MJBAYBAHOTO iflioMa BXe YiTKO KOHKPETH30BAHO CTOCOBHO
MOB, ki #ioro yTeopioloTh. Jlecs CraBHupKa B OCTaHHIHM cBoilt npaui, npu-
CBAYEHIH Cyp)KHKOBI, BU3HAYa€ HOro K «HeKoAM]ikoBaHy MPOCTOPO3MOBHY
MOBY, fka BUHHKJIA AK HacJiJIOK MacoBOi TPHBaIOi KOHTAKTHOI YKpaiHChKO-
pociiicekoi JBOMOBHOCTI B ii murnocyii ¢popmi» (CTABULILKA & TPYE 2007,
77). o mo3HayeHHA pi3HOBUAY YKpaiHCBKOro MpOCTOpiyys, 3aCMiuEHOro
HEBMOTHBOBAHO 3aN03HYEHHUMH POCIHCHKMMHM €JIEMEHTaMH 3BY)XXEHO CEMaH-
THKY JIEKCEMH cyporcuk Y «Maniit ginonoriuuidt ennuknonexiin (M@PE 2007,
402).

BozaHo4ac y JHIBICTHYHMX NpanfAX TPAIUIAEThCA fi BUKOPUCTaHHA Tep-
MiHa cypoicux y IIMpPIIOMY 3HAaYeHHi — AK cyMimmi 6yab-akux MoB. Hanpu-
knag, Onekcanap YepeAHHUEHKO, aHANli3ylOUH ABHILE HOBITHBOI eKCMaHCHT
aHTJIOMOBHMX 3aMO3WYEHb B YKpaiHChbKHi MeaianpocTip, nuiue npo ¢opMmy-
BaHHA CYPXXMKY «HOBOTO THITY, BXKE YKpaiHCBKO-aHTJiHcbKoro»: «3po3y-
Mino, mo 6yap-gkuil CypxHK, Y4 TO YKpaiHChKO-aHIIiIHCEKHUH, YH TO YKpaiH-
CBHKO-POCiHiChKHIi, He MOXKe MPETeHTyBaTH Ha CTaTyC HOPMH, OCKiJIbKH pyii-
HY€E CHCTEMH 060X KOHTAKTyroUuX MoB» (YEPEIHWYEHKO 2007, 72).

MaifbyTHi JOCTiIXEeHHA MalOTh YTOYHHTH 4aC BUHMKHEHHS BTOPHHHOTO
3HAYEHHA JIEKCEMH CYpHCUK BHACHTIAOK METaGOpPHUYHOTO NEPEHECEHHA Ha3BU
3epHOBOI cyMimi Ha MoBHY. ILlo % 10 TepMiHOAOriYHOro BXUTKY CJIOBA B
HayKOBOMY IHMCKYpCi, TO TYT MOXHa KOHCTAaTyBaTH Bxe YOro BiJHOCHY
YCTaNeHIiCThb, X04a AesAKi COLOIHTBICTH 3anepevyBany #oro NpHAaTHICTE 0
TepMiHoAori3anil, B6ayaouu B CJI0Bi NPHUCYTHICT HeOaKaHOT OLIHHOT KOHO-
Tauii. Tak, BonoguMup JleMueHKO MpOTIOHYBAaB BXXHBAaTH TEPMiH pezioHa-
JibHe KOUHe 3aMiCTh «IITYYHOTO, HOJITHYHO 33aHTaXKOBaHOTO Ta Ma30XicTu-
YHOro TepMiHa cypxuk» (JEMUEHKO 2003, 29). OpHak 3 mIpomosHuiero
B. JleMueHKa BaXKO MOTOAMTHCH, OCKiIBKH KOMHE 3a XapaKTepoM YTBO-
peHHA i BUKOPHCTaHHA HAIEKMTh A0 iHIIOro THmy (opM iCHyBaHHS MOBH,
uix cypxuk (TAPACEHKO 2006, 64).

Cnip 3a3HaYMTH, [0 TEHAEHLIA A0 OOMEXEHHSA BXKUTKY JIEKCEMH CYPIHCUK
10 TEPMIHOJIOFYHOTO TIO3HAYEeHHSA cneluiYHO YKpaTHCHKOTO BHLIa MOBHOT
KOMYHikauii Mae cBoi miactaeu. SIk Ou MM He kBanidikyBand neil THN MOB-

7ieHHs, #Oro YTBOpeHO Ha 6a3i yKpaiHCHKOI MOBH i TepuTopieto Horo noGy-
TYBaHHA € Vkpaina. Buxogauu 3 uworo, IOpiit Ilesenbo, Hanpukian, Big-
HOCHB CYPKMK J0 pi3HOBHIiB ykpaiHcbkoi MoBH (LLIEPEX 1998, 13). Cuin
3ayBOKHTH TaKOX, LIO AHAJIOTIYHHMH CYPXKUKOBI MiliaHuii pizHOBHA OUTOpy-
CBKO-POCIICHKOTO MOBJICHHA, nowxpennii B binopyci, mae iHmy HasBy —
TpacAHKa, X042 B CEMaHTHYHOMY fUIaHi 1i ekceMu OJM3bKI 32 MOXOMXKEH-
HAM, TIOB’S32HHUM 3 CLTBCHKOTOCIONAPCHKOO JIEKCHKOW (AMB. NOKJIAIHiule
MACEHKO 2004, 104).

BonHoyac HAETHCA NMPO YKPAIHCBbKY crielugiky TEpMiHOBXHTKY, a He
Mo YHIKATLHICTh CYPXHKY K CYOMOBH 3Milagoro tumy. Y teopii MOBHHX
KOHTAKTIB ONMCaHO 6araTo BUMAAKIB YTBOPEHHA MilIaHMX Pi3HOBHAIB MOB-
JIEHHS, TAK 3BAHHX MidxCuHie 1 kpeonis, XapaKTEPHUX MepemyciM Ui cowio-
JIHrBICTMYHHX CHTyauili B KONOHIaMbHHX i MOCTKONOHIabHMX KpaiHax.
YkpaiHCbKi JIHIBICTH Y€ BMCIIOBIIOBAIM XyMKY NPO MOXIHBICTb BillHe-
CeHHs CYPXKHKY JO TOrO 5K THITy MOBHHX YTBOPEHb, IO ¥ mipkuH. Xapakre-
pU3yIOUM TUKHH SK corianbﬂuﬁ HiaNekT, KUl BUHMKae BHAcCIifok ¢par-
MEHTapHOTO 3aCBOEHHA T CIIPOINEHHs Ha BCIX piBHAX MOBHM METPOMOJMI Ta i
3MilllyBaHHs 3 PifHOI0 MOBOIO, O 3a6e3neuye KOMYyHIKalilo B Mapagurmi
CTOCYHKiB «rocmogap — ciyra», Onekcannp YepennumueHko muwe: «Un
MOIIMBI Y 1IbOMY KOHTEKCTi aHaIoTii 3 MOBHOIO CHTYariero B Ykpaini? Ha
MOIO KYMKY, LinkoM MoxJiuBi. He € TaeMHuLIEI0, 110 HaB’A3yBaHHs POCIHCH-
KOi MOBH B 9aCH KOJOHIaIbHOTO Ta HaMiBKOJOHIaJIBHOTO CTAHOBHIIA YKpa-
HY, 3HAYHMI THCK pociiickkoi Ha YKPaiHCBKY NPH3BENHN 10 MOSBH TaK 3Ba-
HOTO CYpXHMKY, HIO 33 CBOIMM CTPYKTYPHHMH Ta (YHKLIOHAIbHUMH O3Ha-
KaMM LTKOM BifmoBimae BumiesragaHoMmy nimxudy. CypxHkizauis MOB-
JeHHs iCTOTHOT YacTHHM HaceseHHs VKpaiHH Ha OCHOBI 3MilllyBaHHs yKpai-
HCBKOI Ta POCiHChKOT MOB TATHE 32 COGOI0 PO3IKPEHHA QYHKILA CYpXKHUKY i
TOCTYTIOBE HMOTO NMEPEeTBOPEHHS Ha OCHOBHHI{ 3aci6 yCHOTO CHIKYBaHHA»
(YEPEJHUYEHKO 2007, 64).

Pa3oM 3 THM MHTaHHA, Y4 MOXKEMO PO3TIALATH CYPXKHK AK iflioM, aHasno-
riyHuil nigKkuHaM a0 KpeosbChbKMM MOBaM, JIMIIAETHCA BiAKPHTHM. Apry-
MEHTOM, BUCYHYTHM IPOTH TaKOrO OTOTOXHEHH:, Moxe OyTH Ta o6cTaBHHA,
O BiZoMi 3 MHIBICTHYHMX HOCHI/DKEHb MiDKUHY 3 HACTYITHHM MEPEXONOM
iX y kpeonbchki MoBM GOPMYIOThCS Ha 6a3i reHETHYHO BifJaieHHX MOB,
30KpeMa BHAC/IIOK NOEAHAHHS €IEMEHTIB €BPOMEHCHKHX MOB 3 aNEeKTaMH
Micuesux MoB Adpuxu, IlisnenHoi Amepykn, Okeanii, ITiBnenno-CxigHol
Asii. KpiM TOro, npu4HHOI0 BHHHKHEHHA MiUKHHIB, SKi B HACTYNHHX NOKO-
MHHAX MOBLIB (POPMYIOTbCS B KPEONBCHKI MOBH, € BiICyTHICTh HaliOHANb-




HHMX CTAaHJApTiB MiCIIEBHX MOB, NOGYTYBaHHA iX y (dopmi YHCIEHHHX fianeK-
TiB, TOGTO iCHYBAaHHA YMOB, 32 AKAX POJib MOBH MDKETHIYHOTO CHILIKYBaHH:
nepebupac Ha cebe i1ioM, yTBOpEHHI ILIAXOM MOEAHAHHA OniHi€T 3 €BpOTICH-
CbKHX MOB 3 MicueBuM fdianekroM. HaToMicTh y CYpKHKY MOEAHYHOThCS
€IeMEHTH OBOX CIODIMHEHMX MOB, 3 AKMX OOMABi MawTh cHOpMOBaHHIH
3arafbsHOHAIIOHATBHHH CTaHAapT.

BoaHouac Ha KOPHCTb NODPiBHAHHA yxpamcsxo-pocmcsxoro CYPXKHKY 3
NiKHHAMH # KpeoJiaMH MOXe GYTH BUCYHYTHH apryMeHT nogiGHoCTi coui-
aNBHAX NMPHYMH i MeXaHi3MiB 1X yTBOpEHHS: BCi Wi imioMH ¢$hopMylOTBCA B
COLIONIHTBICTHYHIN CHUTyalii HEpIBHOMPABHMX MDKETHIYHMX i MDKMOBHHX
CTOCYHKIiB NOMiHYIOUMX i IIUISTIHX MOB IUIAXOM CTHXIHHOFO HENOBHOTO
3aCBOEHHSA JIEKCHKH TyO0i MOBH [IaHIBHOTO €THOCY i3 9aCTKOBUM 30epexeH-
HM (POHETHIHHX i MOPDOJIOTIYHIX PHC NEPBHHHOT PIHOT MOBH.

Jlo kmo4oBMX Mpo6IeM AOCITIMKEHHS MilIaHOro yKpaiHCHKO-pOCiiCh-
KOTO igioMa, Bifi PO3B’A3aHHS AKOI 3aIeXaTHMYTh i MEPCHEKTHBH aHani3y
CYPXHKy B 3a3HAYEHOMY 3iCTaBHO-THIIONOTI4HOMY acMeKTi KPEeONiCTUKH,
HaNeXHTb NpobaeMa HOro BU3HAYEHHA — AK€ MOBHE YTBOPEHHS, AKHMH came
iiOMEeXT YM COL{IONEKT MOXKEMO ieHTH]IKyBaTH AK CYPXKHK.

SIK MH BXe 3a3HAYaJIH, FONOBHMM 3aBJAHHAM TYT € PO3Pi3HEHHSA iHTep-
depoBaHOTO il MilIAHOrO MOBJICHHS, BCTAHOBECHHA KPUTEPiiB Takoro po3pi-
3HEHH#, 30KpeMa BU3HA4eHHA iHTep(depeHuiiiHOro nopory, 3a SKUM no4uHa-
€Thea mponec MoBHOT Mikcauii (MACEHKO 2007, 29). BincyTHiCTb HayKOBHX
3acai [UIA TAKOr0 PO3Pi3HEHHs MOSCHIOETBCA HEAOCTATHBOO OMpalbOBaHi-
CTIO NHTaHL YKPATHCHKO-OCIHCHKOro GiNiHrBi3My, HNOCIIIXEHHA HAKOTO
BIPOMOBX YCHOIO DAfAHCHKOTO TNEPiOAy MiAMIHANIOCH MNpONAraHIMBHOI
TE3010 MPO rAPMOHIMHICTE HaliOHANBHO-POCiHChKOT ABOMOBHOCTI i «61a-
TFOTBOPHICTE» BIUIMBY POCIHCHKOI MOBM Ha HaliOHaNbHIi MOBH PajAHCHKHX
pecry6rmik.

COio/iHrBiCTHYHI JIOCHiMKEHHS, SKi MPOBaMIINCh B IHCTHTYTi MOBO-
snascrea AH YPCP y 1970-1980-x poxax, BHKOHYBTHCh y BilOBilb Ha
napriiine 3aMOBJIEHHs, COPAMOBaHE Ha MOCHICHHA pycudikanii 8 YPCP.
[Toka30B0, IO COLIONIHTBICTUYHE AHKETYBAaHHsA, 3/lifiCHEHe Ha MOYATKY
1980-x poKiB 3 METOI0 BHMBYEHHA YKpPAiHCHKO-POCIACHKOro GiniHrBizMy,
3AifCHIOBANIOCH ¥ BiMILTE KYABTYpH POCIACEKOI MOBH IHCTUTYTY MOBO3HaBC-
t8a AH YPCP y pamkax BUKOHaHHA TeMH «Posib pociiicbkoi MOBH sk 3aC00y
MiXHALIOHATBHOTO CTLIKYBaHHA». CIif MiIKPECTHTH, IO KONEKTHBHA MO-
Horpadis «YKpaHHCKO-DyCCKOE HBYA3BIYHE», OMyGiikoBaHa 3a i AICYMKaMH{
ONHUTYBaHHA, HE BKMIOYANa CYpPKHK N0 06’€kTiB mocnifkeHHs. ['onoBHOK

METOHO Npati 6y10 BUBYEHHA iHTEp(epeHUIHNX SBUIL y POCIAiCbkOMY MOB-
JieHH] yKpaiHUiB, IO BUHHKAKOTh BHACIINOK BILUIHBY NEPBHHHOI YKPAiHCHKOT
MOBH. AJle i Hajl IOCTi/KEHHAM Li€l CyTo JIHrBiCTHYHOT npoGieMH TSHKUTH
izeonoriuni AOTMH, WO BUABMIOCH y TPaKTyBaHHi 3apyGikHOI Teopii mpo
icHyBaHHs HAlliOHAJILHMX BapiaHTIB POCIHCbKOI MOBH K HEHayKOBOI, X0ua
MaTepiany aHKeTyBaHHs WBHALIE MIATBEPIKYBAIH il npaBoMipHicTs. o x
JO LIIKOM OYeBMAHOI HEPiBHOMIPHOCTI y (YHKUiOHaNBHOMY pPO3MOALTI
yKpaiHChKOT Ta POCifichKoi MOB, TO onHa i KOHCTaTallis BKOTpE TpPaKTysa-
Jlach SK «BOPOXE TBEPIKEHHs 3apyOiKHMX OypiKyasHO-HaLiOHATICTHIHUX
danscudpikatopis MOBHOT niticaocti B PapaucskoMy Corozin (YKPAHHCKO-
PYCCKOE 1988, 11).

3a6opoHa 06’€KTHBHHX HAYKOBUX NOCIi/DKEHB YKPaiHChKO-POCIfCHKOrO
GiNiHrBi3My 3yMOBWIa MaiiKe LLIKOBHTE irHOpyBaHH: 3 OOKY MOBO3HABYHX
KiJ i TaKMX HOTO MPOSBiB, AK 3MILIYBaHHA maox MOBHMX KOJiB, X04a BiZIoO-
BiaHi 3pa3KK MOBJIEHHA JIiTEpaTypHi TeKCTH i MUCEMHi MaM'ATKH (ikcyBany
we y XVIII cToniTTi, a B pajsHChKHil nepio/l IxHe MOOYTYBaHHA B YKpaiHCh-
KOMY MOBHOMY npocmpignatmo inreHcudikypanocs.

OueBHIHO, IO HEBH3HAYEHICTh MEX MOBHOTO ABHINA, K€ HA3HBAEMO
CYP)KMKOM, 3Q/IHIIAEC BiIKPUTHM i [IMTAaHHA NPO 9aC HOTO BHHUKHEHHS. «lc-
Topii CypKHMKa uM CypKuKiB Ha YKpaiHi Ile He HaluMcaHo. — 3a3HavaB
10. llleBensoB. — KOTNApeBChKHUiA 3aCTOCOBYBAB CYPXHMK He TibkH B «EHe-
ifi», a — iHIOAM criocoGoM — i B CBOIX I€caX y Takux MapTisx, Ak Bo3Huii
a6o OUHTHK, ilyun TyT 3a Tpaauuicto Gapoxopoi iHTepmenii. Un MoxHa
3aCTOCYBaTH TIOHATTA CYPXHKa O YKPalHChKO-MOIbCHKHX cymimis XVI —
XVII cTopiuus, My 11e He 3HaeMo. Llle MeHIIe MU 3HAEMO, 11 BOHO MOTJIO 6
CTOCYBAaTHCS O LEPKOBHOCIIOB’SHCHKO-CTAPOYKPAiHChKHX MillIaHOK no6u
Kuiscekoi Pycm» (LLIEPEX 1998, 13).

SKkmo o6MeXHTH BXHBAHHA TEPMiHA CYporcux YKpaiHChKO-POCIHCHKUMH
MimanuMu GOPMAaMH yCHOTO MOBJEHHA, TO iCTOPMYHO 9ac iXHbOI MOSBH
CIlijJl BifHECTH, OYeBHAHO, Mo kiHug XVII — mouarky XVIII cropiqus, konu
iMnepcbka acumisuiifHa MoJiTHKa Mepeppala po3BUTOK cTapoykpaiHChKOT
THceMHOT Tpajuuii Ha minpociiicekiii Ykpaini. BripoBajkeHHs POCIHCEKOT
MOBY B anmmlcmamnﬂo-ynpanmﬂcmy coepy # ocBiTy cnpuuuHmIiIo dop-
MyBaHHA B CepelOBHIIL MiCLIEBOTO Y1HHOBHHLITBA — KaHLEJSPHUCTIB, THCAPIB,
ISUKIB, @ TAKOX GypcakiB i IIKUTBHHX y4UTENiB cneuudiaHoro Maxapomq-
HOFO YCHOTO MOBJIEHHH, B IKOMY €EMEHTH CTapOC/OB’AHIIHHY, kniwe i
IITAaMIK POCiMCHKOro KAHIENAPHTY i JliTepaTypHi 3B0POTH XMMEPHO CrOJTY-



qaTich 3 GOHETHIHOIO OCHOBOIO i JIEKCUYHHMH Ta MOpPQONOTiYHHMH ene-
MEHTaMH YKpaiHChKOT MOBH.

3pa3k# Takoi MOBHOI MilIaHMHH CTaHOBWIHM 00’€KT NApONilOBaHHA B
yKpaiHCBKill JliTepaTypi 3 NMOABM HEPHIMX K& TBOPiB, HAMMCAHHUX XHBOIO
HapoaHO MoBolo. Lle, HaNpHKIaA, 4acTo LMTOBaHa MpoMoBa «dirosomay
Haj yowrum IlammasTom 3 mocroi YacTHHH noeMu I. Koraspescekoro
«Eneiga»:

Toni sxuiics ix dinoson

XoriB ckasars HaArpoOHE CNOBO,

Ta 36uBCs i mouyxas J100,

Ckasas: «Ce mepmeuil i He Ouwemo,

He eudumb, mo ecmb, i He CaUWUMD,

€, i! Yeu! On mepms, amins!» (KOTISIPEBCHKUI 1968, 242).
IMoni6ui mnapoxiiiHi BCTAaBKM TPaIUIAIOTBCA 1 B OpaMaTHYHUX TBOpPax
1. KoTnsipeBcbKOro, MOp., Hampukiaj, micHIO BosHoro «Om ronux aim ne
3nan 2 mobosi. He owpyrwyan 8osorcenin ¢ kposin, o BiATBOPIOE MAKAPOHiYHY
MoBY, akoto y XVIII cropiyui cknapanu nicHi Ta Jo60BHI pOMaHCH IIKO-
napi, nucapi, Aadkd. Takoro K yKpaiHChKO-pOCiliChKOIO MilIaHKOI HalH-
cano nicHio «Tobow eocximjonnuity, mo il criBac OUHTHK — NEPCOHAXK 3
Boaesimo 1. KotnspeBcbkoro «Mockanb-yapiBHuK» (HYObra 1961, 100-
101).

HityqHe MilaHe MOBJICHHA MpPEACTaBHUKIB CUIbCHKOr0 YHHOBHHULITBA, B
AKiii crepeoTHi GopMyaH pociiickkoi AiI0BOT MOBH BXXHBANHCH B YKpaiH-
CHKilf BEMOBI # 3 yKpaTHCBKUMH MOPGOTOriYHUMH i OKpEMUMH JIEKCHIHHMH
0cOONMMBOCTAMH BiITBOpeHO Y mpo3oBux TBopax I'. KBiTkH-OCHOB’ fHEHKa.
HecyMicHicTs ka3eHHOT MOBH ITHCBMEHHHX» YKPAiHIIB 3 MicleBOi aaMiHic-
Tpanii, cKaniueHoi BIUTHBOM HYKOTO GIOPOKPATHIHOTO KAHLENAPHTY, 3 KH-
BAM YCHHM MOBJICHHSM CEJIAH H COpHYMHEHI UM KOMYHIKATHBHI IIpOBaNn
BimoGpaXkaloTh Jianoryd B peanicTHIHO 300paXkeHHX ClieHaX 3 TOTOYacHOro
CiNbChKOro JKMTTA B OMOBiNAHHAX i MOBiCTAX NMHCHMEHHMKA. UM NpHKIamy
MOXHa HasecTH QparMeHT Geciid CeNIHKH 3 MPEACTaBHHKaMK Bany B IO-
Bicti «Cepnemna Okcana»:

- Ta’mxe TBi#t OxpiM Bxke BMep, — Ka3aB royiosa.
- I cocmoim ickmiouennum i3 pesu3bKUX CKA30kK i 3 oGwecmeeHHux gidomocmei,
~ MIAXOITUB IMHCAp, MOTHYBIIH MAT/JAaMH, 1 IOKUHYB NMHCATH.

- Ta 3Hato, o BMep, — ka3ana Bekna, — i cTOITh 3axnovennum y BiZOMOCTI, K
TIaH NUCAP NO-NUCLMEHHOMY KaXe». ..

- Kasycnee 0ino! — 06i3BaBCh-TaKy NHCAp, WTPHKAIOUH ce6e ManbleM y 106. —
He imiembcs npumipy. Tpeba-nadobHo cnpocumu y eocnoduna icnpasnuxa
PDO3plUleHIA.
- Ta nivoriciHbKo CbOro He Tpeba, — cka3zajna yA0Ba. — TH TakH, NaHe MHcaplo, i
He pospiwaics, i He Kasucs, — a OChb IO, MAHOBE IPOMaNo, 3pobiTs...
(KBITKA-OCHOB’SHEHKO 1969, 314-315).
[oni6Hi 3pa3ku BizoGpaxeHoi B JiTepaTypHUX TBOpPAX, X04Y i B MApOAilHiH
dopmi, MOBH TepcoHaxiB, Ge3nepedHo, MOXkHa BigHecTH 10 dikcauii dpakTis
peanbHOTO CYP)KMKOBOrO MOBJIEHHS, BIIACTHBOTO TEBHOMY COLia/bHOMY
npomapkoBi. M THM, sk CBiT4aTh Ti X TakH JiTepaTypHi TBOPH, dyHKilio-
HyBaHHa cypxuky y XVII-XIX crogitrsax Gyno oGMexeHO CouialbHOK
TpyNOIo CUTBCBKOT Ta MiCTEYkOBOT anMiHICTpaNl, fka B KOJOHIAbHAX YMO-
Bax CYCHLIBHOTO XHMTTA HaGHMpanach 3 acHMiNIbOBaHOI depe3 pocificbkoMo-
BHY OCBIiTy YaCTHHH MicueBoi mroanocTi. Cypxuk, AKMM MiclieBe HauailbC-
TBO KOPHCTYBIOCA Yy CIINKYBaHHI 3 NPOCTOMONOM, (OPMYBABCS Ha JIEKCH-
yHilf OCHOBi POCIHCBKOr0 KaHUENAPUTY, IO MOEAHYBaBCA i3 4aCTKOBMM
36epexeHHIM GoHeTHIHUX Ta MOPONOTIYHHX PHC YKPATHChKOT MOBH.

Mimaunii cyb6kon, 1o yocoOmosas crieibiky CHUTKYBaHHA NpECTaB-
HHKIB BJIajii, AiI6paHuX 3i CBOrO X CepeNoBHINA, 3 MiCLUEBUMH MEIIKAHLIAMH,
noGyTyBaB y cenax migpocilicekoi Ykpainu Baponosx yceoro XIX no na-
HiHHS CAMOJEPXKABHOTO PEXUMY Ha noyaTky XX CTONITTS.

Tak, B nosicti Togoca OceMauku «Crapmnii GospHH», A 300pakeHo
KHTTA YKPaTHCBKOTO cena Mepiofy BeJHKMX CONiabHO-€KOHOMIYHHX 3MiH
noyaTky XX cToyiTTd, nojiueiicbkuit ByxaHb 3 MiCLEBHX CEJISIH FOBOPHTH
THM CaMHM CYPXMKOM, 1o i coTHukM i nucapi I'. KsiTku-OcHOB’siHEHKa.
«Bu no kaxoii Hadobrocmi?» - 3BepTacThCA NMONiueHChKHM 10 BiABiMyBadiB,
a60 Tak BMKNagac NoAii, o Tpamwiucs y ceni: «Ctapy Kopeupky noBicus ii
HeGix 3 yewmo epabexca, dYepe3 Te, IO OYUCTHB TITKYy N0 KOMiHKW»
(OCBMAUKA 1998, 80, 85).

ILle ODHMM NOTYXHMM JXKEpesoM 3pOocilliieHHs, a BiTaK i NosBHU pociii-
ChKO-yKpaiHChkoi MOBHOT MilaHky, GyJa collaTumHa B napeekii Pocii. 3a
POKH BilicEKOBOT CiIy)6H 40sioBikH 3a0yBajnu piiHy MOBY i MEepeXOAWIH Ha
pociiicbky. Yepe3 MOBHe BiX4y)KEHHs KOJMUIHIX COJJAT, ki MOBEPHYIHCA
Ha 6aThKiBIIMHY, B HAPOAi Ha3HBAIN MOCKAIAMHM. MOXHa 3rafaTd B 1UBOMY
3B°43Ky MOBJIEHHEBY AETalb XapakTepUCTHKH repos lllepuenkoBoi moemu
«Mockanesa KkpuHHLS»: «Tpeba pabomamu», — Gyno ckaxe 10-MOCKOB-
CBHKI»,

AHanoriuse cBigueHHs (GOPMYBaHHS CYPXHKOBOTO MOBJEHHA B YKpaiH-
chkoMy celti kinng XIX — nouatky XX cToniTTs HaBiB Anatoni#t [TorpiGuui



3a nosicrio Bopuca I'pindenka «Cepen temHoi Houi»n. OMH 3 MEPCOHAXIB
noBicti Poman CHBall, BIACKYXMBLIM B apMii, TOBEPHYBCA A0 PiAHOro cena
BIKE 3 TaKo0 MOBOIO: «bpart 3inosiif! [Toxyuyaii py6is i Girait y masouky! Ha
BCBLOTO PY6Iisl KYIyll KGHXBEMO8, NPAHIKO8, OPEXO8 — ONA HACAAHCOEHIS O€-
syuxamy ([IOTPIBHUI 2007, 10).

Orxe, cypxuk, Bxusanuit y XVIII-XIX cT..MoxHa, 04eBUAHO, KBaTi(i-
KyBaTH AK COLOJIEKT OKPEMHX FPYI YKPaiHChKOTO €THOCY — MPOLIApKy Mic-
LIEBOr0 YHHOBHMIITBA, AKE MPUCTOCOBYBAIO CBOE MOBJIEHHS RO 3arafbHOIM-
nepcbkoro o¢iuiosy, Ta ilioNeKTiB CeNAH, 3pOCiHIIEHHX Mia 4ac BiCbKOBOY
cnyx6u. HaToMicTh y cepeoBuMINi CENSHCTBA, ke CTAHOBHIJIO HA TOH 4ac
OCHOBHY Macy COLanbHO HEMOBHOI YKpaiHChKoOI Hallii, MpoaoBxyBany Mo-
GyTyBaTH TEpUTOpPialbHi Pi3HOBHAHM YKpaiHChKOT MOBH.

PosmmpeHHs coLianbHOT 6a3u CYPXKHKY, II0YaTKOBI MPOLIECK BUTICHEHHS
HHM IIMTOMHX, 30aBHa c¢OpPMOBAHMX TrOBipOK YKpaiHCbKOT MOBH CIil
NOB’A3yBaTH {3 COLIaJIbHO-CKOHOMIMHMMH i jeMorpadidsuMu 3MiHaMH
ki XIX — noyatky XX CTOJTTA, 3 MOYATKOM iHAycTpiamizauii, po3BuT-
KOM INPOMHCIOBOCTI i KamiTaliCTHYHHX BiIHOCHH, CTBODCHHAM €JHHOIO
TOBApHOrO PHMHKY. Y wUeH Hac novarock AeMorpadiuHe 3poCTaHHA MiCT,
BHHMKHEHHA HOBHX MIiCHKMX LIEHTPIB i aKTHBHA lponeTapu3ania crapux. Ha
1897 p. miceke HaceneHHA Ykpaium craHoBwio 13% Big Horo saraibHoi
KiNIbKOCTi, PUYIOMY OYATKCH MPOLIECH KOHIEHTpALlii HACENeHHA B OinbIIMX
micrax. KuibkicTe Manux micT (3 HaceneHHAM no 10 THcad ocif) y ueil yac
CKOpOTHIAcA Maike BABIYi, TOHi K KUIbKICTh MOPIBHAHO BEJHKHMX i ceped-
Hix MicT daxTraHo nogsoinaca (HOBUH JOBIIHUK 2006, 445).

B ymoBax imnepcekoi Pocii yp6aHizalis YkpaiHn o3Haqana # posiiu-
pEHHA cq;ep BIUIMBY pOCiHiCbKOi MOBH, OCKIIbKH B MiCTax Ha modaTky XX
CTONITTA YKpaiHlli CTAHOBUIM JIMINE TPETHHY HaceNeHHA. Inmi mBi Ginbm-
MEHII piBHI YaCTHHH CTaHOBHIH POCIAHHM i €Bpei, OCTaHHi — MEPEBaKHO
pycudikosani. YkpaiHcekoi 6ypxyasii i cepelJHBOro Kilacy Maike He iCHY-
pano (FPULIAK 1996, 64). Taka nemorpadiuHa cuTyanis pobuina MicTa mil-
pocilicexoi VkpaiHu MOTyXHMMH LEHTpaMH pycHdikanii ykpaiHCbKHX ce-
JISTH, Ki aKTUBHO [TONOBHIOBAJTH MiChKE HACEJICHHA.

Ha ocHoBHy ByrijibHO-MeTanypriiiHy 6asy Pocilickkoi imMmnepii neperso-
puBca JloHempko-KpuBopizbkuit GaceifH. ['olOBHMMHM nNocTa4albHUKAMH
poGouoi cunu B onbaci 6ynu Xapkisceka, Kypcbka, BopoHesbka it Opios-
cbKa ry6epnii. Bixnosigno inaycrpiansHi Micta Vipainu 3acensny BUXiaLi i
3 yKpalHCBKHX, i 3 pocilicekux cin. Ha neif yac Ha ITiBani i Cxoxni Ykpainu

pocisHu cTaHOBWIIH 20-25% BCLOTO HAaCENEHHS, MPHHOMY 30-50% ix xuno B
mictax (CPALIAK 1996, 64).

V Taxiit AeMorpadiusiit cutyanuii B maxTapcbkoMy cepenosuili JJoubacy
dopMyBanack cneuuiuHa KpeosizoBaHa yKpaiHChKO-pocilicbka CyOKyJib-
Typa, MOBHMM TIpOSBOM sIKOi OYB CYPXMK, BiioOpaxkeHUH y TOro4acHOMY
HaxTapchkoMy (OTBKIOpI, HAMPHKIIAN y TaKil YacTywui, 3anucaniil y Cra-
nino (TorouacHa Ha3Ba JoHenpka) B 1920 poui:

- B 3emai rpowi ozpibaem,

- Y Heximo 600y niiom,

- OH B HEiNO 800Ky €,

- B noHeninok xinky 6’c. (uut. 3a Kypomrs 2002, 55)
A60 B iHLIOMY (GONBKIOPHOMY TeKCTi, 3amMcaHoMy Ha JOHeudHHi mix 4ac
Hely:

- Mu repoi ko3akHu,

- Kamynicmu oypaxu,
- Mu xomyHy po3o6u M =
- Ha Bxpainy xuTh noiidbom. (Tam camo, 215)

Ha 3MiHy MOBHOTO KOZy 3 YKPaiHCBKOTO Ha MilllaHHii yKpaiHChKO-POCIHCh-
Kl CYTTEBO BILUIMBANA # Ta 0GCTaBMHA, IO OiNBIIICTH YKPAIHCHKUX CENAH
Toro 4acy 6ynu HenkcsmeHHAMA. Tinbku 18,9% yxpainuis BikoM Ginbuie 10
poxkis BMinu untaT (KATIMENEP 2005, 309). «Bucokuil piBeHb HEMHCHMEH-
HOCTi YKpaiHCHKMX CenfiH, — nuie icTopuk Spocias [pullak, — UiTKOM HO-
BHIi (peHOMEH, 110 BHHMK MicNA JiKBinauii saiMIIKiB YKpaiHCBKOrO cCamo-
BpANYBaHHS Ta BOPOBAIKEHHA OCOONMBHX iMIEPCHKHMX MOPANKIB. 3a qaciB
[eThMaHIUHK Maiike KOXHE Cejlo Majio cBOko mkony... Ioripuienns crany
OCBIiTH MOSACHIOBAJIOCA MNeKiNbKoMa NpuuHHaMH. IlepemoBciM, pociiichbka
BNaja TpalMUiiHO M0GOIOBANacs NMONIMPEHHS OCBITH Cepel CeNAHCTBA,
OCTepiralourch HOro nepeTBOPEHHs Ha HECTIOKIHHUM COLIaNbHUMA EJIEMEHT ...
3 uacy ocBiTHboi pedopmu 1804 p. ax no pesomouii 1917 p. ykpaiHCbky
MoBY 6yy10 3a60pOHEHO | K MOBY BHKNAJaHHA, i AK OKPEMHH HaBYalbHHH
npeamer.» (TPULIAK 1996, 61).

INomupeHHs MiluaHux $opM YKpaiHChKO-POCIHCEKOTO MOBIIEHHS BHACII-
JOK JeMOrpadiuHOTO 3POCTaHHS MICBKOTrO HaceleHHs # iHTeHcmikauii
KOHTAKTiB MDK YKpaiHCBKMM CENOM i 3pOCifIeHHM MiCTOM 3Ha#fiuio Bifo-
GpaxeHHs B Xy[IOXHIX TBOpax, HAaNPHKNAl y HEOJHOPa30OBO 3rafyBaHii y
JOCTIIKEHHAX Cypxuky m'eci M. Crapuupkoro «3a gBoma 3aiuaMu» Ta
TBOpax B. Bunumienka.




Binome # noxyMeHTajdbHe CBidEHHA €BpelicbKoro gisya Bomoaumupa
JKaboTHHCHKOrO 3 PHBOXY «HEXONAAHOI CYMillli ABOX MOBY, AKY BiH MOYYyB
BiJl YKpaiHCEKOTO MPOCTOJIOLY, NOAOPOXyIodH B 1904 poui LientpaisHoo
VkpaiHowo y Barosi TpeTbOro Kiacy, i ska 3janacs HOMy 3arpo3ot0 «BMH-
paHHA Maopocilicbkoi MmoBi» ([IuB. moknaaHiwe DEIIEP 1994, 105-106).

Taxum uuHOM, nepea JKOBTHEBOIO PEBOMMIOLIEIO, KO XapaKTep CTOCYH-
KiB MiX HOCiAMH pOCi¥iCEKOiT i yKkpaiHCEKOI MOB BH3HadYana cOLjianbHa Hepi-
BHOMpABHICTh, NEpeXifHi MilaHi ykpaiHChKO-poCiiicbki (OpPMH YCHOTO
MOBJICHH HaOynd 3Ha49HOrO momupeHHd. Ha couianbHilt BepTukani, ne
B mabai nocigany pocifiChKOMOBHI BEPCTBH HOMiIlIMUTBA it Gypxyasii, a
HIDK4i — YKPaiHOMOBHE CENIIHCTBO, HOCIT CypXHKY K COUiaNbHi rpynu 6yau
Npe/CTaBNeHi B CeJax MpOIIAapKoM MicleBoi aaMiHicTpauii, a B Micrax —
CTIpOJIETApH30BaHAM CE/SIHCTBOM i BEpPCTBOK HalMaHMX MNpALiBHUKIB Y
cepi obciayrn, ski Takoxk 3ae6iibIoro 6ynM BUXIAUAMM 3 MPUIETIHX Cilb-
CBKHX MiCLIEBOCTEH.

Pesomouis 1917 poky 3pyiiHyBana couianbHy iepapxiio Pociltcbkoi im-
nepii. Hacrymuuii mepion 60pote0u ykpaiHCchkOro Hapomy 3a AepikaBHY
HE3AIEXKHICTh CNPUAB IMiJHECEHHIO NMPECTHXKY YKpAiHChKOI MOBH, ane 6yB
3aHATO KOPOTKOTPHBAIHM, MO0 CYTTEBO 3MIHUTH MOBHY CHTYALil0 KpaiHK
Ha il KOPHUCTB.

3HayHO BaroMiluMM 3a HaciigkamMd OyB BIIMB J00M 6inbLOBHIBKOT
ykpaigizauii 1920-x poxis. XapakTepHo, HI0 B Ll Nepiof aKTHBHOTO BIIPO-
BaJUKCHHA YKpaiHChKOi MOBM B YCi cOepH CYCHIABHOIO >KHTTA TOJIOBHMH
ineonor i BHKOHaBeWb MapTiHHOT MOMITHKY yKpaiHi3auii Haponauit koMicap
ocBiTH Mukona CKpHMNHMK 3HAauHy YyBary HpHOIIAB i mpobiemam,
OB’ A3aHHM 3 MOIIMPEHHAM Ha TepHTOpii pecrmybiku mimanux Gopm MoB-
JIEHHA — «MilIaHoi i JaMaHOT MOBHY», 3rillHO 3 Horo TepMiHonoriewo. Ocki-
Jbkd M. CKpHIIHMK ROTPUMYBABCSH NpPUHIMITY PiJHOMOBHOI TOYaTKOBOI
OCBIiTH 11 JiTelf, mepel HAM mocTana npoGnema witkoi ineHTHikanii Mi-
IA{UX Pi3HOBHAIB AMTAYOTO YCHOrO MoBieHHs. [loTpeGyBana po3s’s13aHHs
BiAMOBi/F Ha MUTAHHA, SKOIO MOBOIO MalOTh 3100yBaTH NMOYATKOBY OCBITY Ti
IiTH, SKi TOBOPATb MillaHUM YKPaTHCHKO-POCIHCBKUM CYOKOIOM, — yKpaiH-
CHKOIO 4H pociiicbkoro. M. CKpHIIHHMK BHpIlllyBaB Li¢ MHTAaHHS Ha KOPHUCTh
ykpaiHchkoi MOBH. Y ponoiai «Ilepe6yaoBaHKMH IUISXaMK», BUTOJIOLICHIH
Ha [lepmiili BceykpaiHChkifi koHGMEpeHUI] KyIbTypHO-OCBITHIX POGITHHKIB
HauMeHmocTel 20 TpaBHs 1931 poky, BiH 3a3Hayas:

[...} Tpeba koHCTaTyBaTH, IO TaKOIO MOBHOKO OCHOBOIO MILIAHOT FOBipKM Mi-
TeH Mo MicTax, Micreukax i cenMmax Vkpainu € MoBa ykpaitceka. Tomy 37e-

GinpIOro y BHMAZKaX MiliaHOi MOBH [iTeH HaB4YaHHS 3 HUMH Tpeba nounHaTH
3 MOBH yKpaiHCBKOI. 32 ¢ TOBOPHTE i Toii daxr, mo MiliaHa MoBa Hailinoumpe-
Hima caMe cepel To1 yKpaiHChKOI JI0AHOCTH, wo i 6yno pycrninxonauo 3a no-
nepeaxio 106y napary HaUlOHAJILHONO NMPATHIYEHHS yKpaiHChKOro Hapony.
Tak 61 MOBHTH, Milllasa ¥ jiaMaHa MOBa p)'CPl(]Jl'KOBaHO! YKpaiHChKOl IOAHOCTi
€ MOKA3HHK Gesrpymonﬂocm, HEXUTTEBOCTH | TOMY HECBIICBHCHOCTH, HABITh
wacTkoBOi ycmimHocTH Toi pycudikauiinoi nmonituku uapary (CKPHITHMK
2004, 84).
HasBHicTb cepell YKpaiHIliB Ipyny HOCIIB MillIaHOTO MOBICHHA JlaBana mig-
crasd M. CKXpHIHHKOBI PO3DI3HATH B NpOLECax PO3HIMPEHHS cd)e;‘) BXH-
paHHs YKpaiHCHKOi MOBH JIBa 3aB/laHHs — yKpaiHisauii # ne.pycn(bixaul'?’. 1po
L BiH rOBOpUB Y IPOMOBi B XapKiBCbkoMY MAIIMHOOYIiBEIbHOMY iHCTH-
TyTi BoceHn 1932 poky: .
Ham Tpe6a UiNKOBATO BIAMIMATY Wi ABA WIIAXH: ULIAX yKpaiHi3zarii 1 s fe-
pycudikatlii, — MM CTaEMO Ha IIAX ncpycn@ixauii’ poOGiTHUKIB, TEXHIKIB, iHXe-
HepiB TOILO, IO € pra'l'HuﬂMH 3 MOXOKEHHs, aj¢ rOBOPATH JlJaMaHOK MOBOIO,
Ha TPM 4BEPTi POCiCbKOIO i Ha omHy uBepTb ykpaihckkoio [...] (uut. 3a
HIuxTEP 1933, 62) 4 '
Vxpainizanis B8 1920-x poxax aJIMiHiCTpaTMBHO-yNpaBliHChKOI cdepu,
OCBiTH, B TiM YMC/Ii BUIIMX HaBUANBHUX 3akKlailiB, 3acobiB MacoBoi iH(op-
Mauii TAHIO MPECTHK yKPaiHChKOT MOBH i 3arabMyBaJIO MPOLIECH ETHI4-
Hoi # colfianbHOi MapriHani3auii MpoBiHNianiB, fAKi MEpel TUM CTAHOBHIH
OCHOBHY COWjabHy 6a3y MOMMPEHHs CYpKHKOBOro MoBIeHHA. B MicTax
3 SBASIOTHCA HOCIT yKpaiHChKOT MOBH, KOMYHIKATHBHY TNOBEIIHKY SKHUX BH-
3Hauac MOBHA CTiliKicTp, — BOHHM TBEpHO TOTPUMYIOTECH CBOEi MOBH, He
IPHCTOCOBYIOUHCH [0 POCIHCHKOMOBHOIO OTOYCHHAL.

INouarox $opMyBaHHA B KOMyHiKaTHBHOMY IPOCTOpi pyCH(iKOBaHHX
MIiCT YKpaiHOMOBHHX CepeOBHII BifoGpaxeHo B niteparypi 1920-x pokis,
30kpeMa B pomanax Banep’sHa IligmormnsHoro «Micto» i «Hepemmika
JipaMay, Jie pealicTHYHO BiATBOPEHO CYCIIiIbHY aTMoc(epy no6n ykpaiHiza-
uii. IleHTpanbHMMM nocTaTaMH 060X pOMaHiB € HOBH couianu.mﬁ. ™
BHXil4 3 NpOBiHLii, 11036aBIEHOTO KOMILIEKCY MEHLIOBApTOCTi PiHOl
MOBH. B yKpaiHCHKOMY MICTi BiH NMO4YyBa€ThCA roCNoNapeM CHTyalll, 31aT-
HAM 3MiHMTH NedOPMOBAHY acCHMLALIEI0 MiChbKy MOBHY aTMocdepy Ha
KOPUCTh CBOI MOBH.

V pomani «HeBenyka apaMa» y CTOCYHKax [ABOX OJIOBHHX #oro nepco-
HaxiB — Mapta Bucoupkoi # Ipen MapkeBud BiATBOPEHO TOTOYaCHHH KOH-
dNiKT, IO BHHMK MiX yKpaiHUsMH, Aki He Gaxamu MIPUCTOCOBYBATH CBOE
MOBJIEHHs JI0 POCIHChKOT, Ta HOCIIMH iMNEpCHKOTO CBITOrINANY, AKI MOYyBa-




JIHCS 3aTPOXXEHHMH Y CBOIX MpPETEH3iAX Ha JNOMiHyBaHHA. [Toxa3oBoio TyT €
3BEPXHs XapaKTePUCTHKAa MOBHOT NoBeAiHku Maptu 3 6oky if onoHeHTKH:
Bona ykpa‘l'mca, MpHYOMY 3 TOr0 MOJIOAOro HOKOJIiHH)l AKC HE 3a10BOJIbHA-
€TbCA BXKC pralHCLKOlO IHKOJIOK Ha CCJH BHIAAHHAM pralHCBKHX KHMXKOK, TC-
aTpanpHMMH BHCTaBaMH, K ue 6yno B 6aTbkis ixuix. Im xouerscs Ginbusoro, -
3HacHl, aneTuT 3 kel NPUXOAHUTS. . IX nerko mnizHatd. Ilo KpaMHHLlS{X BOHH
3aNHTYIOTh YCE MO-YKPAiHCBbKH, O TOTO X NOJIOCHO, AEMOHCTPATHBHO, i BUMa-
raioTs, Wob ix posymind... CMiluHO YyTH B MOryTHilf pociiicekiii cTHXIT Ha-
1moro Micra ouefl KBOJEHbKHH YKpaiHCBKHH ronocox... Aje npukial, Mamo,
3apa3nuBuit, HaxTo noraHuit npuknan (IIIAMOrMILHUI 1991, 662-663).
Mix THM, Ak moka3zaHoO B «HeBenuukill npamin, i B o 106y He Bci NpoBiH-
IiaJTH, 10 BJIMBAIOTECA B KMIBCHKE CEPENOBHILE, POTUCTOATL MOBHIif aTMO-
cdepi MicTa. € # Taki, WO NPUCTOCOBYIOTHCA [0 iHINOT MOBM OTOMEHHA,
HepexonTid Ha CYpPXMK. BokMBaHHA MillaHOro YKpaiHChKO-pOCiHCEKOro
cybkomy xapakrtepusye obpa3 koomepatopa [JlaBHaa CeMeHOBH4Ya, SAKHi
niepeixaB no Kuesa 3 Tynpunna. MoBIeHHs koonepaTopa BilTBOPIOIOTH Taki
pemniku: «Jlyxe askyro. To ecme Benuke cnacubi» (TaMm camo, 614) abo «A
THM 4YacoM BH Oypete gocnumysamu Anxy Ha Bce goOpe i, ronoBHe, BH-
BuMTE 11 HiMeybko20 A3uka» (TaM caMmo, 700).

36epernucs, npote, i JOKyMEHTalIbHI CBiTYEHHS MPO 3HaYHy aKTHBi3a-
Iil0 BXWBaHHA YKpalHCbKOi MOBM B TorodacHi#t crommui YPCP Xapkosi.
Tak, npBiB’aHuH akaneMik Kupuno CTyIuHCHRMH y criorafax npo cBoi Bif-
BiguHu B 1927 poui XapkoBa, Toroyacroi cronmuui YPCP, posnosinae mnpo
3MiHH B MOBHi#t cUTYyaLii MicTa. SIKIIO Mif Yac CBOTO MEPHIOTO MpPHI3Ay 1O
Xapxosa B 1903 poui BiH «4yB ykpaiHChKe CIOBO... TifiBKM B JoMi XpHcri
AsmueBcbkoi i B mpogecopa CymroBay, To0 B 1927 poui «mouyemr BCioAn
ykpaiHcbKy MoOBY B Xapkosi... Yacu 3miHsmroTecs» (uuT. 3a ITOTPIBHUIA
2003, 24).

MoxHa NpUMycKaTy, [0 NONiTHKa yKpaiHizauii B pasi il MpoJoBKeHHA
nocsirna 6 Metu aepycudikanii yxpaiHCBKHMX MICT, Ky CTaBHB nepel coGoio
M. Cxpunsnk: «3 ykpaiHChkoro cena Inpuitie HOBHM poGiTHUK mposerap,
MPUHECE CBOIO MOBY, 3yKpaiHi3ye 3aBoj, 3ykpaiHizye micTo» (CKPHITHHMK
2004, 68).

Ane pagaHCbKe KEPiBHHLTBO LIBHOKO ycmnommo IO MOBHO-KYJLTYp-
HMii peHecaHc, KM nepekuBaia YkpaiHa B apyriif nonoeuHi 1920-x pokis,
MO3Ke MPU3BECTH A0 BiApOKEHHS HAILLOHAJNLHOTO PYXY 3a JepXkaBHY He3a-
nexHicTh. ToMy HeBIOB3i ykpaiHizauito 6yJ0 IPHIMHEHO, a X0 HALIOHATb-
HOI iHTeJIireHL{i i A0 CeNAHCTBa, AKe YHHWIO OMip KoJeKTuBi3auii, 6ynao

3aCTOCOBaHO HENOJACHKMI TEpOp, WO 3HAYHO MiAipBAIO coUianbHy Gasy
yxpa'l'ﬂcr,x(o'l' MOBH i 3HOBY nocnabuo ii nosuuii B MicTax.

[ounnatoun 3 1930-x pOKIB MOCTYNOBO CKOPOYYEThCA BHKJIAJZaHHA
yKpaiHCHKOIO MOBOIO B CepeHiX i BHLIWX IIKONAX, IPHITHHAETLCA BUBUSHHS
yKpalHCHKOT MOBH Y BCIX BUIIMX HABYQJILHHX 3aKNaziax, KpPiM YKpaiHChbKOTO
BijuiIeHAS GLIONOTiYHMX (aKyNbTeTiB yHIBEPCUTETIB i MeEJArOriYHUX iH-
CTHTYTIB, 3TOPTA€ThCA YKPaiHOMOBHE ALTOBOJACTBO, YKpAiHChKa MOBA BHTIC-
nsersea 3 HaykoBoi chepn (YME 2000, 645-646).

Cni 3a3HAYMTH, WO PalfiHCbKe KePiBHULTBO He OOMEXHIOCH 30BHIlll-
HBOIO PYCH}IKALI€I0, 2 3HAYHO MOCHIMNO {i IOAAaTKOBMMH 3aX0[laMH, a came
aAMIHICTPATHBHHM BTPYYaHHAM Yy BHYTDIillIHIO CTPYKTYpPY YKpaiHChKOI
mosH. ITin HOBMMM racnamu €IHOCTi 3i «cTapmuM OpaTtoM» — pociCbKUM
HApOJOM i «GNIaroTBOPHOCTI» BILIMBIB POCIHCHKOI MOBH HA YKPaiHCBKY Mo-
[IMpPHJIAch BIPOBA/PKYBaHa 3rOpH MPaKTUKa 36/IMXKeHHs YKPaiHChKOT MOBH 3
pociiicskofo. 0. IllepenboB 3a3Hayas: «YpsAOBe BTPY4YaHHsS B3araii, a B
IaHOMy BHIIKy 3 GOKY, ypsily, OAaHOBAHOTO POCIAHaMH, y BHYTpillHi 3a-
KOHH MOBHM Oya0 paigHCpKAM BHHaxoioM i HoBuHoro. Hi monsxw, Hi py-
MyHH, Hi 4eXdl [0 IIbOr0 He BJABAIMCA, SK HE BAABANACA L@pPChKa ajMiHICT-
patia aopesommouiitHoi Pocii. Bonu Bci o6MexyBanucs Ha 3aX0Jax 30BHill-
HBOTO THCKY: 3a60POHSIH BXXHBAaTH YKPaiHChKY MOBY NMPHIIIOIHO, ULTKOBHTO
a60 4aCTKOBO; HAKWIANH JIEPKABHY MOBY uepe3 OCBITHIO CHCTeMY; 3BalIrro-
BANM YKPATHLIB CBOEI KyIbTYPOIO i MOXIMBICTIO Kap’€pH; MEpecesid ix
Ha HEYKpaiHCBKI TepUTOPil, a yKpaiHChKi 3eMJIi 3aCeNAIy WIEHaMH MaHiBHO
Hanii Tomo. ITopyd nux “KJIACHYHHX” METOI PaJsHCbKAa CHCTEMa BCTaHOB-
JIIOE KOHTPOJb Hajl CTPYKTYPOIO YKPaiHChKOT MOBH: 3a60pOHSA€E NEBHi ClOBa,
CHHTAaKCMYHI KOHCTPYKUii, rpamMaTiyHi $OpMH, NpaBONMCHI H OpTOEmniuHi
NpaBHia, a HATOMICTh Mporarye iHmi, 61Kyl 10 pocilickkux abo i XuBLEM
rnepeHeceHi 3 pocilicbkoi MoBH. TakuM YMHOM Ha PaiAHCHKiHl YkpaiHi kOH-
GmiKT MiX yKpaiHCHKOIO 1 POCIHCBKOI0 MOBaMH TIEPEHECEHO 3 30BHIlIHLOI,
nosamoBHOi cdepu B cepenuHy camol MoBH. BopoTeba Binfysanaca He
TinbKM B MOACHKi#l newxili, a i 'y camiit mosi» (ILIEBEJILOB 1998, 173).

TakuM YMHOM, SBHIIE CYPXKMKi3allil AK CTHXiHHOrO NPHUCTOCYBaHHS HO-
ciiB mignernoi MOBH 4O MOBH JOMiHyrO4Ol GyNI0 TMiACHIEHO NMPaBONHCHOI,
TEPMiHONOriYHOIO i JexcukorpadidHOIO NpaKTHKaMH, MeTol AkuX Gyno
00MEXEHHA Y3yCY JIEKCHKOIO, CTHIBHOIO 3 POCIHCHKOIO, BUITy4YEHHS 3 AKTHB-
HOTO BXKHTKY YKPAiHCHKHX CJiB, BIIMiHHHX Bill pOCIHCBKHX.

Taxiit ykpaiHchKilt MOBI, MaKCHMansHO HaGNIKeHi# 10 pocificbkoi, Moc-
KOBCbKe KEpiBHHLTBO BilBOAWJIO CYTO NEKODAaTHBHY DOJb NEMOHCTpauil




«HEBMJAHOTO PO3KBIiTy HauioHaTBHHX MOBY». [logiOHy puryansHy dyHKUitO
BUKOHYBAJIH U eIeMEeHTH yKpaiHChKOI MOBH, SKMMH «OpHaMEHTYBaJH» po-
cilicbkOMOBHI TEKCTH 3 YKpaiHu, aIpecoBaHi LEHTPaNbHOMY NapTifHOMY
KepiBHHLTBY. BHpa3HOIO LUIOCTpPALi€io 3a3HAYEHOr0 Moxe GYTH TEKCT MpH-
cara «Ha cMeprs CtaniiHay, Ky Hanmcas apaMatypr Onekcaunp KopHiiuyk
y 6epesni 1953 poxy. Hapoaumo nBa pparMeHTH 3 HLOTO:
Benukuii Boxap, poaHoit otel, noporo#, mobumsit Hocud BuccapHoHoBuY
Cranun!
V Bamero rpoGa, B riy6oko#t ckopOH CTOAT HapoAbl-OpaTbs M CpPeaH HHX
YKpaHHCKUi HapoX, KOTOpoMy Brl fanu 3a CBOKO XKHM3Hb HEM3MEPHUMO 6onble,
YeM BCE TO, O Y€M OH MCHUTAJ, 34 4TO 60p0JfC)l Ha NPOTAHKEHHH MHOTHUX BCKOB
cBoell )ku3uu. Hac BekaMHU XeCTOKO nopa6ou1a.rm CBOM H MHO3CMHBIC YrHETa-
TCIIH, Brl YYHKIIM HaC pa3invaTh BparoB Hapozaa 1 no0exaaTh UX B KJIACCOBOH
6oprbe.
3emuoii Hu3ku#t noxmoH BaMm ot Bcero Hapoaa. Cnacubo, awobumui 6ameko
Cmanin!...

Haiua KynbTypa 6bina pacronraHa ¥ CI0BO pOAHOE H3rHaHO.

Brl BO3pOAMIM Hally HallMOHANBHYIO HayKy, AUTEpaTypy, HCKYCCTBO, OINIOAO-

TBOPHJIM €€ CBOMMH GCCCMCPTHHMH HWACAMH. :

3emHoii, Hu3KHit MOKIOH BaM oT Beero Hapoaa.

Cnacubi, myopusi 6amvxo Cmanin! (KOPOrOACEKHH 2000, 237).
INoBepHeHHA 0O MpakTHKH pycuikanil o3Ha4YaNo # MPOJOBKEHHA KOHII-
HBOT iMIIepCHKOT Tpamuuii 1060py aAMiHiCTpPaTHBHO-YNPaBIiHCHKUAX KaapiB
y HaUiOHAIBHAX peciy6iaikaX 3-TIOMiX HPHCTOCOBAaHOI N0 KOJOHial1bHOL
3aJISXHOCTI, ripmoi 3a MOpalbHUMH i iHTENEKTyalbHUMH SKOCTAMHM 4ac-
THHHU MiclieBoro HaceneHHs. SIk 3asHavyaB S1.PageBuy-Bunnuupkuii, «Home-
HKJIATYPHUKH CBiIOMO HafaBaiM YKpaiHCLKOMY MOBJEHHIO pOCilichkoro
axuenty. CopMyBaBca HaBiTh cneuudiuHui, a TouHille, creuianbHUH
«HOMEHKJIaTYpHHH KaproH» CypKMKOBOTO XapaKTepy, fKHMil i MOChOrofHi
MOXXHa MOYYTH 3 BHCOKMX TpUOYH, 3 panio i Tenenpuitmadisy (PAINEBHY-
BUHHMIILKHH 1997, 215).

3asHaueHa crnienudika pagsHCHKOl MOBHOI NOJIITHKM iHTeHCH(iKyBana
npouec pycudikallii, 00 CTBOPWIO COPUATIUBHH IPYHT AJA MOLIMPEHHA
MmimaHux $opM MOBJIEHHA AK NMEPEXiAHUX Bill YKpaiHOMOBHOTO J0 pOCilich-
KOMOBHOTO crnikyBaHHA. OCKiNbKH pocilickka MOBa JIMIIMIACh OCHOBHHM
3acoboM Michkol KOMyHikauii, mpouecy Maprinanizauii HociiB yxpaiHchKol
MOBH Y BEIMKHX MiCTax MPOXOBXHIIMCE i B IOBOEHHMIT nepion.
Boanouac y cenax i HeBelMMKHX MicTaX, 3Ha4YHY YaCTHHY AOpOCIO]l JIFoI-

HOCTi fIKHX CTaHOBHJIO MOKOMIHHA, HapopkeHe A0 1930-x pokis, Teputopia-
NbHi TOBiPKH YKpaTHCHKOT MOBH Ta YKpAaiHCbKa JiTEpaTypHa MOBa (OCTAHHA —
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3apIAKM YKpaiHOMOBHIH OCBITI B CLIbCBKMX MICLEBOCTHX), MoGyTyBain
JIOCTATHBO MOBHOLIHHO. Ochb sK OnMCye MOBHY CHTYallif0 cBOEI «Manoi 6a-
ThKiBIIHHHY - pobiTHHUOrO cenuma Mukonaisxa Ha loneuuuHi Isan [I3106a
(1931 poKy HapOLKCHHA) y TEKCTi, IPU3IHAYEHOMY JUIS BUCTYITY Ha iMIpoORBi-
30BAHOMY «CYIi Hall CYPKHKOM»:

Brepiue s no3HaioMHBCA 3 MiacyaHMM (HaeTecs npo cypxuk — JLM.) e B au-
TUHCTBI, Ha cBolil [loHeuunHi. B Garari#i, Bupasniit i ayxe obpasHiii MoBi Mo€T
mamu, Moei 6abyci, poamuiB i cycimiB pa3-y-pa3 Tpannanucs uyZAepHaubki
¢/oBa — sK A Mi3Hille 3p03yMiB, NepeiHakIueHi 3 pociicbkol MOBH: «caMolIeT-
yuii» (Bifl «CyMacLUCAINI»), «<MaNaxonbHUI» (Bill «MEMaHXOMiKa»), «napume-
HKH» (Bil «CIIOPTCMEHKH» — TOAILIHE JiTHE NapyCHHOBE B3YTTA) Ta iH. B no-
6yTi poGiTHHYOTrO CeNMIia BOHHM 3BYYalM MPHPONHO i YACOM HANABANM MOB-
NICHHIO (HEOJIITEPaTyPHEHOT O JIFOLY OCOONHBOI iHAMBINYyalbHOI BHPA3HOCTI.
Ha #03BiJLti MOi 3eMJIIKH JIIOOUITH MOTOBOPHTH «IIPO XUTTA» (OyAH cepel HUX
i oxoui «nodinocoderByBaru»), — i konM iM OpaxyBano CiliB, BOHY TBOPHIH
CBOI, HaliHeCTIOAiBaHIIIMM YMHOM BHBEPTAIOUM J€Ch YYTi «BYEHi» poOCifichki
(aKMX Y HaBKOJIUINHLOMY MOBITpi HOCHIIOCS OinbHIe, Hid YKPaiHChKUX) abo Ko-

HTaMiHyIOUH iX 3 ykltl'ﬂcucumn i MiL{HO BIIEYATYIO4M TX B YKPaiHCBKY CHHTaK-

CHYHY CTPYKTYpPY, 1D i 3aesnevyBano 3arajoM yKpaiHCbKHH XapakTep MoB-

nenns (I[3105A 2005, 14).
CnoctepexenHd IBaHa J[3100H MiATBEPIKYIOTh MaTepialid NOJbOBUX AOCIH-
I%eHb, 3i6pani B npani Binesama Honna «Tpancdopmatiis rpoMasHChKOro
cycrinseBa (YcHa icTopis ykpaiHchkoi censHebkoi KynsTypu 1920-30 po-
KiB)», Bunana B Kuesi B 1999 poui. Metow npaui 6yno npegcTaBuTH Io-
[JIAM CeNAH Ha TOM 3J1aM, AKOro 3a3HajiM ColliajibHa CTPYKTYpa i Tpaguuii-
Huit 106YT Ta 3BMYal YKPATHCHLKOTO cena B mepion koiekrtusizauii 1920-30
pokiB, CYNpoBOMKYBaHOI ronoxoMopoM. MoHorpadis B. Hosa 6asyetnes
Ha MOJILOBHX XOCTiIDXKSHHAX, NpoBeAeHHX Y 1993-1995 pokax 3 momaTkom
KiIbKOX iHTepB’10, AKi aBTOp npoBiB y 1989-1993 poxax.

HocnipkeHHs MicTHTh yCHi po3noBiai noHan 400 censH 3 LeHTpanbHoOT
(Yepkawmna, Bignmaumuna) i CxinHoi (XapkismuHa, ITonraBmuna, Cym-
muHa, YepnirisiuHa) Yxpaind. Yci BOHM 3alicaHi Ha KaceTax, fKi HUHI
36epiralothca B Kuepi V LleuTpi mocnmimkeHp ycHoi icTopii Ta KymsTypu
(Hosn 1999).

Sk 36ipka 3anuciB ycHoro mosieHHa npaud B. Honna ctanoBHTH Bak-
AMBE KEPENO He JIULe 1A iCTOPUYHUX #f COLiOKYNbTYPHUX CTYAiH, a i Wi
JHHTBICTHYHOTO aHANI3y OCOGIUBOCTE} MOBJIEHHS CEJIfH, AKi HAJNEXaTh Y
nepeBaxHil GiNbIIOCTI O MOKOJiHHA, HApOMKEHOTO B MepIui ABa JECATH-
TITTA MUHYJIOTO CTOPITYA.
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YucneHHi 3pa3ku 3i6paHuX y KHH3i 3anMCiB YCHHUX OMNOBiZel cBimuars,
IO BXXMBaHHA MilllaHMX YKpalHCHKO-POCIHCBKHX (IOpM HE HAIEXKHTh MO
HOUIMPEHMX ABHMIN Y MOBJIEHHI LIbOTO MOKOMiHHA cefisH. IleBHi crnenudivuni
PHCH, afie MepeBakHo MEePEXiHOro roBiPKOBOr0O XapakTepy, MiCTHTb MOBa
inpopmanTis 3 YepHiriBIIWHYM, TOMi 4K MOBJEHHA 6inpmocti xutenis Yep-
KaluHy, Binnuuunny, onraBuMuy i HaBiTh CyMImMHH Ta XapKiBLIMHH
67M3bKe JO MOBHOI'O CTAaHApTY i BiA3HAYA€ThCA B LIJIOMY JOCTATHLO Oara-
THM JIEKCHYHHM 3allacoM i BMiHHAM (OPMYJIFOBATH CBOi NYMKH, IO, 3BH-
4aifHo, Ma€ ¢BOY iHAMBIdyaNbHi NPOABH.

Jlexcuuni pycusmu abo cioBa CIiibHOro GOHIY, BHMOBIEHI B pociiich-
Kiii QoueTyHiii ¢opMi, 3a3BHHall CTAHOBJNATH B YCHHX OMNOBIAAX CEJIAH
OKpeMi BKpaIUIeHHs, SKi HE PYHHYIOTh IXHBOI YKPaiHOMOBHOI OCHOBH. [XHs
KinbkicTh, OHHAK, pi3k0o 3pocTac y THX ¢parMeHTax po3mnopigeif, Aki
MOB’s3aHi 3 MiSUTBHICTIO MPOBiAHMKIB PamAHCBLKOI BJIAAHW, CIOTafaM¥ IIPO
KOJIEKTHBI3allilo, B onucax 3aco0iB ii BIpOBaMKeHHA, XapaKTepUCTHKaX Il
BHKOHaBLiB. Ha miaTBepmXeHHA MOXKHA HABECTH KijibKa BifMOBiIHHUX YpHB-
KiB 3 CEeAHCHKUX YCHMX icToOpiii:

KonexTuBizauilo MpOBOAMAM — NPHIMINAMM, CTPOINH KOMEKTHBI3aLilD — ue
6ynu gBaausTHn’ sTUTHCAYHUKH. «Tuxuit Jow» Ilonoxoma uutany, Tam
HarynsHoB, JlaBunoB 6yiu. A oue y Hac Tex OyB mpubxixuii Ps6os no
npoBeneHHi konektupizauii. Lle Toii wonosik, Akuit 3poxy He Gauus... Jaxe
KOJIH CTaJIH CiftTh, JaK T1aHu Gyny, CKiTbKU MOCiATH OBca, mpoca. A BiH Kaxe:
«Hikaxoro npoca. Ham moavxo nuono #ado cists, mo6 y Hac kama Oynay. A
BiH, ue# 4omoBik, BiH 3poay He OauuB 3eMii, ue 04 pobodoro Kkmacy
euogixceneys. Ho BiH 6yB, MO>ke, 4ieH maprtii, e mock i Takuil akmigicm. OT
naBaif itoro, i eudeinyecsa B ceno, MOCNANH HOro ABANLATHII STUTUCSYHHKOM
1N nposedenia xonekrupizanii (3 posmosixi Auapis Houenta, 1910 poky
HapoJUKeHHs, xuTens c. XoTiHe, Cymcekoro paiiony) (Honn 1999, 175).

A TIOTOM KOMCOMOJNBLI Ha C80#OM KOMCOMOINBCBHKIM cobpanii pilIMiM,
3HAYUTh, TOAi B TPMALMTH TPETHOMY, WIOCh Ha Xynoby Oymo nnoxo Toxi,
JIOXHYTh KOHi 3 ronoxay, cnabi, a ciare Tpeba. I 1 npuifiios oTo X y xoaxos,
MeHi JanM KOHi, a y HUX IUIedi NOOHTi, MpAMO Taki paHu Ha miedax Tyt. (3
posnoBini Penopa Kpasuenka, 1915 poky HapomxeHnHs, xurens c.3pybaHka,
3os04iBchbkoro pakoHy, Xapkiscekoi obnacri) (tam camo, 177).

Toni 6yno rtake. Sk Jlewin oTo poOMB pEBOMIOLIIO, TAK 4YacTh 3a HIMLIB
BOIOBAJIH, @ 9acTh — 3@ cosemcobky enacme. Hy Miit 6par 3a cosemcvky enacmeo
BOIOBaB, a 4acTh BOlOBalo Oararto 3a HiMeupky. (3 iHTEpB'l0 3 AHapiem
Oxneem, 1911 poky HapomkeHHs, xureneM c.Uepkacbkuit Bimkins,
3miiBckKkoro paitody, XapkiBcekoi 061acti) (Tam camo, 544).
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Toni 6yna xonexkmigizayis, 2oneHin Oy 3a T€, 110 HE AaBAJH, o0 Be4OpHHLI

Gy, 1100 HisikOi OaHAHM HE 3aBOAMIIOCE, (TaMm caMo, 546).
[Toka30Bo, WO 3 I’ ATHOX iHTEpB’10, TEKCTH AKUX HaBe/IeHO HOFHiCT}O y no-
jaTkax [0 KHHTH B.Honna, Ha#Ginpury KiNbKicTh PyCH3MIB MICTAThH BIJIO-
Bifli KOMULIHBOTO CLILCHKOTO aKTHBiCTa, YHI NOIANM Ha KOJTOCHHE MUHYJIE
BifpI3HAIOTECA Bill TyMOK GinbmocTi CensH. Mosn'emm KO/THIIHLOTO AKTH-
picTa, 0co6MBO B THX (parMeHTax, Jie BiH PO3NOBiAAE MPO 3aXOAH H IHCTH-
Tyuii pangHCbKol BIajy, HaCTiNbKH Ha.cmeﬂi TEKCUYHHMHY, MOpClJO.JIOI:l‘I-
HUMH i QOHETHUHHMH €IEMEHTAMH pocificbkoi MOBH, 1O #Oro, Ha BIIMIHY
Bifl MOBJEHHS iHIIHX YOTHPHOX MOBHHMX TeKCTiB iHTEpB’10, cNia KBamidiky-

BaTH 9K CYPXHKOBC: '
I3 CO3a nepeiimm Ha xorxosu, 60 p3xam, mo CO3 ~ ue merxobypoicyasue
xasaiicmeo, 2 KOAX03 — €T0 yxe Ginbiie noddepacye i crapuukis. Bike cram
denamb MY 06uie mimanie, CTAIA TIOMAraTH CTapuM TIONAM. ApPTillb — COBCiM
apyra 6yna cranisa. C 3, 1€ IO MH, JOKWIA KO HOBOTO TOAa, WO 3apobuny,
pospinuny Bee. A apMens, Ue BKE HE TO, UE BKE opyzoe. Tyt xa:mi«icrso BXE
JepXaid, i fAKi TaM HE3aMOXHi, CTAPHKH, TO IM NoMarana apTiib. e Bxe
coecem apyra cranis... B Cranina % 201080Kkpyxcenic CTalo B TPHAUATH
TPETHOM TOJly, OH K€ 6ceobuyy konekmieizayio CKasas. Lie #tomy moaknanu
My, i BiH, skiii cirbwui Gys, He noGosscs, B3SB Ha cebe sKy Kny3y. B
CraniHa nomysuioce 201060Kpyarcenic — 0buwa konexmigizayis. A BOHA HIMO HE
nana, sirnanu. Tak, K oue mepecTpoiiky 3po6us I'op6auos, Tak i To. I Cranin
ckasas: «Po3nycTHTh korxo3u». (3 inteps’io 3 Mukurow Hanexero, 1907 poxy
HapoukeHns, xkuteaeM c.Crapa [nunuug, Yyryiseskoro paitoHy, XapkiBcekoi
o6nacti) (Hosn 1999, 554).
OcTanHill TEKCT Ja€ TaKOX MiICTaBHM PO3MIANATH CYPXKHK fAK Ge3CHCTEMHe,
X2OTHYHE TIO€AHAHHS eleMEHTIB JBOX MOB, K CyOKOJI, N1030aBeHH# HaBiTh
Ha piBHi inionexty crabinbHoro ysycy. Jlexcuui, Ky BXuBae ingopmanr,
BNACTHBUI BHCOKMi piBeHb QoHeTHdHOI i MopdonoriuHol BapiaTMBHOCTI.
Tak, y TeKkcTi iHTepB’10 3ycTpidaeMo MapaiteibHi dopmu criB cninbﬂorq
NekcHIHOro OBy AK B yKpaiHChKil, Tak i B pocilicbkii BUMOBI — apminb 1
apmens, coscim i coscem, 0ino i 0eno, xni6 i xneb, pioko i pedxo, nicaa i
nocne, mixu (YKp. po3M.) i monbko; POCiHCHKI croBa y HeaJanToBaHiil i ana-
IITOBaHili BHUMOBi: Gorbuiuncmeo i bGinbuiuncmeo, namuadyame i nimHao-
ysime; NapaienbHi pocifickki NMiTepaTypHi i PO3MOBHI JIEKCEMH; HCUSHb i
dcucmy; NapanesbHi NPUKMETHHKOBi i ji€cniBHi cl0BOGOPMH 3 yKpaiHCh-
KHMH i pocificekumu reciamu: dpyze i dpyeoe, nonimiuecke i nonir.niuec-.
Kkoe, coenag i coenan, npon’emo i npozyasem towo. lpu oMy BapiaHTHI
dopMu Hepizko BKMBAOTBCA NOPAL — B OZHOMY peueHHi a60 B CYCHIHIX
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pedeHnax: «Ow mwobue mixu mywud, ooinu monvko mywjuru» (€.550);
(c.556); «Moznu nimu, anre ye pioko. Moznu, pospiwanocs, i xoounu, Hy
PEOKO, MOXCE ye HecnodpyuHO Hu HeedobHo» (€.553); «xniba ne 30asaru,
xni6 npamanu. F'ocydapemao donscrHo 6uwno scums. B ix, 6 emix niodeii 3abu-
panu xae6» (¢.555); «Emo 0eno nonimiveckoe, emo 0ino o4enb mpyoHo pos-
Kycimoy (¢.556); «LLlo 3apobus — npon’emo, npozynsem» (.557).

OcobIHBOCTI MPaKTHKH 3MilllyBaHHA MOB, 3adikcoBaHi B aHali30BaHOMY
TEKCTI, MATBEPIKYIOTS MO3HIII0 THX HOCIHHHKIB TPaCAHKH i CypXHKy, 11O
pO3MIAAAlOTh iX AK CYMY iMiOJIEKTiB, MOp. BU3HAYEHHA TPACAHKH B CTaTTi
Hinn Me4koBCBKOI: «Ue MHOXHHHICTh CyOCTaHZApPTHUX iIiOJeKTiB, LIO
MalOTh Yy pi3HMX NpOHOpHifx pHcH Oinopyckkoi i pocificbkoi MOB»
(MSMKOYCKASt 2007, 91) i XxapakTepHCTHKY CypXKMKYy B pO3Biaui ApTypa
BpausKkoro «...KOKHHH HOCiH Takoro riGpMaHOrO yTBOPEHHH, KOHCTpYIO-
IOYM BHCJIOBJEHHA, Ha BJIACHUHM pO3CyX 3aiydae Ta J00Upac KOMIOHEHTH
060X CKIaIHHUKIB, IO 3MYIIye PO3TNIAJATH CYPKHMK sk (opMy, KOTpa CKIia-
JacThCA 3 iMIONEKTIB, 30CEPEKEHUX Y MPOCTOpi Pi3HOMOBHOI AMIIOCii»
(BPALIKI 2007, 138).

BonHouac, sk CBil4MTh abCOMOTHA GLMBLICTL 3amMCiB YCHMX icTOpil,
3ibpanux y gocnmimkenHi B. Homla, koMyHikaTUBHa MOTYXHICTh yKpaiHCh-
KOi MOBH B CillbCKHMX CepeloBHIIax 3abesnedyBaliia ajarnTaLiio pyociﬁCLKo-
MOBHHUX 3aro3u4eHb. BoHU BXOAWIH N0 HEl OKpEMUMH BKpAaIUIEHHAMH, HE
pyliHytoun 1i 6a30BHX CTPYKTYp i BOJHOYAC HajalouH il )KHBOMOBHOTO KO-
JIOpUTY, 3B’ 43Ky 3 peayibHOIO AilicHicTio. Y nutoBaHii Bume ctarTi 1. 31061
HaBeieHO LikaBi MipkyBaHHS O. JIoBXKeHKa 3 NPUBOAY NOOJUHOKHX PYCH3-
MiB B YKpalHCBKOMY TEKCTi, AKHil BiITBOPIOE KMBOMOBHY CTHXil0 YKpaiHCh-
xoro cema. He moromkyrousch 3 MypHU3MOM pEfaKkTopa, HIO NpaBuB Horo
«[ToeMy tpo MoBa», O. JIOBXX€HKO B JIKCTi JO AUpEKTOpa BUJABHULTBRA «Pa-
JOAHCBKMHM MHCHMEHHUK» 3a3HauaB: «B Aedkux MicHiX s HABMIUCHE 3aIUINaB
pycusmu. Born noTpi6Hi MeHi sk 3HaKu KUBOi MOBH. TLNbKH YHCTOIIIIONM i
€cTeTaM 3/1a€ThCA, IO BOHM 3acMidyioTh MoBy. Hi, B HeBeqHKill KiNbKOCTi
BOHH TPHAAIOTH i )XUTTA, AK BKPAIUIEHHA XiMiYHHMX €JIEMEHTIB Y BOLY, Bil
40ro BOHA, BOJA, CTA€ X04 i HENPaBUIbHOIO, HE JUCTHILOBAHOIO,. .. aJle XKH-
BOTBOPSAMNION, kHBO10.» (I310BA 2005, 15).

MNoni6Hy BMacTUBICTL CENAHCHKOTO CEPENOBHUINE JIETKO «IEPETPaBIIIO-
BaTH» 3aMO3MYEHHA 3 pocifichkoi MOBH, afanTyBaTH iX KO CBOIX BUMOBHHX
HOpM, BinoOpaxkae MoOBNeHHs MepcoHaxiB HoBen I'puropa TioTIOHHMKA, IO
Jal0Th BUpa3Hi 3aMalboBKH 3BHYAIB i 1o6YTy noaTaBChbKUX ci 1950-1960-x
pokiB. Jins MpHKJIaLy MOXKHA HABECTH PYCH3M npugruna (POC. NPUyHbIAQ) B

MoBHii mapTii Aiza Nomasana 3 Hosenu «TaiiHa Beueps»: «I1ui Ta 3BUHAR,
[0 [0 CTOJIY HE CAKAEMO, 032K y Hac chOTOOHI 3 XpuHCTelo — TalHa Be-
yeps! Uys, 1o ue take? TaiiHa Beuepsa! AKe X Tak s kaxy, XpucTuHo? Un
yoro TH mysmuics — re? Yoro npuswuna — re?» (TIOTIOHHHK 1984, 79).

VcHe MOBIICHHS 3 NIOBHO3HAYHOIO 6araToro JIEKCHKOIO i (ppaseornorito,
Ky HE PyHHYE NMPHUCYTHICTb MOOJMHOKAX pycHusMiB, 1ocbOTOfHI NoGyTye B
cenax He qume LlenTpaneHoi, a # CxigHol Ta IliBnennoi YkpaiHu, mpoTe
nepeBaxHo B MOBI JIFOJI€H CTAPILIOTO MOKOMiHHS.

TMocunenus pycubikauii B 1970-x pokax, noenHaHe 3 AeMorpadidHum
3pOCTAHHAM MICT 33 PaxyHOK Mirpanii cimhChKOTO HaceieHHs, 3HULICHHS
peHridHEX Tpanuiiii, 38BUYaiB, KyJbTYPH YKPaiHCHKHX Cil, a MOACKYIH #
[IOBHMIA iX 3aHeNaj MPH3BEIH JO Aerpajallii CilbCbKUX MOBHUX CEPENIOBMILL

V uoBeni I'puropa TioTioHHHKa «CHH MPHiXaBy», AKy LEH3ypa HE JO3BO-
Jiuia omy6IiKyBaTH 32 KUTTA aBTOPa, XyYAOKHBO 3a)iKCOBAaHO PO3PUB CrHaj-
KOEMHOTO MiXKTIOKOJIHHEBOTO MOBHOTO 3B’#3KY, TOCTYINOBa 3MiHa JOBKi/LIA
3 yKpaiHOMOBHOIO Ha CYp)KMKOMOBHE BHACIHi/IOK 3pocifitiieHHs MOJIOALIOTO
noko/IiHHS YpOaHi30BaHHX CEJIAH:

Ha nouarky ceprus, konu B KoGuuui, Bemke ceno no 06uzsa G0kH By3eHBKO
piuxy B ouepeTi Ta pepb0I03AX, 3’ DKIKAIOTECA JIO 6arbKiB yCi KOMIUHI KOB-
GHIBIL, 1O OTaM 110 BiifHi MoAANKCS 3 OMY LIyKaTH MOCTiHHOro 3apobiTky i
HIOHEALTEHOTO BUXIAHOTO, KOJH 110 ABOPaxX Tinbku i uyTH: «/lana a kax 3apa3
HaBIIPOCTELb ﬂiﬁTH pile] nanu?», a sz,xo, HaMaralo4ucp B yCbOMY AOTOHTH
niTaM, oakasye: «Ta kax? Otako rpaaKamy i #Anm. A TaM — HU30M. Xiba TH 3a-
6ys?»; abo: «Mamo, SK y Bac Hawom cmipanbHozo nopowxa? Hem? Jak
TIPUMIILLO 10 TPHI3AY» i T. M. — HA NOYATKY CEPIHS, COHATHOr0 cyOOTHBOTO n€-
penoGinnsg, npuixamu rocti # no Hukndopa I3axyHa Ta TMapacku [I39KyHKH
[...](TioTIOHHHK 1984, 175).
BUHHKHEHHS i TIOIUMPEHHA MilaHHX YKpaiHChKO-POCIHChKMX GOpM yCHOro
MOBJEHHS AK TEPeXiMHUX Bill YKPaiHCHKOI MOBH CIIIKyBaHHA 110 pocilicbkoi
T ATBEPXYIOTH #i OCHIKEHHA aHANOTiYHOro FiGpHIHOrO inioMa Ha TepH-
Topii cycimmpoi Binopyci. Tak, Ha OCHOBI BHBUCHH: TPACAHKH B KOMYHiKa-
THBHOMY CEpEIOBMIL ONHIET POMHH B 3aXiAHOGIIOPYCHKOMY Micti bapaHo-
BUYAX MOBO3HABII MHILTM BMCHOBKY, IO 4acTKa BXXHBaHHA OimOpYCHKHX
cnoBod)opM Yy POAMHHOMY CHINKYBaHHi BHPa3HO 3MiHIOETBCS 3aJIeXHO Bill
TIOKOJTiHHs: y MOBJIeHH] 6abyci 6inopychki c10BOGOPMHI BHKOPHCTOBYIOTHCA
3HauHO wacTile, HiK Pocifichbki, y MaTtepi criocTepiracThcs piBHOBara 6ino-
PYCBKHX i pocilicbkux coBodopM, TOAI AK Y HOYKH pociiiceki cnoBodopMH
BXKe MepeBaxaloTh Ginopychki. Hapeseni dakTn naiots nigcTaBu JOCHiAHU-
KaM iHTeprpeTyBaTH TPACAHKY AOC/i/UKYBAHOTO PONMHHOTO CEPeiOBHLIA AK




IposiB MOCTYIOBOTO Mepexoay 3 6imopychkoi MOBH Ha pocifickky (I'EHYAJIb
& To1 2007, 89).

Omxe, niepel 3000yTTAM HE3ATEKHOCTI CKOPOUECHHSA BKUTKY YKPAiHChKOT
MOBM Y HalrojoeHimi# ¢yHKUil xwuBoi MOBH — QyHKUIl CHiUIKYBaHHA Ha-
6yno sarposnusoro Wi ii Mal6GyTHEOro XapakTepy. Ha ue# yac Micbke Ha-
ceneHHs YKpaiHHM BXKe CTaHOBUJIO GinbIuicTh, a cepH koMyHikauil y Ben-
KUX MicTax Ha Ginbliil gacTuHi Tepuropii YkpaiHu copMyBaliUCh AK poO-
CilicbKOMOBHI.

Binblua koMyHikaTHBHA NOTYXHICTb POCiicbkoi MOBH Yy NPECTHXHIIIHX
ypbaHi30BaHUX CepelIOBHILAX CNPUANA 3pOCTaHHIO ii aemorpadiyHoi moTy-
xHocti. Lle 3poctanHs BinbyBsanoch IUIIXOM MEPEXOQy Ha POCIHCHKY MOBY
MOJIOALIOTO MOKOJMIHHA YKPAiHUiB, AKi HEPEI3AWIM A0 MICT 3 Cill i HEBETMKHX
MicTedok. BifnoBifHO yKkpaiHChka MOBa CTaBajla MOBOIO 0OMEXEHOro BiKo-
BOTO IIOIIMPEHHA, BIACTHBOIO CTapiliif reHepallii MEIIKAHLIB NPOBiHII.

Tpouecu ypbaHizauii BUOpalIHiX CENAH CYMPOBOMXKYBANUCH PO3IUMPEH-
HAM QyHKIIOHYBaHHA MilIaHWX YKPaiHChKO-POCIHCHKMX Pi3HOBMIIB YCHOIO
mopieHHa. Came TtoMmy IO. lleBenboB, aHamizylouu CHTyauitlo YKpaiHu
1970-x pokiB, BIiTHOCHB CYpPXHK i cypxmxiaauifo JO THX SBHIL, AKi PO3MH-
BAIOTh HOPMH YKpaiHChkOi MOBH, Mo30aBiAtouH if puc camoctiiiocTi. [Ipu
IEOMY CYPXHK 3aKOHOMipHO 3aBepHiyBaB HaBeleHHi LllerensoBmm mepenik
3MiH, AKUX 3a3Haja yKpaiHChKa MOBa BHACIi/IOK MOTYXKHOTO OAHOGIYHOrO
BIUIMBY POCIHCHKOI MOBH BIIPOJOBXK NEPIONY PaAfHCHLKOI JIHTBO-€THIUHOT
Mikcallii: «...MIMpOKa BiAKPHUTICTh JUTA POCIHCBKMX BKpaILIeHb i CTPYKTYP;
MOMIMPEHHA POCIACEKOI INKAMM COLiaNbHUX BapTOCTEHt y MOBI; 3aKpHTICTh
JUIS TIO3HMK [103a THMH, 1IO HXyTh 3 260 yepe3 pocificbky MOBY; HEAOPO3BH-
HEHICTh TEXHIYHOI i HAyKOBOI TEPMIiHOJIOTIT; BiACYTHICTH MiCLKOIO CNEHTY,
ABHIIE CypX)HKa i cypxuxkizanii» (ILIEPEX 1998, 246-247).

QuesuaHo, 3 nepiogom 1970 — 1980-x pokiB ctifl MOB’A3yBaTH MOYATOK
¢dopMyBaHHA i HIBUAKOTO PO3POCTaHHA CYPXKMKOMOBHHX CEPEIOBHIN, KOJIM
YHKUiOHYBaHHA MilAHMX i1iOMIB BHXOIHTD 3a MEXi OKPEMHX ifiONEKTiB,
xoua # uncneHuux, abo x couionekry nesHoi rpymu. CowioniHrBiCTHYHI
06CTEXEHHA CYPKMKOMOBHHX CEPENOBHIN HE MPOBOMMINCH, aje 3araibHi
CMOCTEPEXEHHA NAKOTh IMiJICTABY CTBEPKYBATH IXHE iCHYBaHHA MEpedyciM
y 30HaX, HPHJIETTIMX A0 BEJHKUX MICT, @ TAKOX Y YACTHHI HEBEIHKHX MicTe-
qok i cin Henrpansroi, Cxiauoi i [liBaenHoi Yxpainn.

HasBHIiCTb CepelOBHIL, Y SKHX CYPXHK OXOILUIOE BCi chepy KOMyHikaLii
— K POAHMHHOI, TaK i Mo3apolAMHHOI, NPOHUKAIOYH HABIiTh Y CYBOPO peria-
MEHTOBaHi cepH amMiHicTpyBaHHA ¥ IIKiINBLHOT OCBiTH, TOBOPHTH NpPO TE,
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o He# HACNIIOK KOHTAaKTy ABOX MOB Ha TEpHTOpii YKpaiHu HanexuTb 1o
TOro THITy MOBHOTO 3MilllyBaHHS, Y MOXJIMBOCTi IKOTO CBOTO 4acy CyMHiBa-
sca Jles 1lep6a y cBoiil Binomil cTarTi «O NOHATHH CMEWICHHA SA3BIKOBY.
Po3ryisfaloun TP kateropii (axTiB, sSKMMH ONepyBaIH TOro4YacHi gocnia-
{MKH MOBHHX KOHTAKTiB, /i€ 110 TPETHOI KaTeropii Hanexarb «(pakTH, fki €
pe3yJIbTaTOM HEIOCTATHBOTO 3aCBOEHHA Oynb-skoi Mosm», JI. lllep6a nucas:
IMoscaxaeHHe XUTTA Garate Ha ¢akTH Takoro poAy; ajie 3HAYHO PiAHIMMH €
aKTH TAaKOTO X MOPSAAKY, SiKi OTPUMAaNTH COLiAJIBHY 3HAYHMicTb, TOOTO Ti no-
MHJIKH MOBH, Axi 3p06PIIIHCI> B NICBHOMY cepenoanmi 3arajlbHOBU3HAHOK) HOp-
moro. Haijiuacrilne BHAcCHiAOK HasBHOCTI CHpaBXHLO! HOPMH 3aCBOIOBaHOI
MOBH, NMIIAIOTECS TUABKA OiNBUI YM MEHLI TOIMMpEHi MoMUIkH. 51 He Mir 6u
HABECTH LiIKOM MEPEKOHIMBHI NPHUKIA] Takoi MOBH, NpHKaL, Akuit 4 Oy Ou
B cTaHi npoxoutpomosary caM [...] (1IIeesA 1974, 61).
Buxoa14¥ 3 LMX MIpKYBaHb, [llep6a ckenTHYHO cTaBHBCA A0 TepMiHa «3Mi-
LIyBaHHS MOB)», HPOTIOHYIOUH 3aMIHMTH HOTO TEPMIiHOM «B3a€EMHHHA BILIHB
MOBY» fK TaKHii, IO «HiYOTO He MICTUTb B coBi cTOCOBHO (BaKTiB, AKi Omy-
cye», TOM AK C/IOfO «3MilllyBaHH) nepenbavae 10 gedkoi Mipy, mo oOuaBi
MOBH, nepebyBaloun B Oe3rmocepeIHbOMY KOHTAaKTi, MOXYTh piBHOI Mipoio
6pati y4acTb B YTBOPEHHi HOBOT MOBM» (TaM camo, 62).

Iurosana ctatrs LllepGu, B AKiil yueHHI 3aNpOIIOHYBaB BXMBATH TEPMiH
«B3a€MHUH BILTHB MOB» 3aMiCTh «3MilllyBaHHA», Oyna HamucaHa B 1925 poui
— B 100y peaniszauii y HoBocTBopeHOoMy PansHcekoMy Co103i MOJITHKH «KO-
peHizauii», TOJIEPaHTHOT MO0 HALOHANLHHAX MOB i KyJbTyp MOMi€THIYHOT
KpaiHu.

HaroMmicTs HacTynHa pi3ka 3MiHa mapTifiHOro Kypcy B HalliOHaJBHiH 1o-
JTHIL KapMHAILHO 3MiHWIa MiKHALiOHANBHi H MiKMOBHI CTOCYHKH B
CPCP, nerituMisyBaBmuy IOMiHaHTHI Mo3uLil pocificbkol MOBH Ta ii iHTEr-
paleHy pons y ¢opMyBaHHi yHidikoBaHOI «pamsHCBKOT» iNEHTHYHOCTI
BCHOTO HaceleHHs TojieTHiyYHoT kpainn. Hanpuxnan, sizomuit y 1960-1970
poku TeopeTHK HamioHaitsHoro nuranHs B CPCP K. XanaszapoB 3asBiiB:
«Bupaborka B pafgHCBKHX JMIOAX CBOrO pomy «GaimyxocTi» A0 HalioHa-
JIBHMX MOB € Ba)¥CIMBHM 32BIAHHAM iHTEPHAIIOHAILHOTO BUXOBaHHAY (LIUT.
3a: JI3106A 2003, 81).

Hounnatoun 3 1930-x pokiB mpotiec, WO BifOyBaTNCI MOBHOMY XKHTTI
VPCP, BuKIO4aIH MOXIMBICTh B3a€EMOBILIMBIB MK YKpaiHCBKOIO i pocii-
CbKOI0 MOBaMH fiK PiBHOTIPABHMMM MOBHMMY YTBOPEHHAMH, a BilNOBiganH
BiIHOCMHAM TiANOPAAKYBaHHS # 3aJIEXKHOCTi OAHi€T MOBH Bix iHWOl. 3a3Ha-
YeHi MoNiTHYHiI 06CTABMHY 3yMOBWIM ONHOOIYHW BILIMB POCIHCBKOI MOBH
Ha YKpaiHChKy, 110 aKTHBi3yBaIO [POLecH MOBHOT Mikcauii.
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ITpogoBXeHHs B paIAHCHKOMY MOBO3HABCTBI BXHBAHHA TEPMiHIB
«BIUTHBY» i «B3aeMoIig» LIOAO CTOCYHKIiB JBOX KOHTakTHHMX MoB B YPCP
6yJ10 NaHHHOIO ariTalifHO-MPONaraHAMBHUM, & HE HAYKOBHM 3aBAaHHSIM.

Jlvne B mepion rop6auoBckkoi nepebyaoBH, 3 NOCHIECHHAM HaLiOHATb-
HUX DYXiB 3a HE3QICXKHICTh i JEPXKaBHICTh HALIOHAIBHHX MOB COIO3HHMX
pecny6nik i BizkpuToro ob6roopeHHs Ae¢opMaiili B MOBHOMY DO3BHTKY,
CIIpHYMHEHHUX pycupikalli€ro, IEXTO 3 MOCKOBCHKHX JIiHIBICTIB 1I04aB BilBe-
PTO BHCIIOBIIIOBATHCH PO OJHOGIUHICTL BIUIMBY POCIHCHKOT MOBH Ha iHW,
BHIPABAOBYIOUH (YHKLIOHANBHY AUCTIPOTIOPLIIO y MiMOBHHMX CTOCYHKaxX
BHIIOIO KYJLTYPHOIO Baroko pociiicbkoi MoBH. Tak, mi yac o6roBopeHHs B
KOJIi MOBO3HABIIB AKTYAJIbHUX COLIONIIHIBICTHYHUX NpolieM, AKi MOCTaJU B
TOM 4Yac mepex UEHTPAIbHMM MNApTiHHAM KEPiBHMITBOM, aBTOPHTETHHH
MockoBchkuil mHrBicT Oner Tpy6aduoB TBepaus: «KynabTypHy ponb pociid-
CbKO1 MOBH X HaltOinbm QyHKIHOHANBEHOT MOBU KYJBTYPH HECYHEPEHIHBO
HOSACHIOE Te, 10 NP MDKMOBHHUX B3a€MHHAX Y KpaiHi, pocilickka — nepena-
KHO Ta, IO Jda€, a He Gepe, He 3amosuuye» (HALMOHAJIBHO-S13bIKOBBIE
1989, 94). )

TaxkuM 4HHOM, CYpXHK, X0o4a i copMyBaBcs Ha reppicHiH 6a3i ykpain-
ChKOi MOBH, MOCTAB Yy Pe3YJIbTaTi BTPATH Y 3HAYHOI YacTHHM ii HOCIiB ycBi-
JOMJIEHHA BiIMiHHOCTi CBO€! MOBM Bifl KOHKYpPYIOUOi 3 Hel pocifichkoi,
BTpaTH BiguyTTs COLHOKYABTYpHOI LiHHOCTI pifHOi MOBM fAK Tiei, mo
TOB’ A3y€ HUHILIIHE MOKOJIIHHA 3 MOTIEpeaAHIMY, 1 BiIHOBigHOTO NocnabnenHs
HAIIOHANLHOT COJiTApHOCTi, KOJIEKTUBHOTO YCBiZOMJIEHHS YacoBoi 6esnepe-
PBHOCTI iCHyBaHHs CBO€] €THI9HOT CIIIJIbHOTH.

IMepeBakHa GinbMICTh yKpailHCHKMX IHTENEKTYaliB TPAKTYe CYPKHK K
cnpomenuii, ymepOHuil pisHOBHA MOBIeHHS. MoBo3Haselbs OnekcaHapa
Cepbencbka y MOCIOHHKY 3 KYJBTYPH YKPalHChKOTO MOBIEHHS Iii IIPOMO-
BHCTOIO Ha3BOIO «AHTHCYPXKHK» mHIle: «Cypxuk B YKpaiHi € Hebe3neuHuM
i wxigmeuM, 60 Mapa3uTye Ha MOBi, o QopMyBanacs yNpoJaoBX BiKiB...»
(AHTUCYPXHK 1994, 7).

Axagemik 1. [{3t06a y nuroBaHilf BMIlle CTaTTi Ja€ Take HOro BW3HAa-
yeHHa: «CypKuK — Lie KaJliYeHHd MOBH, MOBHa Oe3mopaiHicTs, Opak 4yTTs
CJI0Ba, XaNaHHA 3a Nepui-1inmui cyporar 3 yy»oi MOBH, MaCUBHHH nepe-
Xif Ha BTOPUHHHI [upBKUTOK» (JI310BA 2005,14).

Oxcana [TaxnboBchka BOayac B MOBJICHHEBiH ribpuausaunii o6MexeHHA
KY/NBTYPHOTO DiBHA i MEHTAliTETy, «HEBIiNIaCTBO CYTO PajfIHCBKOTO 3pa-
3Kka». «3po3yMiNio, MO NOHEUBKHH, 3aMOPi3bKH, MONTABCLKUM YU iHUIMH
cypxuk, - e O. [TaxnboBcbka, - He MOXe OyTH HOCiEM MOTHUX KYJIbTY-
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HEX KOHTEKCTIB, OCKLTbKH «KYTBTYPHUM» HOTO €KBIiBA/ICHTOM €, BIIACHE,
HEBiTJIaCTBO CYTO Pa[siHCBKOrO 3paska... OnepyrouH HEPYXOMHMMH Kartero-
pisMH, yTONYHMMHM LITAMNAMH Ta MigonoreMamy, g rIM60KO YIIKOMKEHa
pociﬁCbKa MOBa 3¥3yx<ye napamerplj CBiTY, CHpoOLIy€ iX, 3BOAUTH A0 noTpeG
JlemeBHX iN€ONOTIYHIX CIEKyNALIA y 3aTX/IOMY 3aMKHEHOMY MpoCTopi, e
He BiaOyBa€ThCA LMPKYIAUIT ifei». (TTAXJILOBCBKA 2007, 323-324).

Jlirepatypo3HaBeilb AHatoniil TlorpiGHuii BU3HaYa€ CypkHK AK «TIpH-
Gpase y MOBHY ¢opmy CYCTLIbHO-iCTOpHYHE ABHLLE, SKEe XapaKTepHsye
KOJIOHiaNbHE, @ B HAIIMX YMOBAaX — MOCTKOJIOHi@IbHE CYCMiABCTBO, CBOTO
ponty iMIepChKHil CHANloK, AKUH, SK yci My mepekoHyeMocs, caM 1o cobi He
TiTbkM HE 3HHKaE, a H nocwnoe cBoi mo3uuiiy. Sk 3a3Havae
A. TorpiGuuif, sBHIe CYPXHKY H CypxuKisauii B Hesanexwiil Ykpaini He
JiMIe He BTpayae Ha CHIi, 8 HaBiTh PO3IUMPIOE CBil apea, MPOHUKAIOYM BiKe
HaBiTh B YKpaiHOMOBHI cepeIoBHINa 3axinunx obnactei (ITOrpIsHUM 2005, 9).

Ha iHTEHCHBHOCTI MpOLECiB MPOHMKHEHHA 3aMo3W4eHb 3 POCichkoi
MOBH B YCHE MOBJ‘IC’H}{ YKpAiHLiB 3aXiAHUX PEriOHiB HAroNOMYIOTh i ranu-
IIbKi MHCLMEHHMKH T KYPHATICTH.

Ha 3arpo3ax, fKi MOCTAIOTh NepeJi yKpaiHCHKOK MOBOK y 3BA3KY 3 Tpo-
HUKHEHHAM CYPKHKY Ha TepuTopilo 3aximHoi YkpaiHu, HaceleHHsA fAKOi B
paISHCHKHI Nepio BUABIANO CTilikui onip pycudikauii, mo 6roxysano Tyt
yTBOpeHHS TiOpUAHMX (OPM MOBJIEHHs, HAroMoWye H MHCHMEHHHK FOpi#
Annpyxosuu B ecei «OpiM cBiit nepenir... i ciiivo cnoBo»: «Cxix Ykpaiku
Bke He OLTIHTBiCTHYHHI, BiH poCiiCBKOMOBHUIM, NpHYOMY (OHETHHHO LA
pocificcka MOBa BTpayac Jefiali OGinblue TepUTOPiaNBHO-YKPaiHCHKUX
o3Hak... HuHi KWiBChKa, RHIDPOMETPOBCHKA, TIONTABCbKA i YepKacbka MO-
JI0/ib TOBOPHTb Y€ LiNKOM YHi(iKOBaHOIO pocilickkoio, 3 yciMa xapakrep-
HHMH JIEKCHYHHMH NPUKpAcaMy i cieHroBuMH HoBanismu. Camo o co6i ne
6y1i0 6 He Tak i IoraHo, AK6H L1 MOJOb TOBOPHIA HE TiILKH MO-POCIHCHKH.

A IO X KCYPXHMK», 1€ BiH, Uei MWINH NMOKpYY, XAMEPHHA MillaHelD,
KpoBo3MicHe auTA Gininreismy? A BiH TaM, A fiomy # Hanexurs 6yTH —
TaM, ae it cam GiniHreisM. To6To Bxe He Ha Cxoxi, a Ha 3axoni. Tak, came
«CYPXXHMKOM» HMHi CIIJIKYETBCA 3HAaYHA YaCTHHA 3aXiJXHOYKpaiHCHKOI JIIOA-
HOCTI, BKJTIOYHO 31 «CBiIOMHMMH ranyanamu». [IpH [IbOMY BiH CTIpaBAii 3HH-
kae Ha Cxolli — pa3oM i3 «HEMepCNEeKTHBHHMMY CellaMH, MicTeuKaMH Ta
BUMMpAIOYHMHM B HUX Aifamy i 6abaMu.

OTxe, «CYPXHK» KPOKYE Ha 3aXiji, CyIPOBOMKYIOUH BE/MKHMH HOXiA Be-
K0T, MOTYTHBOT POCifiChKOT MOBH. YKpaiHCBKii e BiACTYynaTu HIKYAH —
He 1o [Tombii % i He o CioawTumHy 3 YropmmHoro!» (AHIPYXOBHY 2001, 2).
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O14H i3 NBBIBCHKHUX XKYPHANICTIB MiApaxysas, o 3a 405 pokiB monbChb-
koro (1387-1772,1919-1939) it 146 pokiB aBctpiticbkoro (1772-1918) nany-
BaHHA O PO3MOBHOTO MOBJEHHA ranuyaH 6yno 3amosH4eHo 2-3 AECATKH
CIiB TOJLCHKOTO0, HIMELILKOTO i 4aCTKOBO YTOPCHKOTO MOXO/DKEHHS, TO/1 9K
3a 51 pik (1939-1991) pocilickkoro nadyBaHHs, 3a Horo mifpaxyHKaMu, B
PO3MOBHMIi CTOBHHK MelIKaHUiB ['anndunu BBifIIo 61u36K0 500 pocikics-
KuX crib.' '

1 Bce X, AK NOKa3yIOTh COLIONOrIYHI AOCHTiKEHHS JTiIHTBOETHIYHOT CTpY-
KTypu YKpaiHH, Ki pery/iipHO IPOBOIHTE, NoYMHaOuH 3 1991 poky, Kui-
CBLKHI MDKHApOAHHIT IHCTHTYT COLONOTII, CyMiIlLIO YKpaiHCBKOT i pocifich-
KOi MOB, 32 BH3HAYEHHAM COLIiOJIOTIB, FOBOPHTh HE3HAYHA 4acTHHa (BChOFO
2,5%, 3a manmMH 2003 poky) HaceyneHHA 3axigHoro perioHy (XMEJLKO
2004, 11).

OueBHIHO, [0 pocilichkOMOBHUH BIUIHB Ha Hill TepuTopii He nepeiios
inTepdepeHIifiHOro0 Mopory, 3a SKUM MOYHHAIOThCA NMPOLECH 3MillyBaHHA
kofiB. SIK cBigYaTh CIOCTEPEXEHHA MOBO3HABLIB, POCIMCBKi JiIekCeMH 3a-
CBOIOIOTHCA B MOBJICHHI ranuyaH y ¢dopMax, aJlaiTOBAHUX A0 MiCLEBOI roBi-
PKH. «...3 YCT FaMUBKOTO CeNsHMHA CTapLIoro Biky, - 3asHayae O. Cep-
OeHCbKa, - MEHI HOBENOCA TMOYYTH «on’emp He Tpuitmiia» (y 3HaYeHHi
«3HOBYY), Jie pOCilicbke CIIOBO «OMATH» C(OHETH3OBAHO BiAMOBIAHO 10 ro-
BipkoBHX ocobiuBocTei: 3BYK [11] — TBepanii, 3ByK [€] 3’aBNA€TbCA Ha MicLi
niteparypHoro [a] (menxa, mueco, cedy). Abo: y popmax cemdecams i go-
ceMdecamsp, 110 CTaIH MOIIMPEHUMH B MOOYTOBOMY MOBIEHHI, MpUHaiMHI
Ha JIbBiBIMHI, 30epiracTca Haronoc pocilickkux CiiB, y 3ByKOBOMY 0¢op-
MIICHHI — Iie Bxe LiNKOBHTI MyTaHTH. o pedi, CHiJIbHOKOpEHEBI clOBa
«cim» i «BiciM» Taka MyTauis o6MuHyna» (CEPBEHCLKA 2002, 92).

V 3B’a3Ky 3 MM HEOOXiqHO Ie pa3 HAaroJIOCUTH Ha TOMY, LIO MOIUMpPEHE
He TUTbKH B MyONIiMCTHYHOMY, a #f HAYKOBOMY AHCKYpCi TBEpPJKEHHA MPO
abCcoOTHE MepeBaXXaHHA CypIKUKY B MOGYTOBOMY CHiNKYBaHHI yKpaiHCHKOT
MOJHOCTI € He TLNBKM HEKOPEKTHHM, a i no3baBneHUM HayKOBOI apryMeH-
Tauil.

Tak, aBTOp cTarTi, MpHCBAYEHO] OIMANOBI MOBHOI cHTyalii B YkpaiHi,
nocunaroyuck Ha Hame 3 ["'aHHOIO 3ali3HAK COLIONIHIBICTHYHE JOCTIIKEHHS
Kuesa, nposesnene B 2000 poui, pobuts Takuii 3akun: «I[Ipu upoMy He Mo-
*Ha He BiJI3BHAYUTH, 11O B MPONECi MTOBAHOTO JOCIIIKEHHS aBTOPH aHKET
He PO3Pi3HANM YKpaiHCHKY MOBY i TAK 3BaHMi CYPXHK, HA AKOMY (akTHIHO

1 www.sota.libra.com.ua/moskal_4.htm.

roBopHTh Gibilla YacTHHA ocib, Aki 3a3Ha4ar0Th L0 MOBY Y Bi/INOBiAAX Ha
[IMTaHHSA AHKETH AK YKPAiHCBKY. CypXHK — Lie cyMilll yKpaTHCBKOI i pociii-
cbkoi MOB, FPaMaTHYHOIO OCHOBOIO sKOi € YKpaiHChka MOBA, IO MiCTHTL
Jryxe 6araTo pyCH3MiBy» (MEJIbHHK 2006, 353).

L1s Te3a, UIO BHCIIOBIIOBAIACH i B HIIMX HAaYKOBHX myOnikaiisaX BUHH-
Kkja, AK MH BXe 3a3Hadaiid (nuB. MACEHKO 2007, 28-29) BHacmiJoK Hepo3-
pi3HeHHA iHTepgepoBaHoro i Mimanoro moBnesHs. Mix THM, cepex pos-
MaiTHX PO3MOBHHX (opM 1o0yTyBaHHS yKpaiHCBKO! MOBH 3HaYHO LIMpIue
npencTaslieni TUIM iHTEPEPOBAHOTO MOBIICHHS, SKe TO3HAUEHE GibLIEM
4y MEHIIMM BIUIMBOM POCIiHCBKOT MOBH, aji¢ sIKe HE MOXHA BiIHOCHTH 110
3MiIIyBaHHA KOJIB.

Teep/pkeHHA NP0 TOTAIBHE JOMiHYBAaHHS CYPXXMKY CIIPOCTOBYE i 3raiy-
BaHe BHLIE COLOAOriYHE AOCHIDKEHHS JIHIBOSTHIYHOT CTPYKTYpH YKpaiHH.
3rigHo 3 HOr0 NAHWUMY, y3aralbHEHMMHM 1o BCilf Vkpaiui, ynponosx 1996-
1999 pokiB yacTka HaCeJeHHs, IO BXHUBAE CyMill yKpaiHChKo] i pociiicbKol
MOB, CTAHOBHJIa 18,2"/, a Bripoxosx 2000-2003 pokiB — 14,7% (XMEJBLKO
2004, 10). '

Sk 6a4uMo, TOMPH JOCHTb 3HAYHY KUTBKICHO IPYIY CYPKHKOMOBHHX
0cif, BOHa 3HAYHO TOCTYMAETHCA 3a AeMorpadiuyHMM NOKA3HMKOM YKpaiHo-
MOBHill yacTHHi HaceneHHsa (BiamoBimHo 39,2% Bid ychoro HaceNeHHA B
1996-1999 pokax i 38,7% B 2000-2007 pokax) (Tam camo).

PerioHanbHHU PO3HOLIN IPYH, BUAUICHHX 32 MOBHMMH O3HAKaMU, BUABHB
TAKOX TEpeXiJHuA XapakTep MillaHUX (GOPM MOBJIEHHS, IO 3aCBiAYy€E TeH-
OdeHLis A0 30inbHIEHHS POCiHCBKOMOBHOI rpyNM 3a PaxyHOK 3MEHILEHHA
CYPKHKOMOBHO{, @ TAKOX KOpPEJALiA MK KiTbKiCHMM 30ibLICHHAM CypPXH-
KOMOBHHX 0Ci6 i AeMorpadigHEM YMOTYKHEHHAM POCIHChKOi MOBH Yy TeB-
HUX perioHax kpaiH (1uB. goxnagHime MACEHKO 2007).

BonHouac fepaBHHM CTaTyC yKpaiHCbKOI MOBH 3MiHMB, NIpHHAMHI Ha
odiuitinoMy piBHI, XapakTep MDKMOBHHX CTOCYHKiB i MiIHAB MNpPECTHX
YKpaiHChbKoi MOBU. B mepcrekTHBi, 32 YMOBH BIPOBAKEHHS TOCIiIOBHOTO
MOBHOTO IIaHYBaHHA, 30KpeMa yKpaiHizallii CHCTeMH OCBiTH, fKa BXe 31iH-
CHeHa B GiNbIIOCTi perioHis, Milana cyGMOBa MOXe 3By3HTH apea nobyTy-
BaHHs, MOCTYNMBIIMCH MiCLieM YKDAiHCBKiil JliTepaTypHili MOBi Ta KOOpAH-
HAaTHBHOMY GiTiHrBi3MOBi. 3a HAsBHOCTI HOPMaTHBHMX CTaHAapTiB 060X
KOHTaKTHHX MOB MillaHuii cy6Kkon He Mae InaHciB Ha cTabinizaniio i 6inbi-
MEHII TpuBase iCHYBaHHA. Moro nmpecTr® HaA3BHYaiHO HH3BKUH HE TibKH
B eKCMEPTHIMN ouiHLl, a i B MacoBiil cBiZOMOCTI.




SIx noxasyoTe GOKyC-TpynoBi IOCHI/UKEHHS, MpoBeneHi Bocenu 2006
poky y Kuesi, JIbsogi, Jlyusky, JoHeubky i Oneci B paMKkax MiXkHapOJHOTro
npoekTy «MoBHa NofiTHKa B YKpaiHi: JIHIBICTHYHMI Ta aHTPOMONOTiUHHR
ACTIEKTH Ta MOJANbIII NEPCNEKTHBH», aGCOMOTHIH 6iNbINOCTI pEeCNOHAEHTIB
BJIACTHBE HETAaTHUBHE CTaBJIEHHSA 0 MillIAaHOTO MOBHOTO Pi3HOBHAY. Pecnon-
JeHTH BBAXAIOTh, UI0 CYPKHMK BUHHMKA€ BHACHIIOK HEJOCTATHBOTO 3HAHHA i
YKPaTHCBKOT, i pOCiichbkoi MOB, 10 HUM TOBODATH JIFO/IH 3 HU3BKHM piBHEM
KyJbTYpH:

- CypxuK #K 3aMiHa [BOX TOBHOLIHHMX MOB He € TNpPUHHATHUM
(/sBiB’THKA); N

- CypxHK — Lie KOJ{ BH... HE BMi€Tc FOBOPHTH Hi Ha oJHill MOBi HOp-
MAJIBHO. .. i Millla€Te coBa (JIEBIB’sTHKA);

- Lle mpocTo HeBHxOBaHa JtoauHa. AG0 roBopu Ha oiHi# MoBi, abo ro-
BODH Ha JpyTiif MOBi (JIbBiB’SIHKH);

- Koraa xoBepkaloT cjioBa (KUAHKA);

- DTO He3HAHUE YKPAMHCKOTrO (KUsAHKa);

- DTO ecnu 4eNoBeKy A3BIKH HE JAIOTCH, JaXe TaKHe IPOCTHIE A3BIKH,
POICTBEHHBIE, KaK PYCCKHit H YKparHCKUH (KHSHHH);

- HeymeHHe Kak-TO CHCTEMaTH3UPOBATh B NAMATH A3bIKM M MPABHUIBHO
TOBOPHTD (KHAHUH);

- D10 cMech Oyabaora ¢ HOCOporoM (KUAHHUH);

- MHe kaxeTcs, YTO CYp»KUK — 3TO, B IPUHLIUIIE, TJIe-TO TOKE JHAIEKT,
MPOCTO BYNbrapHbId (KUSHUH);

- Cyp)KHK — 3TO KOrja, MHC KaXeTcCA, JIIOAU HC 3HAKT HH OOHOro, HH
BTOpPOro A3bIKA. U Bot NPUEXANH... BOT OHH NBITAIOTCA nepeﬁm Ha
pyCCKHﬁ SA3BIK... ¥ 3TO MNOJYYACTCA O4YCHb CMECIUHO M HEKPACHBO, U

BOT 3TO W CYPXHK: ONHO CJIOBO Ha pYCCKOM, ApYroe — Ha
YKPaHHCKOM, HO B MHTEPIIPETALMH PYCCKOrO fA3bIKa, CYPKHK TaKoH
(kusHKa);

- CypXHK, Aa, 3TO HEKPACHBO, 3TO HE OYeHb XOPOIIo, HO POCTO Cyp-
KUK Be3de CYHIeCTBYET, W OYEeHb MHOTHE JIOJH OOLIAaIoTCA Ha
cypxuke (0necHuT);

- Y HexpacHBO, W CMEIIHO, Jy4Ylle HAa OJHOM S3bIKE pa3rOBapHBaTh
(onecur);

- DCTETHYECKH 5l HE BOCTIPHHHUMAI0, 3TO HEMPUATHO (OAECHUTKA);
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. MHorHa pexeT CIyX, HHOT[a HE XO4eTCs 3TO CIyWaTh, YKe Takas
yyHIb HECETCS, @ UHOTJA CMEIIIHO, Kak Cepmouka (0fecHTKa);

[Tomydaetcs, HI PYCCKOTO HOPMAJIBHOTO HET, HH YKPauHCKOro (mo-
HeyyaHKa);

MoxeT ObITb, 3TO ellle M3-3a He3HaHUd A3bIKa. JIomycTHM, mpuexan
kTo-TO U3 BenopycH Ha YkpauHy, Aa, ¥ OH XO4YeT pa3roBapHBaTh Ha
PyCCKOM HJIM Ha YKDAUHCKOM, H OH He MOXKET YHCTO pa3roBapHBaTh,
y Hero JOMENIMBAIOTCA CBOM CJI0Ba M MOJY4aeTCA CYpPXKHK (moHeu-
YaHKa);

- Dt0 6€3 0CO3HAHHUA, 3TO, 3HaeTe, KOTAa YeJ0BEK rOBOPUT H HE 0CO3-
HaeT, Ha KaKOM f3blke OH OBOPMT. BOT 5 roBopro, JOMyCTHM, CJIOBO
pyccKoe, TOBOPIO YKDaWHCKOE, HEYeTKO NOHMMAlo, YTO 3/ech A
TOBODIO TIO-DYCCKH, @ 3[€Ch O-YKPAWHCKH. Korma uenoBek,
H3BMHHTE, HECET BCE MOAPAN M He MoHMMaeT. OH CYMTaET, YTO OH
IPOCTO FOBOPUT IPOCTO HA KAKOM-TO A3bIKE (AOHEYYaHKa);

Us-3a mcymmugp KynbTypbl pycckoil. [IoToMy 4TO HET rpaMOTHOl
peuH, e¢ He CiblUIAT B ceax. MM mpoue koBepkaTs cioBa 3TH. OHu
KaK-TO Jaxke paccnabnsioTcs, Ha pacciaboHe (JloHeuYaHKa);

Konu Bepka Ceprouka, TO TO CMilIHO, a TaK, KOJH B KHTTI, KOJH TO
nuTaeThes TOOI CkasaTH, IO OTO € MAIMCHO cmpaBKHA YKpaiHCbKa
MOBa, TO TO BXKe Tpareis (JIbBiB’IHUH);

O3HA4EHHA, AKYy PECTIOHAEHTH 3 (GOKYC-TPYN BKMBAIOTh IIONO CYPHKHKY,
TaKOX MAIOTh HETaTHBHI KOHOTaMl:

- He4ucTa MOBa (Jy4aHUH);

1ie rPS3HA MOBA (JTyYaHHH);

3TO YK€ 3aCOPEHHBII A3bIK (KHAHUH);

3TO OMAHbLIH A3bIK. DTO JIOMaHbI# U Nony4aeTca. M He pyccknid, U He
YKPaWHCKHH, @ YTO-TO TaKoe (IOHEYYaHHH),

- mogu paccnaGnfioTcd, TAaKOH MONMydaeTcs NOXMAkKaHHbIA A3BIK.
Xopoiero Mano (ZOHET4aHWH).

Sk yxe Gyno 3a3HayeHo, cnpoGH y3aralbHEHHsA, CUCTEMaTH3auii puc cyp-
HMKOBOFO MOBJICHHA YCK/IANHIOETECA THM, IO B HbOMY 3MilllyBaHHA ene-
MEHTIiB JBOX MOB BiI6yBa€ThCA DOBUILHO i Mac CTOHTAaHHHH xapakTep. 3a
MOIMH BIACHHMM CTIOCTEPEXEHHAMH Hal MOBJEHHAM MEUIKaHIiB MicTa J{o-
nuHCkKoi, paktonHoro ueHTpy Kipoporpaacekoi 061acTi, Cypkuk MOXe MaTH
pisHi (opMHM BUABY HaBiThb Ha iHAMBiLyanbHOMY piBHIi, KiNbKicHe CHiBBil-
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HOLIEHHA €JIEMEHTIB JBOX MOB Y HBOMY MOXeE 3a1€XaTH BiA CIliBPO3MOB-
HUKa i Bill KOMYHiKaTMBHOI cHTyalii. AHaloriuyHy cneuudiky TpacsiHKH
Big3Hauyae H. Me4KOBCHKA: «...TPACAHKA BXOOUTb B KOHTHHYYM 6ilopycbko-
poCificbKMX imiONEKTIB, Yy AKHX eJleMEeHTH 000X MOB MPHUCYTHI y pi3HUX Hpo-
TIOPLIsAX, IO 3MIHIOIOTHCS HE TUIBKH BOPOXOBXK XKUTTA JIIOANHY, ale i Bipo-
JIOBX ONHOTO OHA — B 3AIEKHOCTI Bill CHTyauii i TeMH CHiNKyBaHHA»
(MsUKoYCKAd 2007, 92).

3pasku Cyp>KHKOBOrO MOBJICHHS, HaBiTh 3amnucaHi 8 ofHil o6macti i Bin
indopMaHTiB OjHi€l BikoBOi rpymM, 3acBiA4yIOTh 3Ha4Hi PO3ODKHOCTI Y
CNiBBiJHOIIEHH] YKpaiHCBKUX I POCIHCBKHMX €JEMEHTIB y A0CHiIKyBaHii
cyOMOBi.

Jins imoctpanii HaBeneMo ABa TekcTH. O6uaBa 3amucadi B XapkiBcbkiit
obnacti. [Tepmmit — y 1998 poui Bix sxiHku 1918 poky HapomKeHHs, APy rui —
B 2003 poui Bia XiHKH, sKa, CyOd4Yu 3 i1 PO3MOBIJI, TAaKOXK HAIEKUTH 10
CTapuIOro NOKOMiHHA.

Tekct Ne 1

«A, Mapin Anexcanoposna, padunacs y Xapvkosiy 8ocemHaoyamom 200y,
yemupnaoyamozo aneapa. Ilepesis nac amey 3 Xapvkosa y [Hepeaui. 3 [ep-
2ayeu na Bespyxu i mu cmanu opzanizogyeamecs ¢ CO3. Piwunacs s 3 6pa-
mom nimu pobume. A mana 6yna, a 6pama npunsinu. Co epemenem i 2 niwna
myda, nonoms nOMazana, a nOMom Mexe eubpanu 'y oemcokutl cadix 8ocni-
mamenvkow. A 3animanaca 8 Xapvkogi, na Ilywkincekii n'ame 1em 3anima-
aaca, yce ye koHvyuna 3aHamms, npuixana e xkonxo3 (8 CO3!) a nomom 0i-
meil 38enu HaM 6CAKO20 8o3pacmy: micauni Gynu, cem nem, wemupu nema,
200a, n'amv, mpu - acaki cogmecmui. Ycnosin maxconi byau, noxamicyw
pockynayeni 6ynu doma, mam i naxoounuce i gocnimysanu. A 3 dimamu ece
choneHana, Oimei yesaxcana. A monoda 6yna, a eospacm dimeii scaxuti. Bevo
pasHo 1 emina, 3Hana, norwimana. Hasuunu mene, cosnauic 6yno, nwobume
Hado, mozoa byoe 6 dxcusHi 6ce npasunvro. I 8ce Ham yoauHo écizoa 6yoe. A
nomom we nobyna a n'ame nem, ysice meni Hadoina poboma, 1 NONPOCUNACH:
nioy na ecaxi pazni pobomu. Bcio dcusnb 5 npopobuna 8 Konxosi, 8cio HCU3Hy
no co0200HiwHIl Oeny, copok nem! I Oe aki He madcki pobomu: | Ha Hugo-
mnogodcmei, i 6 noni, i mopzysana, i caunetl 200ysana, I kKopog 2odyeana, i
menam decaims Nem yxaxcygana, i MOIOYHUX GUPOWYBANA - BCE 5 CNONbHANG,
3 ycum cnpaensnace. [Joma mpu yuacmku ozopoda 6yno, kopoga, oepicaia
ceunei, Hixmo Meni HiHO20 He nocobnss, ece cama ynpaensnaca. Piwunacs
nocmposame cobi iwe OoMIK, MeHi ROCOGINYSANU: 803bMU YHACMOK OpY2uil.
A 83sna, nocmposnacs, nixmo ne nomazaey (JIECIOK 2004, 104-105).
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Texcr Ne2

«/la. Ha pycxom i Ha yKpainckom. Ak npudembcs. ~Yoice cMewanuil, yice
cmewanuii. A1 6 Monodocmi, AK GUUWAU 3amMyxc, A eutiuwna samyoic. Hy wo, a
3aHIManACch 80CEMb NIEM 8 YKPAIHCKOU WKOTE. A ouenv xopouio snana ykpAi-
kit AzuK. Ouenb xopouto. Kaoa a 3axonuuna kypcu cexpemaps-mauiunic-
mxi, A 3Ha4um, yoice nputiubon 8U308, yoce HasHaueHic Guno, i MEHA 637U 6
| nomomy wio mam Ha ykpAinckom s3uxy 6 ocrosnom sice xc I 2 oye... Bys
HauanbHUK y MeHe, | max, noudime mam 00 OOHOU XceHuyuHu... Bom ein
nanuuie Mam PileHHs YU po3NOPSONCEHHS, HY, PACROPANICEHIE - ye Ha pyc-
xom. Tlotidime, nycme ona npoecpim. A cina omneuamana, aza, NPuHoCio
siomy. Bu 6uni? I'ogopro, nem. Ilotioime, nposepeme. Ilpunocio. Hy wmo?
Ona 208opim, 5 HE 3HAIO, emd OE64bOHKA, 5 HE 3HAID, 2080pIiM, Hy A OYeHb
snana yKpAinckiii a3ux. A nomom kax nowina 2 decamuii, odinaoyamuil 3a-
kanyyeamv, i max, Hina, nomewanon paszoeop. Hy suiiuna we 3amyorc,
pozzasaproeana Ha ykpAinckom. Tonix, xonewro, cepousca Oyixce. Oye
nioem 8 KOMRAKIIO 6cg, wio mu Ka yipAincikom, mu xome emo camoe. Ta wo
o A... HAOO Oymambp, wo MeHi ckazamv, Hina, mu nonimaew? Om caoy i
MeHi Ha0o OYyMamp, WO MeHI CKa... K CKA3amb... PYCKitl A3UK, RO-PYCKOMY.
Bin dyace cepousca. Hy, a nomom yjice oye max npuguxiu, npumepnuce. |
ye max oOne cno6o ykpAiHncbke, 00He - pycoke. B obuyem - cmech nonywunace
i 6cvo. Hemae maxozo uucmozo, wob6 pyckiu ini ykpAinckii. Ooune cnoso
pycoke, Opyee - ykpAincoke. Be306pasnuii, KOHEWHO, A3UK, WO Mam 2080-
pumvy.

V nepoMy TeKCTi KibKIiCTh YKpaiHCBKHX i pOCIHCHKHX JIekceM NPUOIN3HO
onHakoBa. 1[ikaBo Big3HA4MTH, WO cepel YKPAIHCHKMX MEPEBAKAIOTH Mi€-
croBa: nepesis, nimu, poGums, npuixana, eming, Haguuny, nobyna, NONPocu-
nacey, nidy, npopobuna, mopzysana, 200y6and, 6upowyeana; A0 iHIIHKX Yac-
THH MOBH HANeXKaTh: Mana, 3auamms, Oimet, n’ams, Monoda, poboma, ki,
msadICKi, 8 noni, ceuretl, meagm, Hixmo, Hivoeo, opyeuil.

Pociiiceki C/IoBa MArOTh Ti 4H iHILI PUCH YKPATHCHKOT BUMOBH: OEMCHbKUT,
3aniManaca, 803pacmy, MiCA4HI, COBMECMHI, msiconi, po3Kyonadeni, 60chi-
myeanu, ciz0a, HA HCUBOMHOB0OCMSI, Hadoina, yxaxcysana, nocobnas,
yhpaeansanacs, nocogimyeant.

2 Posmu(poBka 3amCiB MONBOBMX AOCTIIKCHb, TMPOBEAECHHX B MexaX npoekry CaHKT-
Tetep6ypabkoro yHiBepcuTeTy «HOBBIE A3BIKH HOBBIX TOCYAAPCTB: ABJCHHA Ha CTHIKE
GIM3KOPOJCTBEHHBIX A3bIKOB HA MOCTCOBETCKOM MPOCTpaHCTBe // http://old.eu.spb.ru/eth-
no/projects/project3/interviews/EU_ha_2003_OK2.pdf.
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V cnoBi socnimamenvka TOEQHAHO pOCiHCBKUN KOpiHB 13 cydikcom
YKpaiHCHKOIO Bi/UNOBiHAKA GuX08amenbKa, ajle BUMOBJEHHM 3 [OM’AK-
IIEHHAM.

Bes ananrauii BXuTo pOCilichKi CjloBa i CIOBOGOPMH €0CEMHAOYAmMoM,
yemupradyamozo, ycnosis, yoauHo, y4acmox.

HatomicTh y ApYroMy TeKCTi MepeBakaloThb HeaNalToBaHi POCIHChKi
cNoBa i CIOBOYOPMHU: CMEULAHUTL, 8 MONOOOC, 3AMYIHC, 3aHIMANACD, BOCEMb
7€M, YKPAIHCKIU A3UK, WKONIE, OYEHb XOPOULO, MAUIUHICIIKY, 3HAYUM, 8U306,
HasHadenic, NOMoOMy wlo, 8 OCHOBHOM, ROTIDIME, PACNOPANCEHIE, HA DYCKOM,
npoecpim, omnesamana, Hem, OHa, 2060pim, HE 3HAI0, OEBYbOHKA, dECAMU,
00iHadyamuii, ROMEWAICA, pa32080p, KOHEWHO, HA00, OyMamy, NOHIMAEWL,
PYCKiil A3UK, NO-PYCKOMY, ROMOM, 8 0DUeM, CMECh, unu, 6e300pasnuil.

VxpaiHCbKHMX siekceM 3HAYHO MeHie. Lle: suniuna, y mene, 6in, Hanuwe,
PitenHs, pO3nopRONCeHHs, cina, cepouacs, 0yvce, nidem, MeHi, oye, HeMae,
ooHe.

TiGpuaHi cnoBodopMH NMpeCTaBlEHi MOOAMHOKUMH YTBOPEHHAMH: npu-
O0embCsl, 3aKaHYysamey, po3zasapiosana, pychKe.

TlepeBaxaHHs eleMeHTIB POCIHCLKOT MOBH B IpYTOMY 3 HAaBEJICHHX BUILE
TEKCTIB MOXe OYTH pe3yJIbTaTOM MPHUCTOCYBaHHA iH(OPMaHTa KO POCiHChb-
KOMOBHOTO iHTepB’IOepa, MOp. CAMOKOPEKIIO PECIIOHAEHTKH: «po3nops-
Ooicenns, Hy, pacnopaxceric — ye na pyckom». lle 3ayBaxeHHs, 10 pedi,
MOXHa aipecyBaTH Maiie BCbOMY MacHBY MOJILOBHX 3alUCiB, 3p00iECHHX Y
Mmexax npoekty Carkr-Iletepbyp3pkoro yHiBepcuteTy «HoBBIE S3bIKM HO-
BBIX FOCYAApCTB: ABBUIEHUA Ha CThIKE GIM3KOPONCTBEHHBIX S3bIKOB Ha MOCT-
COBETCKOM TPOCTPAHCTBEY, € CMOCTEPIracThCsl HACTIILKY BHpa3He JOMiHY-
BaHHs (OHETUIHUX, TEKCUIHAX | MOPHONIOTIiUHMX PHC pocilichbkoi MOBH, IO
MOBY LX 3amuciB ciif xanidikyBaTn mBHALIE He AK CYPXKHK, a K YKpaiHi-
30BaHHi BapiaHT pocilicbkol mosn.?

Benuke po3MaiTTd po3MoBHHX (opM, o nobyTyroTh y GiniHrsanbHiH
VxpaiHi, yCKIagHIOIOTh COLIONIHIBICTHYHE 3aBaHHA 1xX k1acudixanii, xoua
Kilbka Takux cnpob yxe 3pobneno. Tak, MoBo3HaBews Bitaniit Paquyk Bu-
Ainse I’ ATh iRiOMiB, WO KOHKYPYIOTh B YKPaiHCBKOMY NPOCTOpi: ykpaiHChbKa
niTepaTypHa MoBa, pocifickka JirepaTypHa MOBa, CYPXXMK, 3pociillieHa
yKpaiHchka MOBa # YKpaiHChKMI TepHTOpianbHHI BapiaHT pocilicbkoi MOBH
(PAIYYK 2000).

3 http://old.eu.spb.ru/ethno/projects/project3.
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JTinrsokyasTyponor Poman Kich po3pi3HA€E cepell Tak 3BaHOTO pociiick-
KOMOBHOTO HaceJeHHA YkpaiHu 32 MOBJICHHEBUMH O3HaKaMH BiCiM TunonO-
rquo-(byHKuiOHaﬂbHPlX rpyn. [Ipu 1poMy cepel THX, AKi MOXHa BilHecTH
g0 MimaHHX («KpeoJi30BaHMX», 3a TEPMiHONOTi€l0 [OCTiAHMKA) rpym,
p. Kice Buainse xsa THIH. Jlo OXHOro, Ha HOTO XyMKY, HAIEXHTh (IOBEPX-
HeBo KpeoJi30Banuii (Ha piBHi 4aCTKOBOT JIEKCHUHOT inTepdepeniii) BapiaHT
yKpAiHCBKOTO MOBJICHHS. <<M93aTqu>> Y MOBJICHH .Bxpamr’oxon'c;l nepesa-
“KHO Ti pOCificbKi JleKceMH, AKi HaluacTile BXMBaHI Ta MOB’A3aHi 3 GyHKLl-
OHAZLHO 3HAUYIIHMMH aCTIEKTaMH KUTTEMISUIBHOCTH Ta 6e3nocepeaHboro
pedyoBoro HOBKULIA («cTpoiika», «rmonmyuka», «dypaxka», «umana»). [lpu
1bOMY 30€piracThcss OCHOBHE JIEKCHYHE ANPO YKPaiHCBKOI MOBH, rpaMartH-
yHA CTPYKTYpa, iHTOHalilHa Ta-opdoeniyHa cTpyktypan. [lo Apyroro Ty
JOCHIHUK BiIHOCHTb «TJMOGMHHO KDPEOJi30BAaHWW TUI MOBNEHHS (i3 abco-
MIOTHOIO TNEPEBAarold POCIMCHKAX JIEKCHKO-()Pa3eOOTiYHAX ONMHHUIIB) 3i
36epekeHHAM JIeSKHX FPaMaTHYHUX CTPYKTYP Ta QOHONIOMIYHHX CKIaJOBUX
mopyienHa. CaMe [eif TYM MOBJICHHS Maibke 3aBX/H OXHO3HAYHO KOPEIIoE 3
€THIYHOIO 3Mapriﬂani3z3aﬂicno MOBLIB Ta KYJILTYPHOIO iX KpeonizoBaHi-
crio. Taxkuil THI MOBJICHHA 4acTO CMiBBITHOCHTBLCA i3 MIHOOKOK KpH3OIO
HAlliOHATBHOT iIEeHTHYHOCTH, OIHAK Ie He 03Hauae ii BTpaTy (T06TO MOBHY
acuMinaniio)» (Kicb 2002, 41).

JIBi cnpo6y CHCTEMATH3YBaTH Pi3HOBMIAM CYPXHKY HalleXaTb YKpaiHCh-
koMy MoBo3HaBLeBi Onekcanapy TapaHeHKy Ta aMepHKaHChKOMY aHTPOIO-
nory Jlani Binantok. B ocHoBy knacudikauii O. TapaHeHka HOK/IAJEHO NCH-
XONHTBiCTHYHMIl IIPUHLMI CBiOMOTI'0/HECBI/IOMOr0 BHKOPHCTaHHA MOBH, B
OCHOBY Jpyroi — MPOCTOPOBO-4acoBUil NpMHIMN (AeTanbHime auB. YME
2004 ta BILANIUK 2006).

O6uzBi wiacudikauii, aki Bxe AicTany KpuTHYHI ouinku (CTaBHUbKa
2007, Bpauki 2007), cin BBaXaTH NepeIYacHUMH. SKIIO BBAXATH CYPKHK
KOHTMHYYMOM iliONIEKTiB, MIEPEXiTHMX Bill YKpalHOMOBHOTO 10 POCIHCHKO-
MOBHOTO CIiIKYBaHHA, TO Mpo61eMaTHUHOK JIMIIAETHCA caMa MOCTaHOBKa
NUTaHHA PO CHCTEMATH3aLLiI0 /OTo Pi3HOBUIB.

OueBvaAHMM, IPOTE, € HACTYITHHI BUCHOBOK.

CypXHK BUMHHK B COLIOKYJBTYPHHX yMOBaX HEPIBHOMPABHOTO CTaHO-
BMINA JBOX Pi3HOMOBHHX IPYIl COLiyMy i € MOBHMM IPOSBOM NpPOLIECIB Map-
rivanisanii HociiB ykpaiHChKOI MOBH B ypOaHi30BaHMX POCIHCHKOMOBHMX
cepenopumax Ykpainu. [TomupeHHs MilnaHux ¢popM MOBJIEHHS SK nepexia-
HHX Bif yKpaiHCbKOT A0 POCIHChKOI MOBH CIIIKYBaHHA Clifi pO3r/iNaTH B
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KOHTEKCTi iMmepchkoi camozepkaBHoOi, a mi3Hille pagsHCBKO MOJITHKH
pycudikauii # AeHanioHani3auil ykpaiHuis.

MaiibyTHs noNa CYpXKHKY 3aIeXaTHME Bill 3aCajl HALlIOHAILHOT NOJIiITHKH
i MOBHOro mnaHyBaHHA. YcHillHe BIPOBAIXKEHHA YKPaiHCBKOrO MOBHOTO

CTaHIapTy B KOHTPOJIbOBaHi epXkaBolo chepH yrpasiiHHs H OCBiTH Ta ymo- l

Ty)XHEHHs KyJbTypHOro i indopmauiiiHoro noTeHuwiany ykpaiHCbkol MOBHU

3/aTHi CYTTEBO BILIMHYTH Ha 3BYXEHHA NPOCTOpy mMoOyTyBaHHA MillaHOTO

cy6komay. HaToMicTb BiACYTHICTh MOBHOTO IUTaHYBaHHA i mOfanblla eKcna-
Heis Pocii B ykpaincbkuil iHpopMauifiHO-Ky/IbTypHHI IIPOCTIp Ta MacoBy
KYABTYPY MOXYTb HPH3BECTH [0 IOAATBIIOTO PO3POCTAHHS CYPXKHKOMOB-
HHX CEpe/OBHIL KOIMITOM 3BYXXEHHA COHianbHOI 6a3m i cdep 3acTocyBaHHs
YKpaiHCBbKOI MOBH.
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Summary

The paper considers several definitions of surZyk, i.e. mixed Ukrainian-Rus-
sian speech that only became an object of scientific investigation after
Ukraine gained national independence. The current tendency to use the term
surZyk as a label for a specifically Ukrainian phenomenon of verbal commu-
nication is considered justified by the author, since this kind of colloquial
speech came into being on the basis of the Ukrainian language and the terri-
tory of its occurrence is Ukraine.

The key problem in the study of the mixed Ukrainian-Russian idiom is
still its identification. The author suggests that the main criterion that should
be fulfilled in order to classify a given type of speech as surZyk is the dis-
tinction between interfered speech and mixed speech, particularly the identi-
fication of an interference threshold bqyond which the process of linguistic
mixing starts. The lack of criteria for such a distinction is understandable in
view of the insufficient exploration of the characteristics of Ukrainian-Rus-
sian bilingualism, the reﬁearch on which, in continuation of the whole Soviet
period, has been widely neglected as a consequence of the propagandistic
dogma claiming the “harmoniousness” of widespread Ukrainian-Russian
bilingualism.

The period in which mixed Ukrainian-Russian forms of speech
emerged is located by the author at the end of the 17" and the beginning of
the 18" century, when the imperial policy of assimilation interrupted the
evolution of the Old Ukrainian literary tradition on the territory of the
Ukraine after its conquest by the Russian Empire. The introduction of the
Russian language into the administrative-governmental sphere and into edu-
cation gave rise to the formation of a specific “macaronic” speech among
municipal officials — public functionaries, civil servants, clerks, and also
school teachers and seminarists — in which Old Church Slavonic elements as
well as idioms and clichés of the Russian legal language were melded with a
primary Ukrainian phonetic basis, as well as Ukrainian morphological and
lexical elements. Examples of such speech are recorded in the literature, and
particular illustrations are adduced in the paper.

Yet another means of Russification, and, consequently, also of the
emergence of hybrid Ukrainian-Russian linguistic forms, was the military
slang in Czarist Russia. At the same time, regional differences in the
Ukrainian language continued to exist among the peasant population. This

way, the SurZyk that was in use during the 18%-19™ century can be con-




sidered a sociolect of different groups within the Ukrainian ethnicity — |
municipal functionaries adapting their speech to a pan-imperial “legalese”, §

and also an idiolect of peasants who were Russified during their military
service.

The broadening of the social base of Surzyk was brought on by the
socio-economic and demographic changes in the late 19" and early 20%

century, the early industrialisation that induced the growth of towns and a |
massive rural-urban migration. Under the rule of the Russian Empire, the |
urbanisation of the Ukraine also meant a strengthening of the dominance of |
the Russian language. As at the beginning of the 20" century only a third of !

the urban population consisted of Ukrainians, the major industrial centres

into which the rural population poured, transformed into powerful “melting |
pots”, characterised by widescale Russification on the one hand and the mar-

ginalisation of Ukrainian speakers on the other. This was accompanied by a
significant expansion of the spheres in which mixed Ukrainian-Russian
forms of speech were used.

This process was interrupted in the period of struggle for independence,

and also in the time of Ukrainisation in the 1920s. In the 1930s, however, the |

Bolshevist regime readopted — with certain modifications — the imperial
language policy. In the Soviet period, the spontaneous mixing of Ukrainian
and Russian speech was supported by practices enforcing the accommoda-
tion of the Ukrainian and the Russian language in orthography and lexicon
(lexicography), and especially in terminology, introduced by party decrees
and judicial decisions. The specifics of the Soviet language policy created a
fertile ground for the expansion of mixed forms of speech as symptoms of a
transition from Ukrainian to Russian verbal communication, i.e. of a lan-
guage shift.

In the 1970-80s, the formation of “breeding grounds” of surZyk
communication began, mainly in suburban zones, and, moreover, in some
smaller towns and villages in central, eastern and southern Ukraine. The
paper presents data on the character of the distribution of surZyk on the ter-
ritory of the Ukraine. The data is based on sociological surveys carried out
by the Kiev International Institute of Sociology since 1991. According to the
general results of the surveys, the number of surZyk-speaking people in
1996-1999 constituted 18.2% of the overall number of interviewees, and
14.7% in 2000-2003. The chronological analysis and the regional distribu-
tion of speakers of surZyk points to the transitional character of the idiom
under investigation. This is partially supported by the correlation between
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the quantitative growth of the groups of speakers of surZyk and the growth of
the demographic power of the Russian language in certain regions.

At the same time, the official status of the Ukrainian language increased
its prestige. In the future, with the implementation of consistent language
policies, i.e. in particular the Ukrainisation of the educational system, the
areas in which mixed forms of speech occur might narrow down. Given the
existence of normative standards of the two languages in contact, the mixed
subcode has few chances of stabilisation and a more or less permanent exis-
tence. Its standing is extraordinarily low both in the opinion of experts as
well as in public awareness. In the paper, corresponding characteristics of
surzyk, elicited in focus-group surveys in autumn 2006 in Kiev, Lviv, Lutsk,
Donetsk and Odessa, are adduced.

An analysis of two fragments from surZyk texts, recorded in 1998 and
2003 in the district of Charkiv, shaws that the processes of mixing elements
of the two languages have an unstable, spontaneous character.

This accountsgfor the characterisation of surZyk as the sum of Ukrain-
jan-Russian idiolects in which elements of the two languages mix uns-
ystematically and in different proportions. This assessment is also supported
by the conclusions of N. Metkovskaja on the specifics in the development of
trasjanka — mixed Belarusian-Russian forms of speech prevailing in the ter-
ritory of Belarus.
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Michael S. Flier, Harvard University
Surzyk or surzyks?

If modern Ukrainian literature began with the publication of the first parts of
fvan Kotljarevs’kyj’s Eneida in 1798, the concept of a modern Ukrainian
standard language has had a more checkered development. Over the course
of the nineteenth century there were great efforts made by language planners
east and west to create a standard language as capable of expressing concepts
and ideas from all fields of culture as any of the great codified languages of
Europe, such as English, French, German, and Russian (SEVELOV 1966,
WEXLER 1974, MASENKO 2004), Through the vicissitudes of the nineteenth,
twentieth, and now twenty-first centuries that ultimate prescriptive goal
remains, although it is much more possible than ever before to speak of a
common core ofUkrainian lexicon, syntax, morphology, and phonology, in
part because of the apparent multivalency of the official state language of
independent Ukraine, the increased use of Ukrainian in the Ukrainian public
domain, and the spread of Ukrainian-language education in many parts of
Ukraine previously limited to Russian-language instruction alone.

We may still see regional preference for the southwestern as opposed to
the southeastern variant of the literary language, but such differences are
fairly easily tolerated within a flexible grammar of modern Ukrainian. If a
speaker uses genitive singular kosty ‘bone’ instead of kost’i, and nis [nis]
‘nose’ instead of nis [n’is], the grammar will have the capacity to correlate
these distinctions without undermining the basic integrity of the Ukrainian
language. Likewise, if one refers to dialects in Volyn’, Podillja, central
Polissja, or ZaporiZ?ja, one finds it possible to correlate them structurally
with the standard language through sets of correspondences and still consider
them dialects of Ukrainian and not separate languages (ZYLKO 1966, 3-33). !

1 The most notable counterclaim to this description is, of course, Rusyn, whose status as
distinct Slavic language or dialect of Ukrainian remains an open question (SEVELOV 1993,
996; MAGOCS! 2004; RIEGER 2004). However it is resolved, it does not diminish the
essential picture of the other dialects on Ukrainian territory treated as dialectal variants of
Ukrainian, that is, sharing for the most part the elements and relations recognized as
constituting the common core of Ukrainian.
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Surzyk, the Ukrainian-Russian hybrid language of Ukraine, has a long 1
and colorful but understudied history, extending at least from the eighteenth !
century to the present day. It is documented in literary works, personal corre- }

spondence, and other writings®, and more recently has been recorded on tape,

and can often be heard in the televised speech of certain politicians in the |
Ukrainian parliament.’ The timeframe, motivation, and geographic distribu- |
tion of surZyk may be quite varied, but the elements and relationships that |
have determined the patterns of interaction between Ukrainian and Russian
on Ukrainian territory, despite their own internal variation in time and space, 3

have remained remarkably consistent. It is this presumption of linguistic
continuity in surZyk that informs the present analysis.

In an earlier study (FLIER 2000), I presented a preliminary typology of |

Ukrainian-Russian surZyk (hereafter Surzyk) that offered the “rules of en-
gagement” for its production, that is, a partial grammar that accounted for
the ways that Russian might influence Ukrainian on the lexical, syntactic,

morphological, and phonological levels. The major conclusion that emerged

from that study was that Russian influence was by no means unlimited and
random. At every level one could find specific hierarchies that in effect di-
rected the hybridization process. Calling attention to the tensions of impli-
cature within the grammar, I underscored the structural principles at work,
and in so doing explicitly criticized the common perception that the Russian
effect on SurZzyk was chaotic, random, and artificial (cf. SUM, SERBENS’KA
1994).

Some of the enduring descriptions of SurZyk incorporate labels such as
“contaminated”, “mixed,” “diseased,” “chaotic,” “artificial,” “spoiled,” and
“crippled” (SUM, s.v. surzyk). Because these emotionally charged words
derive their value from a subjective projection by comparison with their
opposites—“pure,” “uniform,” “healthy,” “orderly,” “natural,” “fresh,” and
“whole”—they are of little utility for a scholarly investigation of the phe-
nomenon itself (KUROCHTINA 2004, 5).

2 For example, Skovoroda, Sachovskoj, and Kotljarevs'kyj in the eighteenth century;
Staryc’kyj, Sevéenko, and Franko in the nineteenth century; Vy3nja, Chvyl’ovyj, and
Vynny&enko in the twentieth century; and Zoldak, Irvanec’; and Danylenko in the twentieth
and twenty-first centuries. Cf. STRICHA (1998, 630-631).

3 The most famous incidence is the secret taping of President Kuéma’s office in 2000. Surzyk

has also been recorded from televised proceedings of the Ukrainian Parliament, and popular
television shows like “Verka Serdjueka”.

40

So broad is the range of possible reference for the term surzyk, that it has
recently been considered an umbrella term “to label various transgressions of
rity”, mostly (but not exclusively) the Ukrainian-Russian “syncretic lan-
guages” spoken in Ukraine in addition to or in place of standard Ukrainian or
standard Russian (BILANIUK 2005, 20). Be that as it may, the field of
Ukrainian linguistics must be more circumspect and avoid popular usage
with open-ended reference wherever possible. If one defines the linguistic
Jabel “Ukrainian” to refer to standard Ukrainian together with all of its dia-
Jects, “Russian” to refer to standard Russian together with all of its dialects,
and “Polish” to refer to standard Polish together with all of its dialects, then
such a broad reference for Surzyk must be limited to those instances of
Ukrainian language code mixing that occur on several levels (FLIER 2000, n. 12).
Ukrainian dialectal speech itself, for example, does not qualify as SurZyk
without Russian interference, despite its apparent “transgressions of purity”
from a prescriptive point of view.

Discussions of Surzyk are often filtered through the perspective of lan-
guage ideology, in %hich case matters of prestige, pride, patriotism, class,
and intelligence inter alia are all significant. SurZyk may be the result of a
Ukrainian villager attempting greater urbanity, a Russophone ZaporiZZian
trying to learn the state language, a Zytomyr teenager imitating the hip lan-
guage of a Kyivan disc jockey, or a native of Kyiv who doesn’t realize she is
speaking SurZyk instead of Ukrainian. For some Surzyk is the mark of a
dim-witted country bumpkin too uneducated or too lazy to learn to speak
properly (SERBENS’KA 1994, 5-6). To others, turning to Surzyk from correct
literary speech is as comfortable as sliding into a well-worn pair of house
slippers (HRYCENKO 1998a, 639). The sources and contexts of SurZyk are
potentially limitless, depending on how one quantifies difference; the ques-
tion for us here is whether the putative differences described by critics are
scientifically diacritic or simply a product of variegated context.

The connection between SurZyk and language ideology is, of course, not
new, although earlier it was not typically framed in scholarly terms. Argua-
bly the most famous examples are from Mychajlo Staryc’kyj’s famous 1883
comedy “After Two Hares” (3a nsoma 3aliusmu). The play features two
characters, Pronja Sirko, an upwardly mobile shopkeeper’s daughter, and
Svirid Holochvostyj (Holochvastov), a profligate barber seeking a moneyed
wife, both of whom share the pretense of social refinement, expressed in
their attempt to add social prestige to their speech by incorporating marks of
the dominant Russian culture as often as possible, while actually speaking
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SurZyk. In Act 2, Scene 15, Holochvostyj confesses his love for Pronja (S = '

surZyk, E = English):

Holochvostyj. Totomy 3amech y MeHs (points to his heart) takoe
CMEpPTENBLHOE BOCHATIEHI€ 3aBEIIOCh, HITO @)X LIHIIHTb.
S potomi zd’és’ u men’d takdje smert’él’noje vospal’én’ije
zavel6s’ §to aZ ¥ypyt’.
E Because here in my heart so deadly an inflammation has
flared up that it even hisses.

Pronja. Koraa 6 3anisiHyTs MoXkHa 6yJ10 BaM y ceplle.

S  kohda b zahl’anut’ mézna bulé vam u sérce.

E If only it were possible to take a look into your heart.

Holochvostyj. To Bu 6M TaM YBifiii, IITO 30J0THMH CJaB’THCHKHMM
Oyxsamu HanucaHo: Ilpons IIpoxonoBna CepkoBa. Ax, HO exeli 0
30JI0TOM KJIIOY OT BALOro Cepld Ta Jiexas y MO€i ayilli y KapMaHi, BOT
6u a1 OuB macnusmit! I 61 KOXHY MiHYTy, OIMHKaB Balle cepue i
cMoTpen 6u; He MuBCs 6, He noMaavecea 6, He TNMB, faxe He KypuB Ou
IO TpH IHi, Ta BCbO 6 cMOTpeB 6u!

S 6 vy by tam uv'id’il’i §to zolotymy slavjans’kymy biikvamy
napysano prén’a proképovna s’erkéva. 4x nd jéZel’'i b
zolotéj kI’ug ot vafoho sérc’a ta leZav u mojéj dusi u
karman’i, vét by j4 b{v $aslyvyj. j4 by kéznu m'initu
odmykdv vade sérce i smotr’él by ne myvs’a b ne
pomédyvs’a b, ne pyv, ddZe ne kur§v by po trf dn’i ta vs'6 b
smotr’év by.

E  Then you would see there that Pronja Prokopovna Serkova
was written in gold Slavonic letters. Ah, if the gold key to
your heart but lay in a pocket by my soul, well then, I would
be happy. Every minute I would unlock your heart and look
at it. 1 wouldn’t wash, I wouldn’t pomade my hair, I
wouldn’t drink, or even smoke for three days, that I might
constantly look at it.

Rendered in broad phonetic transcription, the unmarked text is Ukrainian,
the single underlined text or parts of text are Russian, and the double
underlined parts of the latter are Ukrainian.* Thus Holochvostyj’s first
passage, in which the barber waxes poetic to woo Pronja, is virtually all
Russian with moderate Ukrainian interference. It is Russian with a
«Ukrainian accent,” in which there is typically little or no vowel reduction
(unstressed [e,a,0] are pronounced as such, instead of more centralized [a],
[i, or [8]) characteristic of standard Russian;’ Russian g is replaced by
Ukrainian A, labial consonants are frequently pronounced hard
(unpalatalized) before ¢, e.g., [me], [vel; and the unmarked pronunciation of
affricates ¢ and ¢ is reversed, yielding Ukrainian [c’] and [¢] rather than
Russian [c] and [¢’].° We cannot tell whether the form [aZ] is actually
Ukrainian (because the [Z] remains voiced) or Russian (because devoicing is
not indicated in the orthography). The final verb form is purely Ukrainian,
however, with Russian [$yp’it] replaced by Ukrainian [3yp§t’], with the
unique front-higher-mid, Ukrainian [y] instead of Russian [y] and [i],
respectively; the hard U{rainian [p] instead of [p’]; and the Ukrainian 31
person morpheme {t’} in place of the Russian {t}. Pronja’s response is
virtually all Ukrainian with the exception of the first word, [kohdd], albeit
with typical Ukrainian interference.

In Holochvostyj’s next passage, he too uses Ukrainian, but substitutes
specific Russian lexical items, such as [uv'id’il’i], [3to], [smotr’él], and
[daZe]. In the case of close cognates, Holochvostyj favors the Ukrainian-

4 Full palatalization (sofiness) is indicated with an apostrophe (e.g., [d’]); moderate softness
with a raised dot (e.g. [m")). The Ukrainian letter u is transliterated as <y>, but the high-mid
front vowel phoneme (and realized plone) it represents is symbolized with a deresis (e.g., y
and [§]). The Russian letter b1 is transliterated as <y>, and the high, central Russian vowel
phone it signals is transcribed as [y].

S Strictly speaking, it is impossible to tell whether unstressed o, @ are reduced or not, since
Staryc’kyi uses etymological spelling. On one occasion, however, when Holochvostyj
provides his Russian surname Holochvostov (Act 1, Scene 5), it is written as ['aniaxsacTos,
suggesting vowel reduction (in this case akan’e) for the first two instances of o, and an
intentionally replaced stressed o with a to avoid the reference to xvost ‘tail’, but introducing
a new association with the root xvast- ‘boast, brag’, thus [xalaxvastaf] or [xalaxvastau].
With unstressed e, however, he does occasionally write <i>, which suggests that reduction
is possible, but not consistent, e.g., ysimini [uv'id’il’i] from underlying uv'id’el’i, xapmai
[karman’i] from underlying karmdn e. This kind of inconsistent vowel reduction is common
among speakers of Ukrainian-Russian surZyk.

6 Itis not possible to tell whether palatalized 1’ and 4" are rendered with phonetic assibilation,
as in Russian [t*°] and [d’?], or without, as in Ukrainian [t'] and [d"].



accented Russian forms with uniform o or e to the Ukrainian counterparts |
with the alternations o ~ i or e ~ i, respectively, e.g. R [prokopovna] instead
of U [prokép’ivna]. Likewise he often prefers the Russian e to the Ukrainian §
i as the reflex of old & as in the case of [s’érkova], along with Russian suf- |
fixation and declension of the otherwise indeclinable Ukrainian feminine |
surname [s’irk6]. And although he imports the Russian masculine singular .}
and plural past-tense morphemes {I-@} and {I’-i} together with Russian }
[smotr’él] and [uv'id’il’i}, he opts for the Ukrainian {v-@} with the final verb

form [smotr’év], perhaps in anticipation of the long line of Ukrainian condi-
tional forms in {v-@}.

From these brief excerpts we note two systems or codes of surZyk,
namely, Russian-Ukrainian surZyk, a Russian base with a Ukrainian admix-
ture, symbolically R/U; and Ukrainian-Russian surZyk, a Ukrainian base with
a Russian admixture, symbolically U/R, which we have been labeling
Surzyk. As noted in FLIER (2000, 115), the Russian admixture in the latter is
itself Ukrainianized; therefore Ukrainian-Russian SurZyk is more accurately
symbolized U/R’. Holochvostyj begins this exchange with R/U surzyk.
Pronja responds in U/R" SurZyk and Holochvostyj continues in U/R" SurZyk.

There have been recent sociolinguistic efforts to isolate and define the
specifics of the time, place, and circumstances said to distinguish SurZyk
contextually. But such “distinctions,” instead of clarifying the analysis of
Surzyk, may actually add to the referential confusion already witnessed in
the popular use of the term (see BILANIUK 2005, 104-105). If the principles
advanced for the typological differentiation of Surzyk into surZyks (separate
codes) are based primarily on nonlinguistic criteria, then it is appropriate to
reject them and reserve the scientific use of the term “surZyk” to refer only to
each distinctive code (Ukrainian based, Russian based, Polish based) pro-
duced by a grammar that incorporates the elements and relationships of
Ukrainian (or its dialects) and its asymmetric encounter with Russian on the
one hand (Ukrainian-Russian or Russian-Ukrainian surZyk), and Polish
(Ukrainian-Polish or Polish-Ukrainian surZyk) on the other. And if the lin-
guistic patterning revealed in contemporary surZyk is basically identical to
that recorded in centuries past, then we need to make sure that sociolinguistic
typologies do not obscure that correlative unity.

In FLIER (2000), I attempted to demonstrate the systemic basis of con-
temporary SurZyk by creating a fundamental typology of Ukrainian-Russian
correlations in phonology, morphology, syntax, and lexicon and showing
that despite the varying frequency of Russian influence in different speakers
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of SurZyk, the interaction between the Ukrainian base and the Russian ad-
mixture could be understood within a single, regularized structure of ele-
ments, relationships, and hierarchies. Whether analyzing Suriyk from mod-
ern literary works by Zoldak, Irvanec’, and Danylenko, or observed SurZyk

by Oleksandra Serbens’ka, I found consistent patterns as well as hierarchical
tendencies that predicted certain features before others. The basic typology
of Ukrainian-Russian SurZyk contained the following phenomena:

(1) Structural properties of Ukrainian-Russian Surzyk

lexical transfers

lexical extensions

lexical calques

syntactic calques

morphological selection '
morphophonemic attraction
phonological integration ’

If the basic structure of SurZyk presented there is able to capture the essence
of SurZyk across temporal and spatial dimensions as well, then we are
obliged to distinguish between Surzyk as a system or code and the
contingencies, including sociolinguistic dimensions, that effect its
appearance. We must reaffirm the basic unity of SurZyk itself rather than
advancing the notion of potentially limitless numbers of syncretic Ukrainian-
Russian surZyks, among others.

To test the hypothesis of the unity of Ukrainian SurZyk, it will be useful
to analyze the sociolinguistic typology of Ukrainian Surzyk (see (2) pre-
sented in BILANIUK (2004, 415-422), adding for reference occasional exam-
ples of SurZyk from literature in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.
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(2) Bilaniuk’s typology of Ukrainian surzyk

Defining features of five surZyk prototypes (BILANIUK 2004, 41 5)7

Typeof | Historical / demographic context Direction | Auer’s
suriyk Specific Rural-urban Era of in- conti-
description context fluence nuum
cs>
LM=>
. FL
Urbaniz- | Working-class | rural & urban | 19" c. Rus.onto | FL
ed pea- urbanized to Ukr. base
sant Ukrainian present
peasants
Village Ukrainian rural 19%¢. primarily | FL
dialect villagers in to Rus. onto
contact with present | -Ukr. base
Russian admi-
nistration &
media
Soviet- Codified urban 1930s Rus. onto | planned
ized Ukrainian with | (institutional) | to Ukr. base | FL
Ukrain- planned Russ- present
ian ian influence
Urban Urban bilingu- | urban Soviet | both CS/LM
bilin- als with either & post- | directions
guals native language Soviet
Post- Russophone urban post- both CS/LM
indepen- | urbanites newly Soviet | directions
dence using Ukrainian

in public

7 Abbreviations in the chart are as follows: FL = fused lects, CS = code-switching, LM =
language mixing. These terms are based on the work of Peter Auer, as represented by AUER

(1998/1999).
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Urbanized peasant surzyk

BILANIUK (2004, 416) characterizes urbanized peasant surZyk as “the arche-
typal surZyk...[that] came about with industrialization and urbanization, as
Ukrainian-speaking peasants came into more and more contact with Russian-
speaking administrators, and moved to cities where they tried to speak the
more prestigious language—Russian.” She describes the resulting surZyk as
a product of their efforts to Russify their language, “using Ukrainian with
whatever Russian words or constructions they knew” (ibid.). She notes that
«the structural linguistic similarities and differences of the urbanized peasant
surzyks in different cities have yet to be studied. Within this one category of
surzyk there may be significant structural variation, as it includes varieties
that emerged in different contexts, but in similar conditions, and due to
similar sociohistoric forces.” Be that as it may, it is at the least rather unclear
what those linguistic differences might be, beyond, perhaps a tendency to use
certain Russian words favored in particular locales over others or witnessing
a range of frequencies fgf specific dialectal forms.

The real question to be asked here is whether the basic phonological,
morphological, morphophonemic, and syntactic Ukrainian-Russian interac-
tion characteristic of Ukrainian SurZyk truly is that different for peasants
coming to Kyiv, Charkiv, Ternopil’, Zytomyr, and L’viv or would there be a
large set of shared patterns with differences measured primarily in frequency
of use? BILANIUK (2005) offers a longer selection (12 sentences instead of 1)
of urbanized peasant surZyk from a ZaporiZzzian woman in her seventies
recorded in the 1990s. It will be useful to analyze some excerpts to gain a
better sense of its features.

(3) Example of urbanized peasant surZyk (adapted from BILANIUK 2005,

127-128)
a.
U  brat meij bahato prac’ljev meis’t’i
S brét méj mnoéha rabota u  hoérod’e
R brat méj mnogs rabétajitv  gorad’i
Gloss brother my alot  works in city

E  ‘My brother works a lot in the city.’

8 The chart has been slightly altered to show more directly the relationship between the
surzyk (S) example in comparison with standard Ukrainian (U) and standard Russian (R).
Stress and marks of palatalization, full (°) and moderate (), has been added where relevant.
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U  vein z'istajéc’:a tam
S vein ostajéc’:a tam
R 6n Aastajéc:a  tam

Gloss he remains there
E  ‘He remains there.’

U  preijizdzdje dodému té vzé vin po-ros’{js’ky pocyndje

S prijiza dodému to6 vZzé - vin po-risky na¢yna
R prijiz:ait damoj tagdad uzé 6n  pa-rask’i na&’indjit
Gloss  arrives home then already he Russian begins
E  “No sooner does he get home [by vehicle] than he begins to speak
Russian.’

From these three sentences alone we recognize virtually all the patterns of
correspondence among Surzyk, Ukrainian, and Russian presented in some
detail in FLIER (2000). Phonetically SurZyk shows a tendency to preserve the
Ukrainian patterns of affricate palatalization (softness), e.g., preservation of
soft [c’] and hard [&] vs. R hard [c] and soft [¢’], and inconsistent reduction
of unstressed non-high vowels, e.g., [mnoéhs], but [horod’e] instead of
[hérad’i]. The Ukrainian morphophonemic alternations i ~o and i ~ e tend to
be eliminated in favor of nonalternating o and e, e.g., S moj instead of U mij,
but the conservative tendencies of personal pronouns noted in Flier 2000 are
seen here as well, e.g., vin instead of on. The Ukrainian alternation zd ~ Zd?
tends to be replaced by zd ~ # (or 22). Likewise, Ukrainian 4 is retained in
preference to Russian g, e.g., S [mn6hs] vs. R [mnégs]. Additionally we see
several instances of lexical transfers and correlations, e.g., S mnoh-o, rabot-
a-@, horod-@, ostajot’-s’a, po-rus’k-y, nacyn-a-@. The most striking dialect
feature from this small sample is the morphophonemic replacement of the
sequence ¥, j V,with V,if V, is unstressed, as in S rabdta-0 from underlying
rabét-gi-o-t®, nagyné-@  from underlying  nacyndj-o-t “_ This
morphophonemic alternation, the result of the historic loss of intervocalic /,
vowel assimilation, and contraction, is well documented in AUM 1 (map
258). Note that the 3“’-person non-past morpheme —¢ ? normally rendered as
© with first conjugation verbs, is retained if followed by the clitic —s'a, thus
S rabét-aj-o-t” = rabéta-@, but S o-staj-6- t?-s’ja = o-staj-6- t?—s’ja
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[ostajéc’3 a] 2 It is relevant to recall that the use of such patent dialect forms
does not signal the creation of a new language but presumes their
integration into the general grammar that correlates standard Ukrainian with
its dialects.

village dialect surzyk

BILANIUK (2004, 417) describes village dialect surZyk in terms very similar
to that of urbanized peasant surzyk. She assigns the beginnings of both to
Russian-language contact in the 19" century. Key factors here are that these
contacts antedated the standardization of Ukrainian and of Russian, and that
these dialect speakers have resisted later exposure to standardization through
institutional means (schools, . media). Russian administrative language ap-
pears to be especially influential for this type of surZzyk, although Bilaniuk
does not specify the nature of this influence. One would expect lexical ter-
minology to be relevant, but if so, the Russian lexical transfers involved
represent a differencg of degree of borrowing such words rather than major
structural distinctiveiess. In point of fact, Bilaniuk notes that “structurally,
Russianized Ukrainian village dialect-surzyk may be identical to urbanized
peasant surZyk, and the two may be related as ties between villagers and
emigrants to cities are maintained. However, we would expect village dia-
lect-surzyk to have more distinct dialectisms that are not part of either stan-
dard language, which would likely be more consciously edited out in the
urban context to avoid sounding like a villager” (418). But if these two puta-
tive surzyk “languages” are structurally identical, differing primarily in the
degree of distinct dialect forms and of Russian borrowings, then we have
little justification for using their somewhat distinct histories as qualification
for their status as distinct “syncretic languages.”

Sovietized-Ukrainian surzyk

BILANIUK (2004, 418-19) characterizes this surzyk as the product of Soviet
governmental pressure to Russify Ukrainian, in particular by increasing the
number of lexical transfers (borrowings) and extensions in modern Ukrain-
jan. Lexical transfers are Russian-based forms otherwise not found in
Ukrainian, e.g., S Avozd’i ‘nails’, na straZi ‘on guard duty’ (in contrast to 8]
¢'vjaxy and na storozi). Lexical extensions are formal Ukrainian correlates of
Russian forms that have extended their semantics to incorporate the sense(s)

9  The double arrow (=) symbolizes morphophonemic readjustment.
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of the Russian equivalent, e.g., S stolova ‘dining room’ instead of U
jidal'n’a, using the Ukrainian adjective stolova ‘table’ in the extended sense
‘dining room’ through the influence of Russian stolovaja ‘table; dining
room’. The fact that we are able to categorize the types of Russian interfer-
ence according to the Ukrainian surZyk typology outlined in FLIER (2000)
that also accounts for urbanized-peasant surZyk and village dialect-surzyk
raises the question once again about whether we are really dealing with dif-
ferent surZyk languages or situationally conditioned varieties of a fairly uni-
tary Ukrainian-Russian surZyk.

Urban bilinguals’ surzyk

According to BILANIUK (2004, 419) the surZyk used by bilinguals may be
described as “habitual language mixing by bilinguals”. She goes on to note
that the actual interaction ranges from code-switching to language mixing
(various degrees of switching back and forth between Russian and Ukrain-
ian). She identifies this category as the most diffuse of the five, since it
entails unstructured mixing, usually by people who more or less know both
languages (but borrow terms from the other language out of habit), and some-
times switch for stylistic effect, sometimes for no appareat reason at all. This
habitual mixing may be a result of limited language training, but not necessa-
rily. Alternations between Ukrainian and Russian may occur in the form of
hybrid grammatical structure, or on the level of discourse. (419)
There are a number of issues that require clarification here. If a speaker
knows Ukrainian and Russian equally well, and decides for any number of
reasons to switch back and forth between the two (code switching), the
product, technically speaking, should not be considered surZyk at all, since
the basic integrity of each language is preserved. If the degree of switching is
a matter of specific lexical items here and there preserved in their Ukrainian
or Russian form, this code mixing might be considered the weakest form of
surzyk, with the phonological, morphological, and syntactic patterns
remaining true to those of the base language. The marginal status of such
usage is recognized by Bilaniuk herself (419): “The attitude of the hearer in
judging the speaker’s skill and intent is key in whether or not the language
will receive the label of surzyk.” The fact that influence can move in both
directions would indicate that when hybridization occurs, it may represent
Ukrainian-Russian Suryk (U/R) or Russian-Ukrainian surZyk (R/U). The
latter sur¥yk is represented in the speech of Russophone Ukrainians who
preserve a moderately Ukrainian-accented version of otherwise fairly
grammatical Russian (cf. BILANIUK 2004, 420). These are the speakers who
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will make use of the morphophonemic rule to replace Russian g with 4 and
typica“y suspend the phonetic rules of Russian vowel reduction, thus
producing Russian forms such as [hérot] instead of [gérat] or even [hérod], if
the rule for Russian word-final devoicing is not invoked.
BILANIUK (2004, 420) provides a sample of urban bilinguals’ surzyk,
which appears to demonstrate code mixing primarily at the lexical level:
(4) Example of urban bilinguals’ surZyk (Russian forms are single under-
lined)
S né v na¥ej réd’in’e s't’ilky 1'udéj jakei Iablat’
Gloss but in our homeland so many people who like
S ta slixajut’ vaZku serjoznu muzyku i
Gloss and listento heavy serious music and

S tak malo informdcyj pro ce napravl’én’ije
Gloss so little information about this direction
E ‘But in our homeland [there are] so many people who like and
listen to hea\,y, serious music and [there is] so little information
about this tendency.’
In this example, actually taken from a written letter to the editor of a journal,
there is some Russian influence in the orthographic representation, none of
which obscures the very real fact that once the initial Russian phrase [n6 v
nagej rod’in’e}’” is uttered, the sentence is rendered in Ukrainian-Russian
SurZyk containing two lexical transfers, S [informacyj] for U [informac’ij]
and S [napravl’én’ije] for U [napravl’en’:a], both completely accounted for
by the typology presented in FLIER 2000. And note once again the failure to
reduce the unstressed nonhigh vowel eo0,a to [a] or [s] after hard
consonsants and [i] after soft, a common feature of Russian with a Ukrainian
accent, e.g., [na¥ej rod’in’e] instead of Russian [nd3oj réd’in’i]. These
phonetic facts suggest that this bilingual writer does not vacillate between
Russian (R) and Ukrainian surzyk (U/R), but between Russian surzyk (R/U)
and Ukrainian SurZyk (U/R), but there is simply not enough evidence here to
tell.

10 The failure to reduce consistently the unstressed nonhigh vowel e,0,a to [s] after hard
consonsants and [i] after soft is a common feature of Russian with a Ukrainian accent (see
[mnéha], [horad’e] above). Here we see [nadej rod’in’e] instead of Russian [na3sj rod’in’1].
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Post-independence surZyk

BILANIUK (2004, 421) identifies post-independence surzyk with Russo-
phones attempting to speak Ukrainian in an independent Ukraine. Depending
on their mastery of Russian, it might be reasonable to characterize these
bilinguals as speaking Russian (R) or Russian-Ukrainian surZyk (R/U) and
Ukrainian Surzyk (U/R). For Bilaniuk the chief difference between this
suryk and others is that it is identified among political and socioeconomic
groups affiliated with the government (421). From the lone sample provided,
we see that from a structural perspective, this surZyk is no different from the
rest.
(5) Example of post-independence surzyk (BILANIUK 2004, 421)
S tak my 3¢as vykonujemo zav’ét 1én’ina veiddajémo
Gloss so we now carry out will of Lenin we return
S zéml'u sel’dnam i xto s’ohédn’i préty  c’6ho
Gloss land  to the peasants and who today against that
E ‘So we are now carrying out the will of Lenin: we are returning
the land to the peasants, and who today is against that?’
This sample has two lexical transfers, the Russian colloquial [3%as], ap-
parently pronounced with the Ukrainian consonant cluster [¥¢] rather than
the Russian [§’:], and [zav’ét] instead of U [zav'it] or R [zav’ét]. It would
appear this particular bilingual speaks Ukrainian-Russian Surzyk (U/R).
Where structural difference does seem relevant to a distinction in surzyk

is in the designation of the matrix language and the embedded language (see
MYERS-SCOTTON 1997, 221). The term “surZyk” implies Ukrainian as matrix
or embedded language, just as “trasjanka” implies the involvement of Bela-
rusian as one or the other. In FLIER (2000) I devoted most of the analysis to
Ukrainian with a Ukrainianized Russian admixture (U/RY), what Bilaniuk
refers to as Russianized-Ukrainian surZyk. This Ukrainian-Russian SurZyk is
distinct from one with a Ukrainian base and a Ukrainianized Polish admix-
ture (U/p") on the one hand, and from one with a Russian base and a Russi-
anized Ukrainian admixture (R/U®) on the other. Add Polish-Ukrainian
surzyk (P/U") and we are indeed speaking of four typologically distinct
surzyks or surzyk codes, each with “its own rules of combinability, a conse-
quence of distinct rules of engagement between different grammars in differ-
ent positions of dominance (base or admixture)” (FLIER 2000, 116). These
surzyks should be considered distinct because each is based on struc-
turally discrete matrix languages, an essential factor somewhat obscured
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by Bilaniuk’s spatiotemporal typology. But as we have seen above, one and
the same speaker can vacillate between Ukrainian-Russian SurZyk and Rus-
sian-Ukrainian surZyk, depending on which language, Ukrainian or Russian,
is dominant at the time.

When two genetically close languages such as Ukrainian and Russian
come into contact, one should expect the one with greater cultural capital to
influence the other through well-known mechanisms of linguistic interfer-
ence, including lexical transfer, extension, and calquing, syntactic calquing,
morphological selection, morphophonemic attraction, and phonological
integration. If differences result from such contact, it is more likely to be
differences in degree than in kind: heavier versus lighter lexical transfer,
greater versus lesser syntactic and morphological interaction, higher versus
lower imposition of phonological integration. Such differences are typically
correlated with language ideolggy conditioned by historical circumstance,
social and economic status, geography, and a host of analogous contextual
factors, all of which can affect quantitative as well as qualitative aspects of
linguistic interfefence.

Our brief review of five temporally distinct contexts for Ukrainian-Rus-
sian Surzyk shows that the descriptive code of SurZyk that underlies all of
them is basically the same. While it may be useful to distinguish these “va-
rieties” to underscore their distinct historical, geographical, sociopolitical,
and temporal sources, they. are nonetheless variants of one and the same
Ukrainian-Russian SurZyk, if the matrix language is Ukrainian and the em-
bedded language is Russian (cf. STRICHA 1998, 633). It is hardly surprising
that this is so.

Despite the fact that both Ukrainian and Russian are dynamic languages,
constantly presenting conditions favorable to change, each can be thought of
as possessing a core of common features and whole sets of correlations that
distinguish regional and social dialects of each language. If Russian begins
to affect the output of Ukrainian, there is a fairly fixed number of ways in
which such influence can be manifested, phonologically, morphologically,
syntactically, and lexically, this despite the temporal, geographical, and so-
cial context of the interaction. Thus, from a phonological perspective, pho-
nemically distinct soft dentals and labials in Russian may influence the
quantitive spread of soft dentals and labials before e in SurZyk, but the very
fact that labials are not distinctively soft in Ukrainian means that soft labials
will not be generated as consistently in SurZzyk, thus, Holochvostyj’s [zd’és’]
with a soft [d’] but {[men’4] with a hard [m]. Given these fundamental facts
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about Russian and Ukrainian generally, one would find it odd for the Russian
influence and the Ukrainian resistance in this instance to have produced a
very different result. Likewise the lexical calque that replaces Ukrainian
naresti finally’ in SurZyk has a likely chain of development, again reflecting
some Ukrainian resistance: [nak’inéc’] > [nakon’éc’] = [nakon’éc] >
[nekan’éc] for Russian nakon’éc [nokan’éc]. Lexical transfers, the
replacement of a lexeme by a completely different, unrelated nonnative
lexeme, will naturally reflect the particular sociolinguistic factors driving the
replacement, but the linguistic fact of replacement involves the same form
classes, regardless of region, time, or sociopolitical strategy, noun for noun,
verb for verb, adjective for adjective. Structurally, Holochvostyj’s transfer of
[uv'id’il’i] for [pobacyly] is equivalent to Bilaniuk’s urbanized peasant’s
[rabota] for [prac’uje]. The latter simply has an additional set of
morphophonemic rules to account for the ultimately truncated [rabota]
instead of [rabétaje]. And a syntactic calque such as Surzyk probdé mené
‘forgive me’ (mené = accusative) influenced by Russian izv'in’i m'en’d
(m’en’d = accusative) instead of Ukrainian probd¢ men’i (men’i = dative) is
as likely in Bilaniuk’s Sovietized-Ukrainian surzyk or urban-bilinguals’
surZyk or post-independence surZyk as it is in nineteenth century surZyk.

In the last analysis, it is descriptively more accurate to treat sociolinguis-
tically diverse examples of surzyk that reflect qualitative and quantitative
differences in the functioning of linguistic structure as varieties of structur-
ally one and the same SurZyk and to limit the concept of surZyks in the plural
to hybrids with distinct matrix and embedded languages, one of which must
be Ukrainian (cf. STRICHA 1998, 636).
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Pe3lome

WccnenoBateny, OMUCHIBAIOIME COBPEMEHHYIO $3BIKOBYIO CHTYauMIo B
VxpauHe, Ral0T pa3Hble OTPEIENECHUS YKPAUHCKOTO CYPKHKa (ABJIAIOLIETOCH
NPEMMYILIECTBEHHO A3BIKOM YCTHOTO o6uieHHs). C TOUYKY 3peHHUs IYPHCTOB,
3TO MEINaHKWHA, HCKOBEPKAHHBIMN A3BIK WIH XaOTHYHBIN CI9HT. Bosiee akane-
MHYECKas TEPMHUHOJIOTHA TATOTEET K MOHATHAM BPOJE «MUIDKUHY HITH KKpe-
OJIECKHH A3bIK». ByTy4H HEIOOLEHEHHBIM KaK JOMa, TaK M 3a TPaHHLEH,
CYPXHK JI0 CHX [OpP HE MMEET 3aKOHHOTO MEeCTa CPEAH APYTHX A3BIKOB, pac-
NpOCTPaHEHHBIX B YKpaHHe, U BILIOTh A0 MOCNICAHETO BPEMEHH HE MOJTYYI
CKOJIBKO-HHOYIb CHCTEMATHYECKOTO ONMCAHUS.

HecMoTps Ha TO, 9TO Ha HEM TOBOPAT MILTHOHb! YKPAaHHUEB, CYPKHK
MFHOPHPYETCA B OQMIMANBHO NMPOBOJMMBIX FOCYHApCTBOM ompocax. OnHa
M3 3a/la4 COBPEMEHHOH JIMHTBHCTUYECKOH HayKH COCTOMT B TOM, 4YTOGBI
MPH3HATH CYLIECTBOBAHHME CYPXKHKA, ONHCATh €r0 CTPYKTYpY, ONpeaeiuTh
€I0 MECTO M CTaTYC B IMHIBHCTHUYECKOH Hepapxuu. PaHee B cBoux paGoTax g
NOMbITANCA JaTh HPENBAPUTENBHYIO CTPYKTYPHYIO THIIONOTHIO CYPIKHKA.
Hactosmas pa6oTa MoCBAIIEHA ONpPeAeEHHIO TUHIBICTHYECKHX 0COGEHHO-
CTel CypxHKa. :

TMoneiTKa NaTk ONpeNeNeHHe CypPXHUKY NPEATIoaraet, B YaCTHOCTH, MPo-
BEPKY pPacHpOCTPaHMBIIUXCS B TIOCICAHEE BpPEeMs KOHIEMIHHA, COTNAcHO
KOTODEIM TIPHMEPBI CYyPXHKa, OTHOCHLIMECH K PasfIMuHBIM XPOHOJOTHYE-
CKHMM TIEPHOJIaM M Pa3IMYHBIM PErHOHaM YKpauHbI, Tydllle BCEFO paccMar-
pHBaTh HE Kak MPOSBJICHHE OJIHOTO M TOTO K€ SA3BIKOBOro ()eHOMEHa, a Kak
NpHUMEpPBl PA3NIMYHBIX HHANEKTOB — T.€. Pa3HBIX, M30JMPOBAHHBIX APYF OT
Jpyra cypxuxoB. Mexay TeM TUMONOrHs 3THX pa3ldeneHHBIX BO BPEMEHH U
NPOCTPAHCTBE A3BIKOBBIX CHCTEM, HAMpPOTUB, MpEANojaracT HalUYue eIH-
HOM CHCTEMBbl HEPApXHYECKHM 00pa3oM OpraHU3OBaHHBIX 3EMEHTOB H HX
B3aHMOOTHOIUECHUIA.
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Capzeti 3anpyocki, benapycki 03apicayubt ynieepcimam (Minck)

MayieH4ast aKamMaJanbis i HepaKkJIoIIHHE KoJay y mpaipce

. - 0*
MDKKYJAbTypHAll KamMyHiKalbli: Boinagak Benapyci

0. YBoa3iHbI

[Ipabnema MayneH4ai akamMajaupli 3’1y14€11a AfHOCHA HOBbIM HalpamKaM
caupIAMiHrBICTRIYHBIX JacnegasaHuay. Suras ¥ 1996 r. aytapsi amyGirikasa-
Hara ¥ QyHIaMeHTAIBHBIM BbIIaHHI [1a KAHTAKTHa# JIIHIBICTHILE! apPTHIKYJIA
«Moynas akamapaueia», Hauci Hamsenscki i 'osapn [Dkaitac tadani ceato
mpatty 3 BbIKa3BaHHsNAI3AKi HAa ajpac p3faKrapay 3a Toe, WITO TIOPbIA Ka-
MyHiKkalbiliHall akaMajampli «npag6aunipa» ykmodana ¥ ToMm (NIEDZIELSKI
& GILES 1996, 332). V icHyt04bIX MaJpy4HiKax Na caublATiHrBiCTHILEI, HAd-
pykaBaHblx y Benapyci, Pacii, Vkpaine, rata 3’s8a, 30aen1a, He pasrisgaeil-
I[a — BHIKIOUDHHE ckaajae, Gamail, Tonpki nanamoxHik H. Baxuina i f. Ia-
nayxo (r1.: BAXTUH & T'OJIOBKO 2004). 1 § Genapyckaii HaBykoBaii Jlitapa-
Typsl Nan3eHas npabreMa aTphIMaia NAKyllb MiHiMankHae acBiTeHHe. [1bl-
TaHHE NEPAKIIOUIHHA KOAaY, AKOe HEKATOPHIA ajTaphl lidalh HOHTPATLHEIM
y nacneaBaHHAX, NpbICBEYaHbIX ABYXMo¥to («the central issue in bilingual-
ism research is code-switching») (MILROY & MUYSKEN 1995, 7), y 6enapyc-
KiM MOBa3HayCTBe TaKcaMa 3’AyIAeIa JacieTdbilkal LaniHoH, Ha raTy 13-
MY TOJBKi MNa4bHAIOLp 3’AYNAILA Nepiibls MyGuikaupl (napayH., HapbIK-
nag: JISHKEBIY 2007, JISHKEBIY 2008). 3 3aMexHbIX Haciemubikay-6emapy-
cictay Tpoxi 3akpanyy npabneMbl akamMajallbli i EPakMOUIHHA Koaay y al-
HOIA ca cBaix HajapykasaHbIx npay Kypr Bymxaitsep (WOOLHISER 2001), ski,
akpams Taro, crielpisUIbHA i magpabsa3Ha, 3aliiMayca nepakmoYIHHEM Koxay y
HEHaIpyKaBaHbIM N1aKyJ1s AacnenaBanti (WOOLHISER, y IpYyKY).

*  UYacTka BHIHIKAy rITara apTeIKY/Ja CTaNa MardeiMait Ha acHOBE arynbHara npackTa na ja-
crienaBaHHI0 Genapyckalf TpacaHKi, ski CyMecHa TpaBo3Aub CYNpauoyHiki cnaBicTbiki
Vuisepcitata § Onbmoubypry i Benapyckara I3apkayuara yHisepcitsta. ['3Te1 npaexr ¢i-
Hancyeuua gyHnaubiail Gonbkesaren (Volkswagenstiftung). Jaxseusl apToikys pasyMeell-
1a K yKIaa y 3Tl MPaekT.
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MixKynbTypHas kKaMyHikaubis ¥ benapyci BelBydaeiiia napayHanbHa Ha-

JayHa, nacis Taro, Ak y 1990-4 ragel Obiii 3a3€HCHEHbI aAMaBEqHbIA 1HCThI-
TYUBISHaIBHBIA P3GOpMBI, Yy TphIBaTHacUi, CTBOpaHbl Kadeapsl s
BBIBYYSHHA KaMyHikaupii. ITakyne acBacHHe rorara Hampamky ¥ Bemapyci
yxmouae NafpbIXTOYKy HaBydanbHbIX JalaMoXKHikay (MapayH., HanpbIKa:
CHENOBHY 2006), a TakcaMa HpagyIiie[KBae BBIBYYIHHE MiKKYJIbTYpPHa
KaMyHiKalpbii Ha MaT3pblsiie 3aXOAHIX i XyTusll y HA3Ha4yHall CTymneHi Msc-
HOBBIX pyckail i 6enapyckaii moy. [lapayH. y rIThiM IUiaHe, HanphIKiaf,
36opHiki: CEPEJIA et al., 2007, 3AJBOPHAS et al., 2007. ITamobua pa
JacieaBaHHAY iHIIbIX ajTapay (Hanpsikian: TUBBS & MOSS 1994; naxzena
naBouie: RODRIGUEZ-YANEZ 1997, 197), mansduue MiKKYIbTYpHail kamy-
HiKalpli ¥ Halmai npaubl YKiiodae HE TOJBKI Thid BbINAfKi, kani ¥ sxacui
KaMyHikaHTay BbICTyMalolpb HeElKis HockOithl Genapyckail abo pyckail (Ha-
ObIAHANBHBIX) KYNBTYp, ajde i BhIMAJKi, KaJi Takas (HaublgHaIbHadA) Abl(e-
POHUBLALBIA BBIPAa3Ha HEe ApacoYBaella, 3aT0e MOXKHA KaHCTaTaBallb M3YHYIO
calbIUIbHA-3KaHAMIYHYIO PO3HILly KaMyHikaHTay. Y mnpamsce MayneHuait
KaMyHiKalbli KyJbTypHas KaMIIaHEHTa MOXa MPLICYTHIYALb YO TaMy, LITO
DaMibK MOYHBIM 1 KyJnbTypHBIM acleKTaM KaMyHikallbli iCHye LecHas
{3aeMacyBs3b: «4acto ObIBacT TPYAHO (M AaKe HEBO3MOKHO) OMPEASITHTS,
roe KOHYAaeTcs ONHO M HauMmHaeTcs apyroe» (JIEOHTOBUY 2007, 39).
Crenpiika MayneHuail KaMyHiKkalpli, y IpbIBaTHACL, Tasd aKaliyHaCllk, UITO
napameTphl KAMYHIKaTRIYHBIX aKTay NpaxyrielxkBarolpb 3yciM acaGiiBe! ThiN
9KCILTyaTalbli MOBBI («3aJalOT COBEPLIEHHO OCOOBIM THI 3KCIUTyaTauuu
A3bIKa»), NP AKiM MOBA BRICTYMae AK CYKyNHACHb MayJaeHubIX A3eAHHAY i
«CYAHMTCA» 1O COBEPIICHHO MHBIM 3aKOHAM, 4eM «A3bIK Boobme» (KJIIOEB
2002, 255), aury3 xyTud#t HemactaTkoBa YmiyBaewua. YV URJLIM BRIBYUIHHE
npabiaem MajneHdai akamajaubli | NEpPakIOYdHHA KoJday y KaHTIKCIlE
MDKKYJIbTypHal KaMyHikalbli ¥ Hawaii npaipl HOCillb YBOXHBI XapakTap.

V pasasene 1 npaupl Mbl abMApkoyBaeM npabieMy BBUTYUSHHS § KaMyHi-
KaThlyHa-MayneHyail cicrame Benapyci KaHKpSTHBIX KOoxay, pasriszaroubl
cxIajaHacup ix im3HThIdikaupl ¥ kaHTIKcUe crienpldiki pas3Bilus cyuacHait
Genapyckait cauplaliHrBicThIKI. Aca0uiBas ¥Bara mpbl r3ThIM 3BApTaeLlia Ha
NpbIMAHANBHACHE A Oenapyckaif ciTyallbli MaHAIUSA «ayTaHOMHae ABYX-
Moyen, Ha HeaGXOJHACIh aAbIXOy ajl pacTpaloyki NLITAaHHAY MOYHal KaM-
NET3HLBL ¥ fie IKOJIbHA-IbIIaKThIYHAM TPakTOVIIbl Ha KaphiCLb AaciielaBaH-
Ha nipabiieM kaMyHikaThIYHal KaMIETIHLbII AK calBIAIHIBICTIYHAra (heHo-
MeHa. ¥ nepiibsIM pasjzelie TakcaMa MpaacTayNeHbl aCHOYHbIA PLICH TaKora

KOZa SIK «TpacAHKa».

i <l ot AR a1 ot

VY pasjiseiie 2 xopaTka XapaKTaphl3yloula maHALui MayieH4ai akamana-
upti 1 TIEPAKMIOUIHHA KOoAaY, abGMsapkoysarouua IpabneMpl BBIKAPLICTAHHS
pepalrOMHBIX «KOJAy-Tmacp3[Hikay» Npbl KaMyHIKauel Jioased, HocwGitay
po3HEIX konay. Ha 3akaHudHHe npajcTaynsouua i KaMEHTyIONIA Wapar Ka-
MyHIKaTBIYHBIX Naj3eH, AKis UHOCTPYIOLE MayNeHuylo akaMajalblio i nepa-
KI0U9HHE Konay.

1. Mayjaenunis koawl, mTo 66iTYIONL Y Benapyci

1.1 CBea4anui siTrapatypsbl

MepKaBaHHi nacnemybikay-6enapycicray agHocHa HaGopy icHylo4bIX y Be-
napyci MOYHBIX / MayiieH4sIX xoz[ay yacaM iCTOTHa ajgpo3HiBalolla, i rata
TIyMayblllia He TOJbKi pO3Hiiaii paxypcay aHali3y, MpPBIHATEIX Y Mpanax
po3HBIX ayTapay. «IIyHKTaM CyThIKHEHHS» 3’YIALLA MBITAHHE BBUIYYIHHS
caMacToiiHara «3meulmara» koma (xomay). Axpams Taro, (akTblYHAa He
TpBIIYanNiacs aryJbHanpblHATas T3pMiHasoris, skoi 6b canigapHa Kapbl-
CTaNliCs PO3HBIS AYTaphl.

Tak, Hanpbikiaj, XapakTaphezylousl eapycki MoyHsI nagamadT, pacii-
cki macnemusik FO. Kapakoy mima, mro y «acHoyHaiiwMoyHali ciTyaupli
YnzenbHIMAONL A3BE€ MOBBI: pyckad i Genapyckas «ca cBaiMi AbisJIeKTa-
Mi»izMemaHae MayneHHe («cMemaHHas peun), abo «TpacsH-
Ka» (TYT i faneil HearaBopaHbld BEUTYU3HHI ¥ ubTatax — Hamsl. — C.3.). I'>-
Thl ayTap CLUBApIUKAE, IITO, «IIPOMEXYTOUHAs (PopMa CMEIIAHHON pedmn»,
«TpacaHka» ¥ benapyci icHye «HapoyHi 3 pyckait i Genapyckait MoBaMi (KO-
PAKOB 2002, 112, 115).

Hpyri ajrap, cneuslamicT y ranide MeToAbIKi BbIKIanaHus Genapycka
MOBBI, BhlTydae ¥ bemapyci macusn iasémay: 1) «Genapyckyio Hapoa-
Ha-JIBIAJIEKTHYIO MOBY», 2) «6ernapycKyio JitapaTypHyio MOBY», 3) «kBa3iGe-
JapYCKYI0 MOBY», 4) «PYCKYIO JIiTapaTypHYIO MOBY», 5) «kBa3ipyCKylO Mo-
BY» i 6) «kBasinonsckyo MoBY» (SIJIEHCKI 2005, 81).

VY npanax pacifickaii macrnemusiipi Ipeinet Jlickasen raBopka imze npa
mauk Konay, wTo BeIKapeicToyBaronua §¥ Mincky: 1) 6enapyckas MoBa;
2) «rpacaHka» (iHauail: «3Mewanst Gemapycka-pycki kom»); 3) Gemapycki
«HAIBIANEKT» pyckall MOBBI, ynaciisel celbCKiM MirpanraM; 4) Genapycki
«HAUBIANEKT» pycKail MOBBI, YIacLiBbl MATOMHLIM FapamkaHaM; 5) pyckas
MoBa (JINCKOBEL] 2006, 11).



XapakTapbi3yIOubl MOBY CydacHail Genapyckait Bécki, Anskcanzap Jlyka-
IaHe[ BbUIyuae W3 CHBb Thinay MayneHHA: 1) TpappilpliiHae Abls-
nexTHae, 2) Genapyckae nitapaTypHae, 3) pyckae JiTapaTypHae, 4) «ByCHae
MaysieHHe, AKOe alPHbBaclLid i YcrpbiMaelya sk IbIAIEKTHAe, Xaus MOXa
icToTHa ampo3HiBalla ajJ CiCTIMBI TpaakilbidHaH raBopki», 5) «BycHae May-
JIeHHE, AKOe YcnpeIMaela i alHpBaenua Ak Oeapyckas JliTapaTypHad Mo-
Ba», 6) «MayeHHe, skoe Habaixkaella Ja fitTapaTypHara CTaHIApTy pyCKaii
MOBEI». AJTap XapakTapsI3ye Tpbl NepIbls Thillbl MayJIeHHA AK «BICTBIAN, &
TpHI anoLIHiA — AK «3Memanbis» (JIVKAIIAHEL 2006a, 48).

V cBaéii Hagayrait npansl Hina Msukoyckas mima npa 9aTeIpbl Bi-
abl iawEMay, akia ¥ benapyci Morynp GbIb MaTUbIHBIMI inbIEMaMi i ac-
HOYHBIMI MOBaMi JapocibiX rpamMamssaH benapyci: 1) «pycudHiMpoBaHHbIMH
Genopycckuit AHaneKT WM ropojckoe NPOCTOPEUHE, TO €CTh TPaciHKay, 2)
Genapyckas nitapaTypHas MoBa, 3) JiTapaTypHad pyckas Mosa benapyci,
4) «TpacsaHOIHBIH pycckuit a3b1K» (MEUKOBCKAS 2007, 31).

V iHmBIX mpamax cycrpakaeMcs 3 T3pMiHaMi «CiCTIMB! MOYHBIX CpOX-
kay» (KYPLIOBA 1989), «systemy jezykowe» (JANKOWIAK 2007), «miHrBic-
THIYHBIA cicTaMby (BYIBBKO 2007), «kody jezykowe» (LUCEWICZ-NAPAL-
KOW 2007), «<koMMyHHKaTHBHBIE koA (JIUBUHA 2007).

1.2 HekaTopsis acabaiBacui nansp3AHAra BLIBYYIHHA ABYXMOYA §
Benapyci

V HaByKOBaii JliTapaTyphl HeaHapa3oBa ObUL BHIKA3aHB! MOMNIA/RI, 3TOAHA 3
akiMi ¥ Benapyci mbipoka passira asyxmoye. [1pbl ThIM, IITO aryJibHbIX al3-
Hax ciTyalpli i XapakTapbiCTHIK ABYXMOYA i mMaTtMoys ¥ 6enapyckix caubla-
TiHrBICTBIYHBIX Tpauax He Opakye (Ipa cTaHOYdyio KkBaniikalblO rITHIX
aIPHaK .: MAUYKOYCKAA 1998), Gonbl A3TanizaBaHblA XapaKTapbiCThIKi
CyCTpaxalola nakysib HI4acTa.

Sk BagoMma, BeIpa3 «OLTIHTBI3M» 3’gyseniia T3pMiHaM-NapacoHaM, nan
AKiM MOTYIh XaBallia NaBoJIi po3HbIA eHOMEHB!, i ¥ Gemapyckail caiibia-
JHrBiCTHIIEI ¥>k0 pafinacs 3aysara HaKOHT Taro, ITO ¥KbIBAaHHE TIPMiHa
«aByxMoVye» ¥ agHocinax Ja 6enapyckaii cityaupli «6e3 magaTkosara BhI3Ha-
4IHHA Aro cnempidiki He 3’ ayndelua anpaynansiM» (BITOHHAS 1996, 10).
Masonne A. IMammyxuara, y Benapyci pyHKIpIsHABaHHE pyCKai MOBBI «Be-
POfATHEE BCEro MPUBOIUT K ANUTIOCCHH, HO HE K OMITHHTBH3MY B CTPOTOM MO-
HUMaHK1H 3Toro TepMuHay (TTAJUTYXHEBI 1997, 13).
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Benbmi abarynsHeHbIs XapakTapbiCThiKi Oenapyckara 6iniHrBismy, 3acs-
poIKaHaCLb Ha MOBe, a HE Ha MayJieHHi, MaulbipaHbl § nMpanax Gemapyckix
JiHFBICTay ycémaribiHaNbHBI I3CMIATRI3M 1381y «TIpaBiibHai» MOBBI, CTOH-
Kacllb TPAAbILbIHHA «AbIANEKTANariuHaray NafbIXoqy ¥ caublaNiHIBiCTLILBI,
npbl AKIM HacaM MdTalt faciefaBaHHs 3’AYNAeLlUa HE CTOMbKI BLIBYYIHHE
poalbHAara MOYHara y3ycy, KONbKi POKaHCTPYABaHHE MIYHBIX IIyKaHBIX
«CTIpaJiBEYHbIX» TMpadopMay, 3axaruieHHe MaKpay3poyHeM Ha LIKOAY Mikpa-
¥3pOYHIO 3’ AYNMOLLA N3YHal nepatikoad 1s 6onbw rapI0oKara BRIBy43H-
HA AK Pa3HaCTAWHBIX KaHKPITHBIX ABYXMOYHBIX NMPAKTBIK, IITO iCHYIOUb Y
Benapyci, Tak i mbITaHHA iCHyI04bIX y Benmapyci mayneHynIx kozxay. 3naeuua,
HealHa3HAyHb! YIUTBIY Ha pa3Billli€ I3ThIX HampaMKay Jaclie/laBaHHAY akasa-
7a TakcaMa BhIKapbiCTaHHe Y Genap yckall caubisliHrBiCTHIIBI HEKAaTOPHIX
(HenacTaTKoBa NPbIAATHEIX) TIAPITHIYHBIA MaL3JIAY.

b

1.2.1 AyTaHOMHBI VS cyMelI4aHbl GiTiHrBizmM

Tak, HanphIKIaz, Jcmoni UIBIPOKa KYJIThIBABAHBIM Y OeNapycKix Calplsatinr-
BiCTBIYHBIX Mpai@x 3’Aysisenua mactynar a6 icHaBaHHI ajTaHoMHara i cy-
Melll4aHara IBYXMOVs, flepaHeceHbl 3 Tpall aMepblkaHCKiX ncixonaray Y.
Ocryna i C. Opsin-Tpsin (y ix: coordinate bilingualism, compaund bilin-
gualism) i caBenkara Byuonara JI. 1lIusp6si (mapayH., Hanpsikiag: CYIIPYH
1974, 25; CyriPyH & KJIIMEHKA 1982, 76-79; CYIIPYH 1996, 194-199). Ilan
ayTaHOMHBIM ABYXMOYeM MPBIHATA pasyMelb CiTyalpli, kaji Gitiurast Oyay-
JOllb MayJleHHe Ha KOXHail 3 MOY, BHIKApBICTOYBaIOYB! CPOAKI TOJbKI ajna-
BeAHA MOBBI, Y TOM 4ac, AX Opbl CyMEIYaHbIM ABYXMOYi MayeHHe Ha TOd
MOBe, AKYIO 4YajaBek Bejae ropi, Oydyeuua 3 BEIKApPBICTaHHEM CpOAKay
nepiaif (acHoyHaif) MoBel (MEUKOBCKAS 1996, 171).

3pa1mTeI, ayTap, ki agHbIM 3 Nepmblx y Benapyci cray nicaup npa aByX-
Mo¥e, A. CynpyH cTaBiyca fa MaHAIIA «CyMeIndaHb! GifliHrBisM» i na camo-
ra nagseqy Ha ayTaHOMHBbI i cyMeIIdaHsl GiNiHTBi3M TpoXi amGiBasieHTHA.
Suras § 1974 r. &0 MepkaBay, mTo HiObITA ¥naciliBas kaapAblHABAHAMY ThI-
my asyxmoys ¥ pasymensi Y. Ocrynma i C. OpBiH CyajHeceHacUp MOYHBIX
aeMeHTay naMix caGoii aid mpaupcay MpaxyKaBaHHA TIKCTAY «AK ObiLaM
nepaampHbBaeuua» (CYNPYH 1974, 23). Haynanemm A. CynpyH i I'. KiiMen-
Ka JIYBUH i caM TIpMiH «kaapiplHaBaHae (abo cyanHOCHae) IByXMoye», na-
KOJBKi, Ha iX YMKy, acabJiiBacIiio rTara Thilly 3’ Ay/Ig€Lla He Toe, SK Cyal-
HOCALA MaMix caboil MOYHEIA CiCTIMBI ¥ cBAROMAacH| iHABIBiAYYMa, a TOE,
mITO «IpajyKaBaHHe TIKCTY Ha KOXHail 3 Moy anbeiBaenua ¥ raThiM Bhiaa-
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Ky aJHOCHA ajTaHOMHa... TIKCThI Ha KOXHai 3 MOY MpalyKyiolila He3alex-
Ha af apyroit Mosbl» (CYIPYH 1974, 26; CYNPYH, KIIMEHKA 1982, 79).
Masneit A. CynpyH pasBiy i ¥raknanHiy cBao KphITBIKY CyMelIuaHara AByX-
Moy (CYIIPYH 1996, 194-199), y waiibIM, afiHak, He CTaBA4Ybl [1aJ CYMHEHHE
icnaBanHa abel3BIOX «mampaynse BBI3Ha‘{aJTBP£bIX» XapaKTapbICThIK JIBYX
BUI3ENEHbIX Biay mByxmoys (197).!

Mix TBIM BeparofHacLib anasitpli «a§ TAHOMHBI GiTIHIBI3M — CyMerI4aHb!
6iniHrBi3M» MOXa nagAraib KpeITHIIbL.

MarusIMacllb iCHaBaHHA ¥ agHaro GiNiHrBa ABYX amacoONeHBIX koaay y
3aXOAHAN JIHrBICTHILBI CTaBijlacA Maj CyMHeHHe Amrdd ¥ 60-1 ragbl miHy-
Jara cTarojjs, mpa IITo masHel 3 agaGpanHem nicay I'yra Batsnc Bapac-
mops (DIEBOLD 1962; nan3ena nasomie: BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982, 103-
104). Masomne V. Jlambepra, 3aMecT amasiubli «cyMelryaHsl — KaapAbHa-
TBIYHBI GiTiHrBi3M» GosIbII Jap3uHa 6bUT0 6 AyMallb Hpa KaHTBIHYYM, Y AKIiM
am3iH i ToM %a yalaBek y Tpandce MYHBIX A3€AHHAY abo ¥ mOyHbIA Nephld-
IbI XKBINLA MaBOA3iuk cAGe TO Ha Y30p KaapAblHaThiyHara OiMiHrBa, TO Ha
y3op cyMenryanara Giminrsa (LAMBERT 1969; Tyt mphiBelseHa MaBOAJE:
BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982, 22-23). V nitapaTypsl 3BspTanacs yBara Ha
Toe, MTO KiacidikaBaup mo3ell naBole NpPBIHATEKHACHI Ja KaapAblHa-
THIYHBIX @60 cyMeldaHbiX O6iiHrBay LHKKA; BRIKa3Bamacd dyMKa, LITO ana-
3ilpIs CyMelldanara i kaapAbIHaTHIYHara GUTIHrBi3MYy Yayide caGoi nayHel
KaHIPNTYyanbHbl apTadakt (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982, 23-24). Pasras-
Jlarodbl JbIXaTaMilo cyMenrdaHara — KaapAblHaTblyHara 6ininreizmy, P. ben
HpPLIKINOY [a BEICHOBEI, IUTO fHA MAAPbIBAE BAXHYIO aKCiEMY JICKDBINTHIY-
Hail miHrBicTBIKI a6 HemamsenbHacili MoyHara 3Haka (BE/T 1980, 170). V
1990-1 rT. HeBHIrOABl ama3iupli «CyMEUIYaHbl — KaapbIHAaThIYHb! GimiHr-
BisM» abMapkoyBaii ¥ cBaix mparax, npeiHamci, Feopr Kpamuin i INenenona
Tapausep-Xuopac (rn.: SINNER 2001, 129; GARDNER-CHLOROS 1995, 32). 3
Harofp! majseny V. Baitupaiixam 6iniHreay Ha ajyTaHOMHBIX, CyMELIYAHBIX i
cyGapapiHaTeyHBIX (171, BRIUDIM) JI. Minpaii i I1. MaiickeH 3ayBaxani, mro
«psycholinguistic research has not confirmed empirically anything like these
distinctions» (MILROY & MUYSKEN 1995, 5). Tyt napausl 6yn3e ycromHitis,
mro i JI. Illusp6a 3ayBakay, mTO MaMiX «YBICTHIM» 1 «3MEUIAHBIM» OBYX-

1 Tapopausl Npa ayfTaHOMHB! i CyMeldanb! GiNiHrBisM, Genapyckia afTaps! 38bIMaliHa He cna-
CHUIAIOLIIA HA KiaciuHyio npauy V. Baitupaiixa 1953 r., y skora Thinanoria GiniHrsay
ykmouana ayTaHOMHBIX (co-ordinate), cymemranbix (compound) i CyGapAbHATBIYHBIX
(subordinate) Gininrsay (Tyr aagseHa masomne: MILROY & MUYSKEN 1995, 5) i umiit
naasen, K BAAoMa, 6uty yrivanst Y. Ocryaam i C. Tpem (BENN 1980, 157).

MoyeM «y XKBILlli cycTpakaewua GACKOHLAA KONbKacLb MEPaxoHbIX BblMajl-
gay» (LLIEPBA 1974, 315), i, 3Haublilb, Ji4ply NpanaHaBaHylo JbIxaTaMilo ¥
3HayHail Mepbl a0CTpaKTHA.

[lacrynsBatHe ¥ Genapyckix yMoBax anasilpli «4biCTae IByXMoye — 3Me-
raHae AByXMoye» Meja crielipi(iuHbid HACTYICTBBI. SHO, HA HALTy IyMKY,
cnpmquinac;l Jia Taro, IITO TIpsl amicanki Genapyckait MoyHail ciTyausli Ha
MaKpay3poyHi anopa pabinacs mepaayciM Ha «dbicTac AByXMoye», a «3me-
[aHae JIByXMoYe» Mpbl I3ThIM 3acTaBajacs ¥ LEHIO, GakThiYHa i irnapasanacs.’

Mik TBIM 3 «JBICTEIMY ABYXMOYeM Ha ¥3poyHi BycHait mpaxTeiki ¥ Bena-
pyci haKTbluHa He CyTbikaemcs, WITO aJ3HayaHa ¥ niTapaTypel § mepuryio
qapry 3amexHbIMi Jacnenusikami. Tlapayu. y rothim ruiave aymxy JDk.
Jlpinrii a6 TeIM, TO ¥ Benmapyci npakrhika cag3esHHA pycxan MOBE MNpBIBA- -
na ga Taro, mro «neither language is known properly»’ (DINGLEY 1989,
186), i nornan C. I'ycraycana, 3roaHa,3 KM Y Benapyci écub TONbKi BebMi
HemMaTiikis ABYXMOVHbIA Genapycsl, fKis rasopanp Ha abei3BIOX MOBax
6e3 inTapdepanubii (GUSTAVSSON 1995, 54). Masomie C. I'ycrajcana, y
Benapyci Griskae nagdGencrsa 13BI0X Moy nepayTBapblia iHTOPQEPIHLBIIO
Ba «y3aeMHYIO pbIcy abensBIoX Moy» («a reciprocal feature of both langua-
ges») (GUSTAVSSON 1997, 1924).* J1. BoiroHHas NiblUb, WTO CyMelI4aHae
ABYXMOY€ «TBITIOBae Ul Hallail TPBITOPHIi», AHO § Benapyci «3’ayndenua
aMaJIb ITO nepruacHsiM» (BBIFOHHAS 1996, 10). 3anaseTHas mapa Genapyc-
KiX JiHrBaABIAAKTHIKAY i 3py4Hb! a0 KT AUIA anephipaBaHHs, «ayTaHOMHBI
GiTiHrBi3sM» Y Genapyckail ciTyalpli KaHTaKTy A3BIOX 61i3kapOAHACHBIX MOY
Mae, BiJallb, a[HOCHYIO KAIITOYHacub. EH MDKBOII CrphIAy HelaaldHLIb! Bbl-
BYUSHHA «3MelaHara AByXMOYs», i ABICKYCis CAPOA JiHrBiCTa§ HAKOHT Ta-
ro, y Aol Mepsl § Genapyckix yMOBax CycCTpakaellla «ayTaHOMHb! GiliHr-
Bi3M», HamYHa, Marna 6 ObILib KapbICHAM.

2 [Ilpa takoe irnapasanne ¥ manarpapii T. M. Mikyniu «Mosa i JTHIYHAA CaMaCBAAOMACLL»
(Miuck, 1996) Ham yxo naBoasinaca micaus (3ANPYACKM 1996, 241). Hacynepak tamy,
LITO 3roAHa 3 Aacneaasannem 1976 r. [HcThITyTa MacTauTBasHaycTa, sTHarpadii i dpanbk-
Nopy CAPOA FApaiCcKOra HaceNbHilTea benapyci MHOTA PICTAHIIHTEI ksanigikasani csaé
MayieHHe K «amewanae», y 1980-a rr., mapoane T. Mikyiu, Takoe 3Melianae MayieHHe ¥
Benapyci yxo He dikcasanacs.

3 Tyr mMaeuua Ha ysale, Bifaup, wro ¥ Benapyci He yMewoub rasapbiib Hi Ha
«4bicTai» Genapyckaii, Hi Ha «4bICTai» pyckai MOBE.

4 Iwmpdeprntbis Moxa Obilib HOpMai y rpamaicTsax, ase ¥ 3HOCIHAX 4acTa CyTHIKAIOULA
JBYXMOYHBIR NapTHEPSHI, mapayH.: «with the bilingual partner interference may be the norm,
particularly for registering familiarity, solidarity, etc. » (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982, 40)




1.2.2 MoyHast vs KaMyHiKaTblyHast KAMIIETIHUBIA

Jla niky HeJacTaTkoBa facyelaBaHbIX Harnpamkay CaubIATIHIBICTBIKI, ¥ TBIM
niky Genapyckal, Hanexaub Takcama rnpabnembl (aByx)MOYHall kaMneTaIH-
1bli, HATIOYHAra BanojaHHa GiiHreaMi Apyro# MOBaii, HE BeIBY4arOLLA Mbl-
tanni nauarkoBara (incipient) GiniHrBi3My, chixomHara (recessive) NBYX-
Moy, «HanayMoysa» (semilingualism), npabieMbl «HAYMENBIX» (non-fluent)
ininrsay, «Hamaymoyuay» (semi-speakers) i iHur.

Cityalblsl JCKIaAHACLUA ThIM, LTO ABYX-, TPOXMOYHAA KaMNETIHLBIA HE
3’ayageliia BhIHIkaM M>YHara MexaHiuHara «CKJa/BaHHD [3BIOX ui Tpox
a/lHAMOYHBIX KaMIETOHLbIH, AK HAPIAKA AYMAIOUb; WIMATMOYHas KaM-
[eTIHIbIS MAIO CBal0 BeIpasHyio crieupidiky (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982,
99-101, 106).” AnnapesHa, Mpbl yCTaHAYNeHHI MOYHAH KaMMETIHUBI HeM-
kara OiliHrBa Aro KOJ NaBiHeH Obiilb BbI3HAUAHDI i AMICAHBI XyTU3#t 3 MYHKTY
IekaHHA Aro YHyTpaHail nacnasgoyHacui (internal consistency), 4biM wuis-
XaM chachliak Ha MaBOA3iHbI agHamoyHsix (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982,
104). AkpaMs Taro BbIBY4YsHHE NpabiieM MOYHail KaMNeTaHLbL (Ha RyMKY C.
1, He BeNbMi UiKaBbiX AJIA CAUBIAIHIBiCThIKI — GAL-1989, 349) y cy4ac-
Hall CalBIAHIBICTHILb AanayHAella BbIByYSHHEM KaMy HiKaTh Y Ha il
KaMmeT?HIb 1. Jlacheayrousl «3Melana-MoyHeIa» cynonabHacui (mixed
language communities), JI. Tafimc (D. Hymes) aurya § 1972 r. BbIkasay aym-
Ky a6 ThIM, WITO KaHLPHTPALblA HA YBICTA MOYHal KaMMeTIHUbI Heal-
sKBaTHas UTA TIyMausHHs IBYXMOYHbIX MaBosiHay monsedt (ri.: HYMES
1972, TyT nasHayaHa naBoOJJIE: BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982, 108) IlaBon-
ne T. Barsnc Bapacmops, Gyaydsl «npamaliHeHHbIM», TaHsiuue MoyHalh
KaMMETOHUBI MOXa cacTymiup cBaé Meclla KaHLDMUbI KaMyHikaTblyHail
kamneTsHubl (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982, 38). Ha nymky A. JleaHToBiy,
MOJHas KaMIETOHLBIA 3°AY/IENUa ATHOCHBIM NaHALLEM, «B 0COOEHHOCTH
[PUMEHUTENLHO K MEXKKYJIbTYPHOH KOMMYyHukaumm» (rn.: JIEOHTOBHY
2007, 45). Tansuue kaMyHikaThIYHaH KaMNETIHLbI, Akoe AasBanse YKmo-

5 Tlayuata BbiKnay npabneMsl MOYHall KaMMeT3HUBN 3Mywana 6 Hac CTaBillb Ha pasrisn
TaKcama MbITAHHE KIHTIP-MOYHai» xamneTsHupli (interlanguage competence) y ayxy JI.
CaniHkepa, anHak y AaA3eHbI MOMAHT Mbi HE FaTOBB! I3Ta pabiu.

6 Tpuiensenas Boiwd# 3aypara C. I'ycraycana a6 inTapdep>HLB AK y3aemHait peice Gena-
pyckaii i pyckait Mosbt § Benapyci nassanse cTasiilh MbiTaHHE a6 xapaxTaph Genapyckaif
MOyHail CynonbHacLi AK y Hefikali MEpbl «3MeInaHa-MOYHal» CynonbHACH, «CynonbHaci
3memmanail MoBs (mixed language community). Kani 6 Takas macTaHoyka nbITaHHA akasa-
nacs 6 abrpynTaBaHaii, Taas! ThiM GOABIN Y CAlLIATIHIBICTEIYHBIX 1aCNEaBAHHAX MeY 6bt
CIHC 3aliMalllia MEHABITA KaMYHiKaTbhIYHalt KaMNETIHLBIAA.

ypillb ¥ CBaK0 BBITIYMauaibHyl0 Majd/ib LIMAT CalbITiHTBICTbIYHA palie-
BaHTHBIX JaI3eHbiX, Jae IIBIPIHIIYI0 CiCTIMY KaapAbiHAT, YbIM 4bICTa Ipa-
MaThidHae MaHAmUe MoyHait kamnersHupli (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982,
108). Ha nymxy C. PaMmaii, sAkas Takcama anemoe Ja «yrpyHrasaHaii y cy-
nofpHAclli KaMyHiKaThlyHail kaMIeToHLbI» («community-based communi-
cative competence»), MaHAULE «iHABIBiAyanbHa#» MOYHa# KaMNETIHLBI
MOXKa MeELb Majia COHCY 0e3 yJiKy KaHT3KCTY MeTajay BbinpabaBaHHa» («the
idea of an «individual» linguistic competence may hold little meaning out-
side the context of testing procedures, which is the ideology that dominates
public, particularly educational, policy on b11mguahsm») (ROMAINE 1989,
147; TyT npbiBe3eHa masomie: URCIUOLI 1995, 529).

Hacynepak tamy, mro ¥ Genapyckait JiHrBaABIIAKTbILb! MbITAHHE KaMy-
HikaThIyHal KaMIeTIHIBI He abMiHaeLua, y U3JbLIM yBara raramy NaHAaino
agnaeuua manas. Benapyckis METaBICThI BELTYUAIOLb MOYHYIO i KaMyHika-
ThIYHYI0 kKammeTsHUbl. [Tag kamyHixateiyHai kaMOETIHLBIAH MPbI FITHIM
pa3yMeronLa «YMeHHE i BOMBIT BLIKAPbICTAHHS By4HAMI ByCHaH i MicbMoBail
nitapatypHaii MoBbI ¥ PO3HBIX cepax NpakThIuHAH MayneHdal n3edHacLi».
(TIPOTYAHKA 2001, 43). AnHak Tak 3pasyMeTas KaMyHiKaTbiyHad kKaMIeTIH-
meia (B. TIpordaHka, 3p3IThl, araBopsacliia, LITO £H pa3Baxae § pamkax
METOZBIKI HaBYYaHHs POLHail MOBE) MOXKa He MelLlb acab/iBara 3HaY3HHA Ma-
32 MexaMi (papMansHara HaBy4aHHs MOBE.

Benapyckas ApliakThika anepye HeaOXOomHAcIo By4billb BYYHAY Bbika-
pHICTOYBalL y PO3HBIX chepax MayneHuail A3edHacui JiTapaTypHylo MOBY,
Mix TeIM y Benapyci icHye Hamana cdep npakThiyHail MayneHuait n3eiiHacui
i ciryauptit 3H0ciHay, n3e natpabaBaHas MeTajbiCTaMi MpaBifbHacLb Gena-
pyckara Ii pyckara jiTapaTypHara MayneHHs (yNacHa, MOYHas KaMrmeTdH-
uplsg) BeIDIAAae (Ui MOxka BbITIAJALb) Hedapd4yHa. ['aTa § nepuryro yapry
chepa HeadiubliiHBIX 3HOCIH. 3roiHa 3 TpalbiLpisil y ratail cdepb! yacta
dakTeiuHa ABIKTYELla, npajgnicBaella He Hedlkae «y3opHae»
(6emapyckae 1i pyckae) MayiieHHe, a ¥ Gonbiuait abo MeHwai cTyneHi sme-
manae; nagoOHbl iMmeparthly 3’syasenua cBocacabmipail HamicaHal caupl-

7 Binaus, CyanHOCHBIM 3 MaHALUEM KaMYHIKaTbIyHaA KaMMeTIHUBN 3°aynsenua yioipaHae
HEKATOphIMi ayTapami NaHAuUe «IHTIPAKTHIYHAN KaMneT Husli» («interactive competen-
cen), Akoe yaynse caboi CKNaAHIK aBaNoABaHHA MOBAH. [HTIPAKTHIYHAA KAMITETIHLEIA aX0-~
TUTiBAC CaLbIAKY TBTYPHYIO, CALBIATIHIBICTBIMHYIO | MOYHYIO KaMneT3Hubli (napafH.: MIYA-
ZAKI 2001, 39).




AnpHa-KaMyHikaTblyHall Hopmaﬁ.8 BoikapbicTaHHE § 3HOCIHAX 3 aAraBeAHbIM §
cypasmoylaM Heifkara 3MemIaHara Koxy, ki Mecuiub y cabe pbiChl A3BloX ]
MOY, He 3’ay/feuua YbiMCbLl O3i¥HbIM CAPOA iHWIAra Tamy, WITO TaKif Na- |
BO3iHbI BAAYILIL [a NaUILIP3HHA KaMyHikalibli; MPbl F3TIM FABOPKa 3YCiM He |
in3e npa narapiusHHE KaMyHiKaupli, Ipa WTO sK npa 6aHalbHACLb rABOPBIL-

a ¥ BuIMaAKy pasrnsaay iHTpoepanupli (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982, 40).
V mayHbIX ciTyaubldX MOYHAe 3MELUBAHHE MOXa pasrisjaiia aK 3HaK BETJi-
Bacil, Ak KpaiiHaa ¢opMa akamazaubli (Mpa akamanaubiio nagpabssHedi ro.
HDKOI), AK M3YHas nacninHas, akIPHTaBaHas ¥ pa3sMoBe, BhIXaika («a witty
and emphatic conversational ploy») (POSNER 1993, 64).

Kani abmexasauua yxwiBaHHEM BycHali Oeslapyckaii JitapaTypHait Mo-
BbI, TO MOXHA CKa3allb, IITO 3 MpBIYBIHEI CBOCacabniBara «T3popy acsapon-
I3s» YacTa A3efiHiuae HsAmicaHae «Taly» Ha se myOusivuHae BbIKapbICTaHHE.
[TapayH. y raThiM niiaHe HACTYIHae MpPbI3HAHHE HABYYdHKi riMHasii 3 r. Jla-
xaBiusl Bpacukaii Bobnacii: «5 6 Mo i raBapeina ma-Genapycky, aje MsHe
aKpyXalolb JIOA3i, fAKis MarajgoyHa crapalollia raBapbillb «K TPBIHATaR,
na-pycky, aje atpbiMitiBaella i ¥ MAge, i Ba YCix «TpacsHkay», HENPbITokasa
MOBa. AJle 3a TaKyl0 TPacSHKY He COpaMHa, a BOCh Kal s 3araBapbina, akpa-
Ms Ypokay Genapyckail MOBBI i TicTOpBIi, A3€-HEOYA3b Ma-OenapycKy, 3 MaHe
cmssnics 6» (USMEP 1999). Hepasgitacup pasMoyHail ¢opMbl Oenapyckaii
niTapatypHait MOBBI af3Hauaella K adubiHHBIMI (TTAJUTYXKHBL 1990, 7, 14),
Tak i 3aMexHbeMi JtiHrBicTamMi (GUSTAVSSON 1997, 1924). V nitapaTypsl
3BipTaenua YBara Ha Toe, IUTO, ObIymibl abMexaBaHall HeIMAaTIiKiMi
cepami, HapMaTbIyHas pasMoyHas (opMa Genapyckali MOBbI MeNa HAIUIMAT
maxnay (MpeiHamci fa cApax3ine 1990-x ragoy) ang Ttaro, kab aTpsimalte
6onsuiae mampipanne («spoken literary BR has been restricted to very few
areas and a spoken norm has had little chance of being more widely accept»)
(GUSTAVSSON 1997, 1924).

Kani Meup Ha yBaze, wTo dapManbHae HaBydaHHe ¥ Genapyckix mkonax
Mae, Ha Hauly JYMKY, XyTud# yCKOCHae AaublHEHHE na ¢apMipaBaHHs HaBbI-
Kay KaMyHiKaTbIYHall KaMTIEeTIHLUbI (aIHAK HATTEA3A4bl Ha [ITa NepaBaxHas
6onnmacue Oenapyckix kaMyHikaHTay 3a3Bbiuaif 3ycim nobpa cnpayndenua
ca cBaiMi kaMyHikalpIHHBIMI 3aauaMi), To Tp30a NphI3HALL, LITO ¥ UBJIBLIM
KaMyHikaThiyHad KaMIETIHLbIA ¥ TbIM BHIMAN3E, K SHA BbiknaaseHa ¥
Oenapyckail IBIIAKTHILBL, Mae HE BEIbMi MHOTA ary/bHara 3 ¢gapMipaBaHHEM

8 Hecymuenna, Genapyckasn MOBa He 3'syjseulia YHikaneHait y ThiM fnaHe, WTo ¥
HeadiupHBIX 3HOCIHAX Ha &ii Kencka npblYannsenua nitapatypaas gopma mosel. Capoa
HWBIX CnaBSHCKIX nanoGHail 3’4y¥NAeULa TaAKCaMa, IIPHIHAMCI, Y3ILICKas MOBA.
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paBbiKay paaibHai KaMyHikaTblyHail KaMIeTIHObI.” Ankynb xa ¥ a3sueit i
JapOCHIbIX Y3HiKae KaMyHikaTblyHas KaMNeT3HUBIA? SIK BAAOMA YleHBl May-
neHuail CyNoNbHACLi 3aCBOMBAIOLL KAMYHIKATHIYHbI 3BBIYKI MacTymosa i
peycBALOMIEHA (BAXTUH & T'O0BKO 2004, 31), e abaBaskoBa § pamkax
papMaIbHara WIKOJIbHAra HaBYyYaHHS. Kani mpbl kaHTakue 3 iHIbIMi JIIOA3b-
Mi BOTIBITHBI CAllbIANBHBEI BBIKAHAYLA CYThIKAElla 3 HeaGXORHACINO BRIOI-
patib 3 Ar0 panepTyapy HaBBIKay TaKis poJli i KOl sKisA HailnenubiM YbIHAM
aanaBafati 6 ATO M3TaM, TO TyT MOXHa KaHCTaTaBallb HasgyHAacUb anopel Ha
ymeHHe BbIOIpallb, AKOE JNAKBIIb y aCHOBE MPatdCy causlanizaupli Jodora
msinaui (BET 1980, 141). V Genapyckaii cityaupli WIKoibHas AbIAAKTHIKA
MOKa BYUBIlIb afHAMY, a XKbILLE — HeuaMy iHInaMmy. VY ciTyaubli, kani an0sl-
Baenlia CyTHIKHEHHE 3aCBOCHBIX Y KbILII KAMYHIKATBIYHBIX 3BbIYAK Ca 3BbIY-
KaMi, HakiBaeMBIMi LKoJNall, 6erapyckas WKoa ¥ fie CEHHAIIHIM BBIFJISLI3E,
6anail, Maa ITO MOXa MPOUINAcTABilb 3BBIYKAM, BHIXABAHBIM HECBAAOMA i
Ha mpaudry goyrara yacy. CyTelkaloubics 3 BuibapaM (LITO MapyIlbilp: ca-
HBIATBHA-KAMYHIKATRIVHYIO, i MOVHYIO HOpMY?), HOCHOITHI (y ThIM JiKy
mKobHiKi) anmarolfh nepagary napyu3HHIO, HECYMHEHHA, MOYHBIX HOpMaY,
60 MapyiIdHHE CcaupiUIbHA-KAMYHIKaThIYHA HOPMBI MOXa MeUb I ix
Cyp’é3HbIs HEraThIYHBIA HACTYTICTBBI i AK MiHIMyM Nepaliko3illb BbIKAHaH-
HIO KaHKPITHall KaMyHIKaTbIyHal 3a4a4bl.

KamyHikaThIyHas KaMreT HLbIA Mpagyrie/lkBae He TONbKI YMEHHE i BO-
TBIT BBIKAPBICTAHHS JliTapaTypHaii MOBBI (Takis YMEHHI i BOMBIT 11a 3pasyMe-
JBIX ApBIYbIHAX acabiisa MagkpaIcHiBaloLla Apbl 3aCBACHHI 3aMexHai Mo-
BHI), ajte i ¥Bacabnse «CmOCOGHOCTb pelaTh... 3aHaqn oOMeHUud U3 6BITO-
BOH, y4eOHOI, NPOM3BOACTBEHHON U KY/IBLTYPHO XU3HH; YMEHHE. .. M0JIb30-
BaThCA (PAKTaMH A3bIKA W PEYH JUIS pealiM3alvy Lenei obuenus» (A3MMOB
& H[ykuH 1999, 109), «yMenue 3¢ GEKTHBHO NOPOXKIAATL U BOCHIPUHUMATH
CUTHANIBI B MpOLECCE KOMMYHHMKAlMM M 3HaHHE Npasui «rofobarowei»
KOMMYHHKALIHH, «IpaBWa f3bIKOBOro noseiaenusa» (BAXTHH & I' OJIOBKO
2004, 18, 31), BamomaHHe KaMyHiKaThIYHBIMI MeXaHi3MaMi, mpbi&éMaMi i
cTparoriami, HeabXoHbIMi JUIA 3a0eCHAYSHHA SPEKTBIYHBIX 3HOCIH
(CAOXUH 2004, 277; TPUILAEBA & LIYPMKOBA 2004, 387). V npaupl
Kimoepa magkpaciisaeniia, WTO Ba YMOBaxX piajibHara kaMyHiKaThIyHAra ax-
Ta BeAaHHA MOBLI (I. 3H. MOYHalf KaMNETIHUbH) HEJACTAaTKOBA, 3aTOE
natpsGHa NaakIou3HHe N3YHal CiCTIMBI «HABBLIKOB 00paALICHHA C A3BIKOM»

9 Y ceaéii nanayuait npaus! 5. HopMaH nima npa «cnabocts KOMMYHUKATHBHOMH KOMMNETEH-
uuu counymay (HOPMAH 2008, 298), annak Hespasymena, [ITO AaKnajHa TyT Macuua Ha
yBase.
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(KJIOEB 2002, 256). 3ayBakeiM, ITO ¥ NpbIBEA3CHBIX A3QIHILBIAX BaloaaH- :

He MOBaii (TeIM GoJbLI JTiTApaTYpHAIf), MOYHas KaMneT3HLbIA YrnaMiHaloa
3 po3Haii cTyneHHio abaBa3koBacli (3paLuThl, AHAI, 6anal, MaapasyMsBaloL-
ua). ThiM Gonbiu MOXa He Mellb acabiBara 3Ha43HHA 11K KaMyHiKaThIYHal
KaMNETIHLbI aKLPHTaBaHHE HAa MOYHall kaMNeTIHLbII (fKoe Ha3ipaeM y mpa-
Liax 1a JiHrBadbLAAKTHILGI) TIPBE 3HOCIHAX Ba yMoBax OiizkapoaHacHara (Ge-
Jiapycka-pyckara) GiiHrBi3My, NpBl AKiM MOYHas KaMIIETIHLbIA NPbIHAMC|
Helikail cTyneHi Hamepaj «3aKjlag3eHa» ¥ KaMyHIiKaTBIYHYIO CiTyalblio, i
KaMyHiKallbld, TakiM 4blHaM, 3JaBaIbHAOYA MOXa anOwiBauua Npbl Mii-
MaJTbHbIX HAMAraHHAX MOY1AY GbIL MOYHA KAMMETIHTHBIMI. '

1.2.3 3paeuua, y Helikait Mepbl abcamoTbI3alpls ayTaHOMHara ABYXMoys,
a TakcaMa HsyBara Ja mpaGneM KaMyHiKaThIyHa# KaMAETOHLbII i MayIeHHs
¥ WAMBIM CNpPBIYBIHINICA fAa Taro, wto ¥ Oenapyckix npauax npa Habop
KaMyHiKaTblyHa-MayaeHybIX KoAay uacam (irypyrolb He CTOJIBKI p3aibHbIA
KaMYHIKAaTHIYHBIS KOABI, KOAbKi iX MOYHBIA HpPBIBBIYHBIA, «if3aybHA-
aBCTPAKTHBIA PITIPIZECHTAHTHI: KMOBBI» 1 «AbisNekTsly.'' [Ipaynananobua, y
3HaYHa¥l CTyreHi MEHaBiTa I3Tail akajliyHACIO MOXHA NATIyMadbilh TOE,
HITO Taki KOA AK «3MelraHae Oenapycka-pyckae MayiaeHHe» (yxo i amicaHsl
¥ nitapatypsl, napayH: LILIXYH 1998; CYCHUN 1999; LIbIXYH 2000; JIUCKO-
BELL 2002; HENTSCHEL & TESCH, 2006; TSYKHUN 2006; T'EHY3Jb & Tolll
2007, MEYKOBCKAS 2007) Moxa He Mellb 3KCIUIILIBITHArA NpajcTayaeHHs §
MYHBIX Kiacipikaupiax abo, y nemiibiM BHIIaAKY, Obiib SKCILTiIKABAHBIM YC-
KOCHA. Y T3THIM IUIaHe 3BApTae Ha csibe yBary aAcyTHacUp y NpbiBeA3eHai
BRI knacidikaupli A. Jlykaiadua paaibHa «3Mellasara» koga. i tpa6a
Naj «planbHa 3MEINaHbIM» KOAaM y Kiacidikalpli raTara ayrapa pasyMelb
BBUIYYAHBI iM 4alBEPTH! ThINl MAYJICHHSA: «BYCHae MayJeHHE, SIKOE aldHbBA-
enua i ycnpeiMaelua sK AbIANEKTHAE, Xalld Moxa iCTOTHa afpo3HiBaul@ aj
cicTaMBI TpanbiupiitHail raopki» (JIVKAIIAHEL 2006a, 48)? V inmaii ceaéit
npaus! A. Jlykamasen cusspjxae, IITO AaA3€HbI TN MayieHHA ¥ prais-

10 Yacteia anensaupli ga Genapyckail iHrBaabIAaKTHIKI § nanapIaHix naparpadax, Ha Haimry
LYMKY, MaKOUBk COHC Y TBIM MNaHe, WTO AbIAAKTHIYHAS aphleHTaBaHaclb Genapyckait caupis-
NiHFBIiCTHIKI, (HeNaKaaaHsl) YNABY NBIAAKTBIKI HA CAUBIANIHIBICTHIKY § HEHkall cTyneHi
3axoypalous CBAaIO Cily Aa Hawara 4acy. AJHOCHA MecCLa NiHrBicThI4Hail nemaroriki ¥
Genapyckix pyciCTBIYHBIX Npauax napayH.: «y pycHcTHKN B benapycu — 3aMeTHEI YKIIOH B
CTOPOHY TMHIBOAMAAKTHKH H KYNbTYpbl peun» (HOPMAH 2008, 294).

11 3pourrst, rTa JaBoni HarypanbHa A JHIBICTBIKI AK TIAPITHIYHAN ABICULINAIHBL SIK
3aysaxaHa, «linguistic theorizing has been largely based on standardized
(sbim3encHa ayTapami apteikyna — C. 3.) forms of languages, rather than on the more vari-
able forms of naturalistic speech» (MILROY & MILROY 1998, 47).
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Hacili NpaJcTayNcHbl HeKaNbKiMi pa3HaBiAHACLIAMI, CAPOA AKIX &cup | «Gena-
pyckae AbIANIEKTHAaE MaylieHHe, FKoe YTpeIMiTiBae 3/IeMEHTHI Genapyckaif i
pyckail aitapaTypHeix Moy» (JIVKAILAHEL, 2006b, 209).

1.3 Hasiynacusb y kKaMyHikaThiyHa# npacropsl Benapyci «3memanara»
xoay («3MemaHbix» Koaay)

ViacHa, HagyHaclb y KaMyHikaThlyHail npactopsl Benapyci «3Memanara»
xoxy («3MelaHsIXy Kofay) MOXKa BbIHIKALk 3 [PbIBEA3CHAra BBILM yKa3aH-
Ha ¥ niTapaTypbl Ha HasyHacub y MayneHyail cityaupli benapyci Hekanbkix
xoay, n3e npeiHaMci daThipsl ayTapel (Kapakoy, Snewxcki, Jlickasen, May-
KOYCKas) Ha3bIBAIOLb 3Tl KOA (IIThIA KOIBI) SKCIUTinBITHA. A. JlykamaHen
cXinbHBl, Gajaif, xa IMIUTiLBITHAara ¥KasaHHs Ha iCHaBaHHE 3MEIUAHBIX KO/aY.

Tas akamiukacub, mTo pacifickas pacnemusiua l. Jlickaseu 3afiManacs ¥
cBaéit mpatpl TONbKI MiHcKail (rapazckoif) cityaupisi, a Genapycki nacnen-
yplk A. JlykamaHgn — (y,JaA3eHbIM BBIAAKY) TOJIbKi BACKOBaii, Crpbisie Cy-
KYIHail [3Tanésdcui mpajcTayaeHHs BbUTyYaHbIX KoJay, y KiM 3 natpa6Haii
aKypaTHacImo i 3 pacifickail, i 3 6enapyckait mepcnexThiBb Mag yBary 6apau-
11a 4K rapagckas (IpbIHaMCi, MiHCKas), TaK i BACKOBasA MaylieHyas NPaKkThiKa.
LlixaBa Oym3e cyandecui nmaMix caboii, yMOYHa «mpbiBecui Aa aryjbHara
HaszoYHika» BelyuaHbla HO. Kapakoseim, M. Slnerckim, 1. Jlickasen, A. Jly-
kamaHuaM i H. Msukoyckail «ifpléMpi» i iX Bifibl, «KOAbI» i «THIMBI
MayneHHa.

Takas cnpoba 3m3eficHena HaMi ¥ Tabmiusl 1, n3e, akpams Taro, Jag3eHbl
Hal acabicThl mornsn Ha knacidikalblio icHyoubIx y benapyci MayneHubix
Konay.

1.3.1 3ayBari anHocHa «3MelIaHara» Koay (3MelIaHbIX KOAAY)

3MemaHae Genapycka-pyckae MayneHHe («TpacfaiHka»)
(man axiM pasymeeM MayieHHe, y AKiM (ikcyeuua ajHOCHa BbicOKas Nois
«ablepaHUBIAIBHBIX) TEMEHTay A3BIOX MOY) y sAKkacli caublsiibHa 3Ha4-
Hara 3jJeMeHTa KaMyHixaubli Ha aryjipHabenapyckiM y3poyHi adopminacs
Ma4ac BHIKAIOYHA iHTIHCIVHAll Mirpaubli BACKOBBIX OeslapyCKaMOYHBIX
KbIXapoy y TepaBakHa pacilickaMoyHbIa rapamsl ¥ 1960 — 1970-g rr.? ¥V
COpBIANbHAN indanariuHa-matiTelYHal ciTyaupli Ak crnoca® npbicTacaBaHHA

12 3paenna, I'. IpixyH cXifbHBI AyMalib, IITO «TPacsHKa» yTBapblaacd ¥ BECLDI i aATY/ib
6bina nepanecera ¥ rapaasl (CYCHUN 1999, S).
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GenapyckamoyHara (aj madaTky AblAJieKTHara) MayiaeHHs jga paciiickara
MayneHHs § rapajckim acapoaa3i TpacsiHka BesbMi XyTKa pasBinacs ¥ skacui
acoOHara cTblIsBOra paricTpa abo HaBaT cBoeacabuiBara caubls/ieKTa capoj
monazei 3 Hi3KiM ¥3poyHeM kaMrneT3HUbli ¥ Genapyckaii cTaHfapTHail MoBe i
3 Hi3kiM y3poyHeM anyxaupli. «Tpacsnka» ibipoka pacnaycroikaHa ¥
KaMyHiKalpli BACKOBBIX BAPXOY i rapaackix Hi3oy. Y ropagse sHa Moxa
BBICTYTALp AK CPOAAK CaublANbHAM «3MOsieMbl» (HanayHiX) MirpanTay 3 Béc-
Ki ¥ ropag, sk ciMBay rpynasoii iloHTHIikalbli i canigapHacli HiKHIX ca-
UBIIbHBIX cnaéy, a ¥ BEcUb — K cBocacabiiBbl «apoiby Y 3HOCIHAX naMisk
BACKOBbIMi BsipxaMi. 3MelnaHae Oenapycka-pyckae MayneHHe 3’ayiseiiua
IHCTpyMeHTaM iHTSTpalibli KOJHIIHIX «uricTa» OesapyckaMOyHBIX JIIoa3ei y
paciiickyto KynsTypy i Moxa ¥BacabnaLb caboi nepibl 3Tan MoyHara 3pyxy
an Oenmapyckaii MOBBI fa pyckai. « TpacsHka» He Mae cTabinbHail Gopmsl i
XapaKTapbi3yellla BsJlikail BapbISHTHACLIO ¥ 3ajleXHacli af ckaaly cypas-
Moyuay, ix MayneHubIX HaBbIKay, KaMYHIKATBIYHBIX {HTHLBIA, TIMay, an-
pacatay, ciryauslii 3HOCiHay, aaykaupli, HaUpISHaNBHACL cypasmoyuay, ix
NaxokanHs, MOYHbIX Giarpadiit i r. 4. ¥V CTBUICTBIYHA-KAMYHiKaTbIYHaH
cicTame rapaJiCKora HacelbHIUTBA 3aiiMae BaXHyI0 Hilly HeadilbliHBIX
«daminpapHbix» 3HOCiHAY (rapaiackoe npactamoye, yTBOpaHae, afHak, Ha
acHOBE «BscKoBai» Genapyckail MOBbI), a § KaHTakTax MaMmbk BACKOYUaMi
BBIKOHBae (YHKLbIO OOJNbII BhICOKAra CTBUIICTBIYHAra parictpa, LITO
crphbisie g€ nacTasHHaMy Y3HayJIeHH!O.
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3menlanae Genapycka-pyckae MaysieHHe YMOYHa MOXKHa Ha3Ballb «Tpa-
cAaHkalt Ha Gemapyckaili acHoBe», «ylacHa TpacsHKal», «Tpa-
caHKa#-1». «YnacHa TpacaHKa» MOXKa ycrnpbiMalllia K «BeJIbMi Ap3HHas Oe-
napyckas MoBay» — 3 MPLIYBIHBI Taro, WTo MoyHai acHoBail Hock6iTay Tako#
«TpacaHKi» (HACNEN3AYbl HA CBANAOMAE IMKHEHHE MOLHA HachiliUb f€ pyc-
KiMi pbicaMi i Ha planbHYIO MpLICYTHAcUb y &# Bsjikail Koabkacui pyckix
peicay) 3acraeiiia Oenapyckas MOBa, IITO HANEXKHBIM YblHaM 3a¥Bakaellia
HaBaKoJbHBIMI. ¥V kinacidikaupli 3Menianbix GopMmay MayneHHs, JaI3€HbIX y
KanektblyHait MaHarpadii «Tunosorus nBys3biuda H MHOros3sluMs B bena-
pycu» (Miuck, 1999), namzenamy cyGkony -aanmaBsaae «MoBa, 3aCHaBaHas Ha
Oenapyckaii, ane 3 BsJlikail KOJNIbKAcLi0 pO3HAY3POYHEBLIX 3JIEMEHTay pyc-
kaii MoBEI» (BYJILIKO & KPBICHH 1993, 93).

«Tpacanka Ha Genapyckaii acHOBE» Mae CBOH KaHThIHYaHT y BBIMJA3€
pycka-6enmapyckara (HalOwmTara pyckara) mayjieHHud,
«TpacfAHKi Ha pyckal acHoBey. CaupsanpHad 6aza mna y3uay-
neHHs HalpiTara pyckara MayjeHHs paryispHa nawblpaciua A3AKYoubl
JemuaMy 3acBACHHIO Ha TMpaUATY OKbILUEBAra WBIKIY pyckall MOBBI
KoMimHiMI GenapyckaMoyHbIMI I0A3bMI (HOCEOITaMI «TpacsHKi Ha Genapy-
‘ckail acHOBe») abo ix Halyaxkami. MaryeiMa, (amnonHiM yacaM) nepaxon Aa
«TpacsAHKi Ha pyckall acHOBE» MOa anOblBalllia i HEMacp3AHa 3 y3pOYHIO
Genapyckara JbisieKkTHara MayaeHHa (acabniBa ¥ ThIX BbINMafKaX, Kaji Takoe
MaynieHHe § 3Ha4YHal CTYNeHi najuierna pycigikaupli), 3 «NepacKOKBAHHEM»
npas 3Tan «TpacaHKi Ha Genapyckaii acHoBe». ['5Ta nslHaMika 3a3sHcHIenLA
¥ cityalpli aryisHara npauscy MoyHara 3pyxy, WTto agbeisaenia ¥ Bena-
pyci. Pycka-6enapyckae (HabbiTac pyckae) MayieHHe YMOYHa MOXHA Ha-
3Ballb «TPacAHKAN-2», «He BejbMi Ap3HHal pyckail MOBail» — 3 MpPbIYBIHEI
Taro, WITO acHOBal TakOM «TpacaHKi» (I3AKyHOUBl MpbICYTHAcLi Bslikail
KOABKAcLl pyckix, Halfiepill IeKCIYHBIX, pbIcay) 3’a¥nsenua ¥xo pyckas Mo-
B4, WTO YIacHa i 3ayBaXaellia HaBAKONBHBIM, "

«He BenbMi apanHail pyckail MoBaii» (a He «BenbMi ApIHHal» Genapy-
cKailf) Takoe MayneHHe MOXKa YCHphIMalLa Tamy, WTO IS Ao NpaayiusHTay
pyckas MoBa — Apyras, HaObITad; y Takix BbINafKax natpabaBaHHE Ja Bajo-
JNaHHA Y30pHbLIM JliTapaTypHbIM CTaHZapTamM 3 GOKy HaBaKOJbHAIX MOXa
Oblub 3Hixkana. Tla-npyroe, y nmapayHanHi 3 «TpacsHkalt Ha 6esmapyckaii ac-

13 T. Bimop niubiis KapbiCHBIM aAPO3HIBaLL MTA METARBIYHBIX TIPBIYBIHAX «TPACAHKY-1» i «Tpa-
CAHKY-2», afiHaK 3BApTac Ypary Ha Toe, WITO Ha MPaKTHlbl Oenapyckyio alo pyckyio
ACHOBY TPACAHKi BBI3HAYBMIb LWDKKA. ATOIIHAR aKkadiyHACLb CIPBIYBIHACLUA Aa TAro, WTO
He ¥ce ayTapsl MPBIMAIOLB YASHEHHE «TPacARKi» Ha ABa Bifs! (BIEDER 2009).
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HOBE» AThI cyOKoa ycé »k Taki Mae OOJbII Lii MEHLI aKpdICc/eHbl KaHOH, aj-
wocHa Gniski 1a pyckalt crannapthait moskt'* Tla-Tpause, capon HochbOiTay
raTara Koy amHocHa Oosbiliasg KOJIbKAcHb JHOA3EH 3 HAAPSHHBIMI 3107b-
pacLAMi [da 3acBacHHA ApYro#f MOBBI, i r3Ta akaiiuHacup yBacabnsgenua ¥
GoTBUI PIrYIAPHBIM YXXBIBaHHI ¥ NapayHaHHi 3 HOCh6iTaMi «TpacaHKi Ha Ge-
napycka#t acHoBey. Ilimnydst npa Yruiely Genapyckalf MOBbl Ha PYCKYIO i
3acApOKBaloUbIcs Ha «OenapyckiM akipHue» ¥ pyckai mose, H. Msu-
KoYckas, 3 agHaro OOKy, CUBSpIKae, WTO Oemapycki ¥IIblY Yy IDBIM
MOXHa amicalp y BbIDJIA/A3€ ClapajKaBaHara na CycTpakajlbHaclli cricy
acabiBacusay, 3 Jpyrora, nagae N3yHbl cIic aamaBeAHbIXx 3’8y (MEU-
KOBCKAS 2003, 39-40). HezanexHa aa taro, mito H. Maukoyckas He mima
TYT Ipa 3’ABY, LATKAaM aHANAriuHyIo Halail «TPAacAHIILI Ha pycKait acHose»,
caMo YkasaHHe Ha pO3Hilly NMaMiX npaayktami 6enapyckara YIUIbIBY Ha pyc-
KyI0 MOBY i pyckara yIuibiBy Ha Qenapyckyio MOBY 3 MyHKTY FNIE/UKaHHA iX
adopMieHacli HaM 3[1aella, INEHHBIM. ¥V Kkiacipikalsli 3MemaHbix Gopmay
MayIeHHs, faA3eHLIX y KapekThiyHall Manarpadii « Tunonorus ABysA3bIYHA U
MHoros3sluug B B&iapycu», nanseHamy cybkomy Moxa anaBsiailb «pyckas
MoOBa, MepaHachbl4aHas 3JIeMEeHTaMi PO3HBIX y3poyHaY Genapyckaiy» (BYJIbl-
KO & KPBICUH 1999, 93). 10. Kapakoy mima npa HeaJHO/bKaBac BaNIOJAHHE
¥ Benapyci pyckail nitaparypHait MoBaii, n3e MOXHA CYCTP3Lk i «MOLHa
3MelIanae MayieHHe, sikoe Yko XyTudif aqHocinua ga «rpacsaHki» (KOPSAKOB
2002, 114). Ins b. HopmaHa «TpacsiHkait» 3’aynasenua ¥ mepuiyio dapry,
npaynanagobHa, «pycckas peub C CHIBHOM TpHMechio Geopycckux
aneMmentoB» (HOPMAH 2008, 294).

Taxora kofy, anHax, He Beimssnge 1. JlickaBew. V mitapatypsl icHye ms-
pIuaHHE aQHOCHA Taro, WITO JUiS pycka-Genapyckara 3MelaHara MayneHHs
MOXHa BEIKapbICTOYBaLlb TIPMIH «TpacsHkay, NI Aro fipanaHyenua sHancui
iHmwyo Ha3By (TSYKHUN 2006, 70).

V Beim3sanenHi nagobHara kony (Ui AByx cy6Gkoaay) HempanapupisHaibHa
BAfiKae 3HAYIHHE MAOUb ICiXanariysbia (akTapsl, A3eiiHidae «HACTpOri»
calpif-ficixanariyudbl KpuiTIpuId ycnpeiManHa. Ha Hawry aymky, mopyd 3
naBoji iHTHCIYHA 3MewwaHbIM Oenmapycka-pyckiM (abo pycka-Geapyckim)

14 AnmocHa cypxeika Ha pyckail acHOBE [1Ba BEHrepcKis ayTapsl Hajaywna 3pabini nasoni
napanakcanbHyto 3aysary: «Cypxuk Ha 0ase pyccKOro A3blka He Tak JAneKo yuen oT
CBOETr O JMTEPATYPHOTO cTanaapTay (AJATALIM & UBALIKEBHY 2007, 233). Hesanexua
an Taro, Ui HAcaMpoy ayTaphl Niyaub, MWTO CYPXKbIK HA pyckail acHOBE Mac ynacHbl
NiTapaTypHBl CTAHAAPT, Y iX BHIKA3BaHHi CUBApMKAcuUa, WTO r3Tas GopMa MayneHHs
nasoi Oyi3zkas Aa pyckara fiTaparypHara MayeHHs.
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MayneHHeM («TpacsiHkal Ha Gemapyckail acHoBe» i «TpacsHkai Ha pyckaij |
acHOBe») iCHye i HeiHTIHCiyHa 3mellaHae Genapycka-pyckae (260 pycka-

Genapyckae) MayneHHe, sSIKOe ThbiM HE MEHII y TMIYHBIX CiTyaubiaX MOxa 4
cTBapaub «3(eKT 3MelaHara MayieHHa» | NaBOji Yacrta MOXa KBami- |

dikasauua my6mixaii (i HagaT JiHrBicTaMi) sk «Tpacaukay.'’

SIx «TpacsHka Ha Genapyckaii acHOBe», Tak i «TpacsiHKa Ha pyckaii ac- }
HOBe» ¥ Ipary Bbifajkay MaclAXoBa BbIKOHBAIOLUbL QYHKLbI (HEHTpans- |

HbIX) «KoJay MDKKOZaBBIX 3HOCIH» (Ii1. HDK3H), IITO CTaHOYua YIUIbIBaE Ha
iX Ky/lbThIBaBaHHE i LITOPA3 HOBAE Y3HAYIECHHE.

AKpaMs rITbIX HaH6ONbII BaXKHBIX BbIMagKay iCHaBaHHSA «ynacHa» 3me-
IaHKIX KoJay, y MayyieHyail pakThilbl 4acTa CyCTpakaeMcs ¢a LMAaTiKiMi
iHIIBIMI TTpaMeXXkaBbIMi 3’ABaMi, AKif J3HiKalOLb Npb! 3MELIBAHHI PO3HBIX
Kojay namix caboil.

2. Mayienuan akamagannis i nepakaoyIHae Kogay

2.1 Hexanbki Ta3pMinanariussix 3aysar

V npaupce Mixkacabosait kaMyHikanpli cypasMoyub! (Li IpbIHAMCI af3iH 3 iX)
Moryus ¥ Oonpinail aGo MeHuwaif cTyneHi ajanTaBalb, NpblnagabHALB,
«akaMajaBallb» CBaé MayyieHHe ga cnocaly MaysieHHI CcypasMOYLBI.
Tapminanoris npetasra Yenen 3a: NIEDZIELSKI & GILES 1996; TRUDGILL
1986."

V Genapyckail KaHTakTHall JIHTBICTBILB! T3PMiHAM «akaMajaLbif» Ka-
poictaeuua takcama I'. Lpixyn (IIpIXVH 1998, 84; CYCHUN 1999, 4), man
AKOM €H pazyMee «3axaBaHHe KOXHal moBail cBaéli MaTaphli Hphl 3MeHe
¢dopMsI aHOM 3 iX Maj ymwisiBaM Opyroi 1 y3aeMHbIM GonbLibiM ab0 MeH-
weIM 30abk3HHeM ix ¢opmby (LBIXYH 1998, 84), «ujednolicanie si¢ w

15 Ha Toe, wiTo naj HaliMEeHHEM «TPACAHKI» 4acTa PasyMEIoOLLa BENbMi Henano6HLIS 3°4Bbl,
yBara 3Bspranacs HeaaHoHubl. Bonbw magpabssHa mpa ncixanarivHels acnekThl § Bbi-
3snicHHI | kBanidikaipli «TpacAHKi» ri.: ZAPRUDSKI (y ApyKy).

16 'V cBagit paneitmaii npaipl A abasHauwdHKEA NpeinanabHEHHS MOYLAM CBaiiro MayaeHHa aa
MayNeHHs Cypa3MoYibl an3iH 3 BATHBIX NpaACTayHikoy caubiansHai ncixanorii Mose I'.
Jokaline xappicrajcAa TakcamMa TOpMiHAM «(KaHBEpPreHUb A» («convergence»)
(napayn.: GILES 1977, TyT npeiBei3eHa nasoaie; BAXTHH & '010BKO 2004, 104). '3l x
TIpMiH (speech aGo language convergence) nasHeil BbIKApLICTOYBAN i IHIWIBIA ayTaphl,
napayH., hanpsiknan; BOURHIS 1984. TNpaua I1. Tpamwkbina Ham HEAACTYNHas, Aaned cna-
CBUIKI Ha sie pofALua npa3 nacpaaHiursa: WOOLHISER (Y ApykKY).
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wigkszym lub mniejszym stopniu formy kontaktujacych jezykéw przy za-
chowaniu materii kazdego z nich» (CYCHUN 1999, 4). I'. LipixyH nan-
gpaciliBae, WTO PA3MisNAHas iM «TPacAHKa» AK Bil KaHTaMiHaubli anpos-
yipaela i al aciMinAusli, i an akamanausii. Toe, wro ¥ Hac Oymse iMena-
panua akamajausiai, y I'. LipixyHa npeiGnizHa annapsanae (MOyHaMy) «kaH-
dapMisMy» (LIpIXYH 2000, 52; TSYKHUN 2006, 67, 69). Haaxsapor, Heca-
CTyIUlBaclh y MayiIeHdYbIM IUIAHE Y KaHTaKTax 3 iHIBIMI Jiroa3pMi JI.
MaceHKa ycien 3a A. TkausHKaM pasriidfae Ik MOYHYIO «CTOHKacuby, ara-
OpBAIOYBICA, alHAK, [IITO T3Thl BbIPa3 HE HaNeXbilk ha JKy
tapmiHanariyneix (MACEHKO 2004, 143)..

3aBApILAIOYBI FABOPKY NPa iCHYIOUbIA TIPMiHANATIYHbIA HAHMEHHI, MOX-
4a cracjiailia Takcama Ha Capy ToMacaH, sikast CApOA CAMi MeXaHi3may, mTo
CTIpHIAIOLE Y3HIKHEHHIO 3MEIIAHbIX MOY, Ha3biBae TakcaMma «repaMayieHHe»
(«negotiating»), maj AKiM sHa pasymee «npaudc (y MHorix a6o ¥ 6onbacii
BHIAZKAY, Bifialb, HECBANOMBI), NPl JaNaMo3e AKOTa MOYLbI aAHOH MOBbI
3B3ARCHAIOLB MOYHBIS, 3MEHBI, HAKOJIbKI SIHBI MOTYIIb PacKa3alp, 301Karo4sl
CTPYKTYpY afHOR Mogu ca CTpyKTypail iHait MOBbI, 3 MOYIAMi SKOMH SHbI
sHaxom3ANUa Y kaHrakue» («process (probably unconscious) by which
speakers of one language make linguistic changes that, as far as they can tell,
approximate structure of one or more other languages with whose speakers
they are in contact») (THOMASON 2003, 31). Kani mepkasauHi moyuay az-
HOCHA CTPYKTYpBI iHIIait MOBBI NPaBiibHbIA, TO BbIHIKaM Oya3e ChIXOLKAHHE
(convergence) y HanpamKy fa iHmai MOBbI (Tamcama).

[MaBomsie CBeQUaHHA ajHaro 3 3acHaBalbHiKay TIOpb MayneH4a i
axamapausli I'. Jlkaitnca, yeaasense iM y 1973 r. Mamani «mabinbHacui
HaLCKy», aJl AIKO# MoXa Beclli CBO# ajulik TIOphIA MayieHyail akaMagausii,
6BLIO MOYHBIM «KAHCTPYKTHIYHBIM KPbITBIUHBLIM a/lka3aM Ha mapanbirMy Jla-
6oBa» (NIEDZIELSKI & GILES 1996, 334). I'. Jlxakc namiysly, Wwro ranoy-
HyI0 pomo ¥ Bap’ipaBaHHi, a Aikora 3BApTaeLlia lacieaaBatbl a’ ek, irpae
He adiupiiiHel vs HeadilpIiHbI KAHTIKCT, ki, nasoe Jlabosa, mae BAJiKae
3HaudHHE ¥ BbIGApH! «IIPACTBDKHAra» abo «HENpICTbDKHAra»y MayieHdara
CTBUTIO, alle XyT4d# MayJIeHub! CThUIb Cypa3sMoyusl i, HaHOONbL, HECBANO-
Mast ab0 CBAZOMAs PiaKubiA JacielaBaHara ab’ekTa Ha raThl CThilb. Y ai-
TMaBeqHACLi 3 TIOPHIAK MaysieHyail akamajaubli «MOYIbI BifA3MAHAOLb X
MayIeHubls CThUIL, pIaryrousl He Ha KaHTIKCT Majsel, ane ¥ aakas Ha cmbiib
adpacama» («speakers modify their speech styles not in response to the con-
text of the event, but in response to the addresee’s style») (BblTy4aHa ay-
tapami. — C.3.) (NIEDZIELSK! & GILES 1996, 334).



IMayctae nbiTaHHE: HAKOJBLKi iCTOTHBIMI MOTYUb Obllib TI3Thif Bina-
3MAHEHHi?

3 agnaro Goky, siHbl Han3yHa Moryub ObIb MiHiMaIbHBIMI a0 HeicTOT-
HbIMI, IUTO a/IHa4acoBa Jae MarvysiMaclib KaHCTaTaBallb HafyHaclb Bifa3sMa-
HEeHHs 1 Ja3Bandge MoViy ¥ mpaudce kaMyHikaubli 3aXaBallp CBal0 MayieH-
YyI0 «iIIHTBIYHACLEY, YJIACHA, 3aCTaLlLa NPH] «CBAIM» KOI3€.

3 mpyrora 60Ky, r3This Bila3MAHEHHI MOTYLib aKa3alllla HacTOJbKi ICTOT-
HEIMi, [IITO I'3Ta MOXa NacTaBillb NaJ CyMHEHHE YTPhIMAHHE «CBaliro» Kony,
Ar0 iIPHTHIYHACLL, TAKIM YbIHAM, af0y/3ella nepaxon Ha iHIIbI Ko, KOoJa-
Bae MepaKHoudHHE.

[lepaknwuysHHeM KkoOjJay Ha3biBaelL@ «§KbIBaHHE HEHKIM an-
HbIM MOYLaM Ha Npaudry agHoi pa3MoBbi GONbLI, YbIM aJHATO MOYHAra Ba-
poisuran («the use of more than one linguistic variety by a single speaker in
the course of a single conversation») (HELLER & PFAFF 1996, 594). V npy-
roii mpaupl Ha rHTYI0 TIMY FaBODBILILA Npa cripakThikaBaHbix (fluent) Giminr-
Bay, AKid yacaM yLArBaioLla ¥ MEPAKIIOYIHHE KOJAY, NpagyKyroubl «AbiC-
KYPCBI, fKisl, GBIYIUBI YacTKaif aHaro i Taro % BbIKa3BaHHA ab0 idy4sIX anHo
3a aJ[HBIM BBIKa3BaHHAY, YKIIOYAIOLb MapdeMbl 3 I3BIOX 1ii 60NMbII pazHaBif-
Hacugy ixwAra MoyHara paneptyapy» («discources which, in the same con-
versational turn or in consecutive turns, include morphemes from two or
more of the varieties in their linguistic repertoire») (MYERS-SCOTTON 1998,
217).

2.2 MayaeHuan akaMaaalbIis

V ciTyausli HemacpafHara kaMyHikaBaHHA Q3BIOX aco0 MayseH4aa axkama-
Jalpld MOXa CyCTpakalllla HAaCTOJNbKI, HAKONbKI ¥ TakiX BhITagkax MOTylb
CYTHIKallla HOCKGITH ABYX PO3HBIX MaynieHuslx kogay. [lcixanariunai nepa-
IOyMoBaii Ui MayneHyail akaMazausli 3’ aynsenua iMKHeHHe 1a kaMopTHaii
i adexThIYHAl KaMyHiKalbli, a «TIXHaNariyHai» — Tad akaniyHacub, WITO ¥
Benapyci mactaTkoBa Banlikas KoJbKaclb JIOA3EH Baloxae He TONbKi CBaim
«aCHOVHLIMY KofaM, ayie i Helkim(i) iHmbIM(i). Bagoma, 1wTo Moyus! 3BbI-
YaiiHa cesgoma a0 HecBsgoMa XO4ylb cramabauua cBaiM cypasMoyuam
(BOURHIS 1984, 176). Beironaii akxamamaublifHeIX MayjeH4YbIX MaBOA3iHAY
3’ayasenua Toe, WTo ¥ BRIMaAKy iX ysacabneHHs, npaynananoGHa,
MaBsTiyBaclua ycnpbiMaHas Y3aeMHas npelograibHacih Moyuay, npan-
KasanbHACUb i ¥3aeMHad MaATpbiMKa, MaBblllaenua y3poBeHb MixkacaGosait
YUATHyTacli, cHacuiraibHacub i 3pa3syMesaclib, a Takcama, IITO HaiBaxHewH
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y MOYHBIX KaHTaKTax, 3A0JlbHaclb Moyuay nabisalila 3rofst 3 6oky cBaix
cypasmoyuay («to increase speakers’ perceived attractiveness, predictability
and supportiveness, level of interpersonal involvement, intelligibility and
comprehensibility, and, perhaps, most importantly in language contact si-
tuations, the speakers’ ability to gain addressees’ compliance») (NIEDZIELSKI &
GILES 1996, 335). Y ThIX BeIMaakax, Kajii af3i# 3 cypasMoyLay BeIXaBaHbI i
no6pa majpeIXTaBaHbl ¥ pa3HacTalHBIX MOYHBIX MPAKTHIKAX, TO MayneH4as
akaMajanpla 6yn3e, npaynanagoOHa, aManb Henas6exHai. Sk mima agHa cy-
yacHad Genapyckas Aacienusiila, «HATypalbHa, ITO YajlaBeK BbIXAaBaHbI,
JiHTBiCTBHIYHA JacBeMYaHbl 3J0Nee Najlaj3iliia Majg MOYHB! CThLAbL CBaiiro
cypasmoyusly (HABACEJBLIABA 2007, 96). Xapakrtapbi3yrousl KaMmyHika-
BIHBIA TABOA3IHBI CY4acHBIX MOJBCKIX BACKOBBIX XbIxapoy, I'. Kypak
3pApTae YBary Ha Toe, IITO SiHbI BeNbMi YyifHa i akamajalbliiHa paaryiomb Ha
MaysIeHubl KoJI, Ha AKiM 1a iX 3BApTQIoNua cypasMoyiml (KUREK 1994, 109).

V sxacui imocTpatbli ncixanariyHait akamagaupli, skas Belpasinacs ¥
MepaKmioIdHHI KOfay, MOXHA craciainua Ha no6pa Bamgomae amicanHe ba-
peicam Byp’sHam M%’HLIX 3HociHay y MIHCKY naMix MACLIOBBIMI XKbIXapaMi
i BbI3BaNiLENAMI-BaliCKOYIlaMi HanpbikasLpl Jpyroi cyceeTHait BaiHbl. Y
fKaclli «yKmoYaHara» HasipanbHika yanaBek y BaiCKOBbIM an3eHHi (ajTap
ammicaHHsA) KaHcTaraBay HapMalbHae («fAK HEINTa HaTypajibHae, 3BBIKNAC,
*KbIBOE») ObiTaBanHe § Mincky 1944 r. Genapyckait MoBbl («Ha Cypaxckim
peIHKY 260 § HaToyme Bako/ MpbIBaK3a/bHAM LAPKBBL... CAPOA MAIETKAY»).
AJle BoChb &H 3araBoppay /1a Karochlli (Ha pyckaii MoBe) — i § BBIHIKY aTpbIM-
miBanacs «36sAHTIKaHas nay3ay, «BiHaBaTas ¥cMelkay»: «aapyiue, 1 TyT na-
CBOMMY, SIK Mbl ¥3K0 NpHIBBIKALb Madaji Mpsl HEMUAX, a Bbl X pasymeele
TONBKI Na-pycKy, Na-Mackoycky... [ yanaBek nérka nepaxonsiy Ha «mpocTu-
Ten, «6naronapio Bacy, «aepxurech 6epera Cucnoun» (LUKASANEC, PRI-
GODZIC & SIAMESKA 1998, 69-70).

3anicausl § 1994 r. ycnamin b. Byp’sHa BeIKNaa3eHbl, 31aeLLa, 3 Hefkai
HOJIAH 3M3iYIeHHa MOYHBIMI MaBOA3iHaMi MiHCKiX maaneTkay. AmHak, citya-
HBIIO, MPBI AKOM MIHCKI X/IOM4YbIK y30py 1944 r. y 3HOCIHaX 3 cangaram-Bbi-
3panillesieM He TpbicTacoyBayca 6 fa MayeHHs anoluHara, MoxHa 6bio 6
NpBI3HALG HATypanbHai, Gafai, ToekKi ¥ ThiM BhINAAKY, kani 6 €H He Mey
HAaBAaT MiHIMaIbHbIX HaBbIKAY MayJeHHs Ha pyckaii MoBe. Yce acTaTHis
mapaMeTphi Jaf3eHail kaMyHikaThIyHa# CiTyallbli (3HOCIHBI MajoalIara ca
CTapIHMIBIM; 3HOCIHBI AByXMOYHara 3 aIHaMOYHbIM; 3HOCIHbI MACLOBara 3
Yy)KaKOM; 3HOCIHbI XbiXapa aKyMaBaHalt TIPHLITOPLI 3 BalickoyUaM-BbI3Ba-
JlitieneM; 3HOCiHBI MpajcTayHiKa NpbIBaTHArA JaKajbHara XblLUs i MpbiBaT-
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Hait imanorii 3 Hocb6iTaM (yHAaMeHTaNbHAl calbiAlbHA-NATITRIYHAT Micii

A .. .. . o N A% Ben. nit. | Pyec. nit. - HanaykaMyHika- ‘
i «yciomplicHaily invanorii; 3HOCIHBI MpaACTayHika «Manoi» KyJbTyphl 3 bis l
HOCBOITAM KyMbTYphl «BsUliKait»; 3HOCIHBI YanaBeka, AKi He Mae Na4bIHEHHs Vi Ben. nor- | Ben. abr- - PovE— I
Ja ynabl, 3 yanasekaM, fki ¥ N3YHbIM cIHCe §Bacabnie caboit HoByIO Yila- an an
1y, i an.) cBeayaup npa TOeE, WTO ¥ AaA3eHbIM BBINAKY CTpaTaris MNpbiCTa- VII | Ber mr- Ben Ben. Tpac o
caBaHHA Ja MayJeHuYBIX NABOA3IH Cypa3MOyLbl Bbirisaana Gosbil, YbIM Ha- an Tpac
TypanbHad. . e . VIII | Ben. msl- Pyc. Ben. Tpac. amans |
Tpbl MikacaGoBLIM CYTHIKHEHHI HOCBOITay ABYX PO3HBIX KOAAY Mardbl- an Tpac T — | ]
MBI SK DO3HBISL Bifibl KaMyHikaibli, Tak i BeIOpaHHE po3Hara Koj 03HBIX - -
PO YHIKD ’6 P P oRY (P : IX | Ben gpl- | Pyc.nit. | ben. Pyc. aMa’nb 1 i
Kogay) MixacaGoBbIx 3HOCIHaY. Habop MardbMbIX CHATYUIHHAY KaMyHIKaH- an Tpac Tpac KamyHIKaLB d |
Tay, BeparofHbis «koJbl MKKOJIABBIX 3HOCIH» 260 BEPArofHbA May/eHbIs X BeJ; Ben - - ” yHixa ; ‘:
co s - . . . . = M bIst o
naBo/3iHbl i KBamidikalpis ajinaBeJHBIX Bigay KaMyHikalbll MPEIMAHATbHA " tpac yHtkan )
Ja MOLHA JPKaHTIKCTyali3aBaHbIX Genapyckix ciTyauwid mpapcrayieHst ¥ X ;p : D : ; 3
. el c. = aManb 1
Tabniupi 2. Y ‘ |
Tpac. Tpac. ! KaMyHikalpis & |
= XII Ben. c.mit. | Ben. ) |
Beparoaubi(s) Kpanipikaupis Py Pyc aMaib i
. . . a . . 1
KOZI(b1) BiJly KaMyHika1lbli il Tpag Tpac. | Tpac kamyHIKallb!A
«MDKKOJABbIX ¥ THIM BBINAIKY, Pyc. Pyc. = KaMyHiKaLibIA
MarubIMBbIs 3HOCiH» abo Kajli Hi Tpac. Tpac: ' It
KaMGiHalbli BEPAro/IHbIs akamajabli, Hi X1V Pyc. Pyc. nir. - KaMyHIKalbIa
KaMyHikaHTay MOY HbIst NepaKIOUIHHS Tpac. _ :
MABO3iHbI Konay He anbya- XV Pyc. mit. Pyc. jiiT. = KaMyHiKalpIs
KaMmyHikaHTay seuua Tabniua 2. HaGop MardbiMbix cnazy4aHHAY KaMmyHikaHTay,
I Ben. miT. Ben. nir. = KaMyHiKaIlbIﬂ BEPAroJHbIs «KOIbl Mi)I(IKOJJa.Ble 3HOCIH» a6®-BeparoJHbs
I Beun. nir. Ben. npi- Ben. Tpac. Kamyﬂixaubm Mayne}.mbm l:la.BOﬂBIHbl i kanidikaup!a aanabeaHbIX Bigay |
KaMyHiKalplt i
sl il
Il | Ben. zir. Ben. Bes. Tpac. KaMyHiKaLbIa AT, - NiTAPATYpHAE (MAYNEHHE), ABIAN. — AbIANCKTHAE (M-
Tpac JIEHHE), TPac. ~(TPACAHKa» ! ;‘
- - = . = _ BpINa/IKi, Kani Hi MayjeH4Yas akaManalpis, Hi NepaKmo- ]
1AY Ben. nit. Pyc. Pyc. Tpac. HanayKaMl);mKa- waHHE Koaay He naTpaGyiouLa
I\
Tpac. LbIsg - — BBIMAAKI, KA BHICOKAA BeparoJHacub Taro, WTo i/

NpLIHAMCI aI3iH CypasMoyLa MOXa He akaMalaBauua, 3a-
cTallia npbl CBAIM KOA3E '

17 Ksanidikaupia fafsena ¥ annaseaHacui 3 NPaKThikail HassIBallb Tak 3HOCIHbI Namixk A3BkO-
Ma acoBami, fkin ¥ MikacaGOBBIM KaHTaKile KapbiCTalollia cBaiMi MoBami, napayH.: HAU-
GEN 1972; BUDOVICOVA 1987. asoane Iycraycana, Gniskacus Genapyckaii i pyckai Moy
pobims mobylo cymech mamixk iMi 3pasymenaii («makes any suc h m ixing i ntelligible)
(nock6itam abenseiox Mo¥) (GUSTAVSSON 1997, 1924). Ancions moxna 6bino 6 3pabius
BBICHOBY a6 THIM, LITO KaMYHiKaLLIA 3 y3eaM moGora 3 Biay «TpacsHki» (1a Genapyckait
acnoBe ab0 Ha pycKait acHOBE) €CUb KaMyHiKaubif, a He HanaykamyHikaubis, aiHaK Mbl na-
KyNb acueparaemcs pabilib Takyio BbICHOBY (ra. HiXOH}).

|
18 V Buinaaky CyTHIKHeHHA HOCHGITAy MaBOM aAPO3HBIX JBIANEKTAY, «KOAAM MDKKOJABBIX || 4:
3HOCIH» Y JAI3CHBIM BhIMAAKY Marna § CTalb, BEparoiHa, Hainepiu «pacsHkay. i
19 Tyti naneit kpanidiaupia «aMarb KAMYHIKalbig» (2 HE «HaNaykamyHikatbia») Jacula pol-
nagkam, Kani ¥ 3HOCIHAX yA3eNbHiualob NpaacTayHiki (aaBomi mouHa pycidikasansix) Ge- 14
NApyCKiX ABIANEKTAY, 2 TAKCAMA BBIMAAKY, Kaji CYThIKAOWa HOCKITb! «TpACAHKi HA Gena-
pycKail aCHOBE» i «TPACAHKI HA PyCKai aCHOBE». !




[pbt ycéit cnexynsusliiHacii NpbIBEA3CHBIX Y TabMilbl AaA3€HBIX SHA ThIM
HEe MeHII MOXa Nakasallb, IITO MPbl CyThIKHEHHI HOCBOiTay PO3HBIX KOAAY y
Genapyckaii ciTyausti ¥ Bblmaaxky A3€AHHA MayneH4al akamajaupli kamrpa-
MICHBIM «KOJaM MDKKOJABbIX 3HOCIH» JaBoJii yacta Moxa Oblilb Toit aGo iH-
uIbl Bif 3MewraHara MayneHHs (kamOiHaupli kamyHikaurtay I, 111, 1V, VII,
VI, IX, X, X1, XII, XIII; ne Beixioyana takcama VI). AAcionb MOXHa 3pa-
6iup BhiCHOBY a6 Bstikail npaxTeluHail kapeicli ¥ Oenapyckait cityausli
yMeHHa ¥ 3alexxHaclli ail PO3HBIX KaMYHiKaThlYHBIX napTHEpaY i ciTyauslii
3MeuBalp y ThiX abo iHIIBIX Opanoplpiax 6enapyckylo i pyckyro MoBbl. Sk
3ayBaxay [1. Tpalkbul, 3 UsAram 4acy akamajatibia MOXa CTaHaBilllla nepma-
HEHTHait 3’qBail, I. 3H. MOYUBl MOTYLb YBOI3ILb PbICHI, AKiS AHBI KYJIbThI-
BYIOLb Y BHIAAKAX akaMmajalbli, y cBaé MayNleHHE Npbl 3HOCIHAX 3 HOCKOI-
TaMi ceaitro ynacHara xogy (WOOLHISER, y apyky). [Ipaynanano6Ha, y Bbi-
najiKy 3 «TpacsHkail» cyThikaemcs 3 TakiM GpeHoMeHam.

2.3 [lepakaw4dHHe Koaay

TlepaxmousHHe kofay y MixacaGoBbIX 3HOCIHAX MamMik HE3HaEMBIMI NIOA3b-
Mi, fkoe maBojjie MeplIbIX Mansp3fHiX HasipaHHay (ra. JIAHKEBIY 2007,
JIAHKEBIY 2008) y Benapyci He 3'4yisenua BeapMi nalbipaHaii npaktbikai,
MOXa Mellb Bsjlikae callblsUTbHae 3HAUZHHE: Y)KbIBaHHE ¥ May/leHHi aieMeH-
Tay iHmIa# MOBBl MoOXa KBallidikasalua, 3rogHa 3 gacienaBanHeM H. a-
canbMa navatky 1970-x rr., sk 3HgLUe mpabiembl MoyHail Hanpy)kaHacl,
ckapaudHHe MoyHal nbicraHupli (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982, 105), sk
maYHBI «OscneyHsl KnanaHy», sKi 3axoyBae L3IacHacub KoxxHait MoBbI («safe-
ty-valve that conserves the integrity» of each language) (WOOLARD 1989;
npeiBea3eHa nasomne: POSNER 1993, 64). [@akonnki ¢eHOMEeH nepa-
KITIOYSHHA konay He abaBA3KoBa BbiKJliKaella KeNCKiM BalloJaHHEM M3YHai
MOBaii, IPbI ATO BBIBYYIHHI acabliByl0 KapbICLib Mae anopa Ha nassuue ka-
MyHikaTbIyHaii kamrnieTs>HIBI (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982, 108).

Ha agpo3senHse an Maynenuail akamanaupli, akas 3’ayaseuua nepanycim
ncixanaridyHeiM geHoMeHaM, KoAaBae MepaxiioudHHe Mae OaraTyio Tpaibl-
IBIIO pasMIAY He TOJbKI CALbIAUIBHBIX acneKkTay ratail 3°aBbl, ane i MOYHbIX.
V 19ap3TeIYHBIM [UIaHe 1iKaBbIM 3’ aysenla nblTaHHe, NePAaKIoYIHHA af3i-
Hak sikora MiHiManbHara ¥3poyHio ¥ MayneHuall NibiHi JacTaTkoBa, kab
MoxHa 6LITO raBaphilb a6 HasyHacui NepaKiroYIHHSA Koxay y NpbIHUbIIE. 3
OYHKTY [JIeJDKaHHs MaBepXHEBall CTPYKTYPH KOIaBae Mepakitoy3IHHe MOXa
yxmovans BLIKappICTaHHE acOOHBIX cioy, BeikniuHikay (HELLER & PFAFF

1996, 598). 3 npeiBen3eHai BbILIIH A3QiHiLbI KOZaBara nepakaioOY3HHA
K. Maep-CkotaH (1. 2.1), BbIHiKae, HITO NEPAKIIOYIHHE KOIay MOXa aabbl-
palua Ha Y3poYHi MapdeM. AXHaK KolaBae MEPAKIIIOYIHHE MOXKa agObl-
Balllia i HUIAXaM YBAJ3€HHs ¥ TUTbIHb aiHOH MOBbI MiHIMAJTBHBIX aA3iHAK ThI-
my acoOHBIX rykay (acobHara ryka) inmaf MOBBI, i ¥ I3ThIM fUIaHe, 34aBa-
nacs 6, He 3aycEénbl Moxka OblLb BIJABOYHBIM, ¥ YBIM MaNArae po3Hila namix
KOJaBbIM TIEPAKIIIOU3HHEM 1, HaNpbIKIaA, iHTIpdepaHLbIail. Po3Hina mamix
raThiMi 3’sBaMi BBICBAT/IAELA Npbl Aamamo3e YCTaHaYNeHHS MeXaHi3May
«3armycKy» (triggering) agHol i apyro# 3°ABbE: Y TOI yac, Ak iHTIpdepIHIBIA
g3eiiHiuae Ha HECBAJOMBIM Y3pOYHI, NEpaKilouYdHHE Konay 3a3siicHselia
6nix3i fa MaBepxHi CBAAOMAcHl i Mae TIHIPHULIO MaHidecraBalp csbe
TONBKI ¥ THIX CiTyalblsaX, Kaji SHO mnajjaeua iHTIpnpartausli 3 6oky cypas-
Moy bl (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982, 110-111).

]

2.4 LmocTpansii MayieHyaii akamagansli i IepakaoYIHHA Koaay

,

V 3akmouHail qacm‘tl apTbhIKyJla MBI TPBIBOA3IM 3 MiHIMaIbHBIMI KaMeH~
TapaMi HekaJlbki NpbliiIafgay pycka-6enapyckara i 6enapycka-pyckara kojaa-

Bara AEPak/IOYIHHA, a TAKCaMa BbIKApbICTAaHHE § KaMyHiKampli riOpbiaHbIX
v 20

tdopmay.
2.4.1 Pycka-Genapyckae nepaksjiouIHHe

(1) R: Bepuynace s u3 V3aul, a Mropek MHe rosopur: «Hy, uto,
BepHynach, BA/IAL[YKI'A»?

(2) L: OH He sBUNICA Ha KOH(EPEHIHIO
R: [la, on B nocnenunee spems Boobuie 3HIK

(3) L: Ckonbko MHe 104 xnaTb, KIABAPAI?

(4)  L: Jlena, npuset! Kak XBILILIE?

(5)  A:Cnymait, TIPBIIVPKABATAS, 3AB’1O!

(6)  A:Hy, naBaii yunch u MHOro rocynsi He [TILIKAY
Ba ycix BhIISHNPBIBEA3€HbIX MpPBIKJIagax 3HOCIHAY namix AOOpbIMI 3HaE-
MbiMi (1 i 2 — ByAiuHBIA ryTapki; 3-6 — ToneOHHBIA pa3MOBbI) MEpPaKIO-
43HH| 3 pyckait MOBHI Ha Genapyckyro (2, 4-6) i Ha «rpacaHky» (1, 3) aby-
MOVJIeHbI 3KCIPACIVHRIMI maTpabami Moyuay — HAaCTONbKI MOLHBIMI, WITO ¥
npuikaagse (1) Moyua R He crniblHAeULa nepai CTBapIHHEM AABOJ WITy4HaH

20 YmoyHsis aGazHaudHHi [N. y JaAaTKY.




dopmbl BAJIALIYKT A, sxyto ¥ 3BbiMaiHbIM Kbt Haypan nauyeuwl. (Popma |
BAJIALIVTA 3’aynsenua naakpacieHa Oenapyckad, i Tyt wid nayHaThl |
KapliHel 610 6 HaTypalbHa YaKalb HapMmaTbiyHara Gemapyckara Qpbika- 3

teiyHara I' y BhIMayieHHi, a He pyckara BolbyxHora I'.)

Psanizalplio 3kcApaciyHbix nartpaday Moyuay MoxkHa dikcasalb i ¥ Bbi-
Najkax, Kajli KaHCTATyeM alacpojKaBaHbl KAHTaKT, HANpBIKNIAA Y BBICTYTI-
NeHHax KipayHika mssapxasbl A.I'. JlykamsHki na tanebauanni (7) i (8), a
Takcama pa3AaKTapa afHoil 3 A3sfipxayHmix raseT na paaeié (9) (y amnomHim
BBINA/IKY, akpaMs Taro, HasipaeM npeIGili3Hae LBITABAHHE aIHATO 3 Kiacikay
Genapyckait JliTapatypbl): -

(7)  P: Y uro ke Gbino? Biaxne6, T'BAJITAM kpuuanu, uto 6eto-
pyCcKui s3bIK OyaeT yHuuTOoXReH. Uro noryunnocs? Iocne 06-
BAJILHOTO HacakeHHA OenopyccKoro A3pika ObUIM IPHHATHI
kOHTpMepbl. CerogHs Mo MCCNEJOBAHUAM HE3ABUCUMBIX yue-
HBIX, B TOM 4yKcie MuHUcTepcTBa 00pa3oBaHus, MOATBEPKACHO:
TBEP/IO YCTaHOBIIOCH 40 % KO ¢ GENOpYCCKUM A3BIKOM 00Y-
HeHuUA. .

(8)  P: Oum yxe rorosel BoeBats 32 HESAJIEXXHACUDb benapycu.
OHH OpraHM3yIOT HalMOHAIBHO-0CBOOOANTENBHYIO MaK BbI3-
BAJIEHYVYIO Boiiny.

(9) J: KoneuHo, ’T0 HEKOHCTPYKTHBHAsA MO3MUMA, KOTJa M30 AHA B
neHb mpu3biBaloT K demy-to tHna «XJIOINLIBI, BAPBILIE
CTPDJIbEBI! » u Tomy nogo6GHOE.

Tpeiknaner 10-12 3amicans! ¥ 2004 r. maauac xaurpaca Acam0inei gamakpa-
TBIYHBIX HAYpadaBhiX apraHizaupiit Bemapyci (y wanepaini MOMaHT He ic-
Hye), Y paMKax SKora KaHTaKTaBalli 3HauHas KOJIbKaclb JABYXMOYHBIX acofb 3
pO3HBIM Y3poYHEM kaMmeT3Hupli ¥ Oenapyckait moe. Ilakoneki aprami-
3aTapbl KaHTpaca BLICTyMani MepaBaxKHa Ma-6emapycky, i CApoAd «CHaHTaH-
HBIX» NpaMoyiay Obuia Balikas KoJibKaclpb 6enapycKkamMOyHeIX JIIOA3EH, pycC-
KaMOVHsIA Y3enbHiKi MepanphleMCTBa HAp3JKa akamajaBalics a acApoa-
O34, BHIKApHICTOYBalOubl ¥ cBaiM MayneHHi Thid abo iHmBbiA Genapycka-
Mo¥HbIs (passl aG0 acOGHBIA CIOBLL, LITO YacaMm CKIajfaia iM MIYHela mpab-
Jiems! (ipsikiag 12).

(10) D;: Moxer, 1 JAUTOBLLI Mojckazanu Obl HAM 4YTO-TO CBOMM
JOCBEJIAM.

(11)  D,: Beem Bam BSUIIKI I3AK VY, MoToMy 4TO KHHXKA YXKe Bbi-
XOIHT.
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(12) Dy [y adkaz wHa panniky Ha Oenapyckai  Moee,
sannyyubics]...cuxy B BEJIAPYCKIM ACAPOII3I, yxe He
MOTY MO-PYCCKH CKa3aTb
BoinajiKi akamajansli Aa cypa3Moyubl i BHIKapbICTAHHA KOJaBara mnepakiio-
y3HHA ¥ IKCIPICIYHBIX MITaX, HaTypaibHa, MOTYIlb CyCTpaKallla 3yciM 1o-
6a4 y paMKax afHo#H i Toif a pa3MOBEI, 4K MOXXHA Ha3ipallb y MPBIBEA3EHBIM
aiait npwiknagse (13). Tyt mBa noOpa 3Ha&MBbIA BBIKIAAYBIKi-IyMaHiTaphli
(X — mepaBaxHa GenapyckaMoyHel, Y — MepaBaxHa pPYCKaMOYHbI) pasmay-
nsoup npa naesaky Y ¥ am3iH 3 ykpaiHckix yHiepcitatay (X mpel raTeiM
epakiIioYblycsa Ha aCHOYHYI0 MOBY Y, PyCKYIO):
(13) X:HY kax ce3gunu?

Y: HopmansHo. Brpouem, He odeHb uHTepecHo. Kadenpa Tam
cnabosaras. ECTb TONBKO OOMH MOKTOpP HAyK, 3aHUMAaeTcs, Ka-
xered, [naseana nadyxosas cneyvisnizaywis]. Tpu kaHaM#aTa
MOJIOZEXKb.

X: ﬂﬁﬂa}o TaM eCThb JOKTOp [Ha3eana kakpamHae npo3giwyal,
OHa Hanmucasia JUCCePTALHIO O [Ha3eana mamaj.

Y: JeiicTBuTeNIbHO, €CTh Takasa. S mpuBe3 ¢ cOOOH HECKONBKO
CBOMX CTatTeif, DyMai, MOXeET, KOMy-HUOYIb IOJapto, HO OKa3za-
JI0Ch MM 3TO HEHHTEPECHO. Mooaexh HHKako# ocoboil Hayko#H
HE UHTEPECYeTcs, OHU GOoNblIe CTAapaoTcA Kak-TO MPOXMThL. U,
KOHEYHO, YAPYYaeT, YTO Y HMX (aKTHUECKH HET PYCCKOro A3bl-
xa. 51 TIEPLUYIO TA3IHY CBAEM JIEKLIBII [IPAUBITAY
TIA-BEJIAPYCKY, JIbIK CTYJI3HTHI SIK Bbl YBAXJIIBA
CIIYXAJIL A JPYTVIO TAJIBIHY 5 YBITAY HA PYCKAW
MOBE, JbIK AHBI AK Bbl PA3FVBUIICA. PACYA-
PABAHBIS, 3AIICALIL HE YMEIOLb. BEJIbMI MOLIHA
HACTPOEHH! CVITPALL YCAIO PYCKATA.

X: MHe NpUXOIMIOCH CABILATL MHEHHE, YTO TaM yxe He 6o-
PIOTCS € PYCCKMM A3bIKOM. 3aueM ¢ HuM 6opoTscd, ecnu Mo-
CKBa UM YK€ HUUEM HE YrpoxKaer?

Y: D10 He Tak. Bpar Bceraa HyxeH, ¥ Poccus oveHn xopoliia B
JTOM KauecTBe. Mosofiekb TaM O4YeHb CHIILHO HacTpauBatoT
npotus Poccuu, ¥ OHa Ty nponaraHay BocnpuHuMaet. S 6sut B
Teartpe, Iie MOKa3biBaJM CMEKTAK/Ib 110 MOTUBAM MPOU3BEACHHMH
IlleBuenko. Tak oHu BbIOpany eABa MM HE TOALKO TakHe, rie
6bTH aHTHpYcckue MOTHBBI {OHM y LleBueHko neACTBUTENILHO
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ecth). Jrto Obuto Takoe Harpomoxaenue ITPA ['OThIX
JIPOHHBIX MACKAJIEY, fKIA HE JIAIOLb BOJIBHA
XbILb YKPAIHE. BbIY TAM 31130/, KAJIl ¥ TJIbIBIHI
CLIPHBI MAJAE TIOMHIK TIATPA 1. V 3AJIE NTOVHAE
3AJIABAJIHEHHE, POY. IUTO TYT PAJIABALILA, T3TA
X KVJILTYPHbI CIMBAJI?! 3JABAJIACA, 3APA3 XTO-
HEBY/]I3b I'YKHE «XAJI3EM BILlb MACKAJIEV! ».
MMagyac rsTail pa3sMoBbl NpbI HA3MEHHBIM CKJIal3e KaMyHiKaHTay i KaMyHi-
KaTBIVHali ciTyaupti cypaiMoyua Y ABOHYBI NEpakmoublyca Ha Oenapyckyo
moBy. [Nepuisl pas — xajaioubl Nepakasallp MakciManbHa afdKBaTHBIMI MOY-
HBIMi CpOKaMi (akT MmpayblTaHHA JeKkubli Ha 6enapyckail Mose (abo npocta
TaMy, WITO ¥ pa3MoBe Y3HiKIa ToMa Genapyckait Mosbl) i, NpaynananoGua,
paaryious! Ha GenapyckamoyHyto acoOy cypasmoyubl X. Y JpyriM BeIanKy
nepakousHHe Ha Genapyckylo MOBY aibbIioCs, BeparojiHa, J3ejs 3KCIp3-
ciyusix Matay. Ha anposHeHHe aj nepiiara BBIMAAKY TYT HE if3e raBopka
Tpa MOYHBI P3aii3M, 3aTOe NPBI XKapTayiBa-ipaHiYHbIM amlicaHHi naBoA3iHay
yKpaiHCKiX refadoy Ha CrieKTaKfli nanidasa Jap>4HbIM BhIKapLICTallk MEHa-
BiTa OenapycKkyio MoBy. )

HatypansHa, 10TO NpBl MEepakiouY3HHI 3 pyckail MOBbI Ha 6enapyckyro
MaThlBaM HAp3JKa BBICTYNae >kafaHHe MpalblTaBallb HaUblsSHalbHA Harpy-
XaHbig NaHAuui abo npuiBecli KyJIbTypHa 3HaYHbIA BbIpasbl, K y NPBIKJIA3e
3 IpaMOBHI Ha MiThIHTY (14):

(14) Cronbko NeT mpo Hac OBOpMIHW, 4TO Mbl Takue ITAMIAP-
KOVHBbIS, CLUTUIBLS

2.4.2 besiapycka-pyckae nepaxkjiio4IHHe

V npeiBeasenbix HbKa# npeiknagax (15), (16), (17) i (18) (3anicanst nagyac
ceMiHapa i kaurpaca Acambiei JPMaKpaTeIYHBIX HAYPaLaBbIX aprafizatiplii)
HepaKioudHHi 3 Genapyckait MOBbI Ha PYCKytO ObLI BBIKJIiKaHbI, BEPAro/iHa,
KaJlaHHEM MIPBIBECLI HA MOBE apbITiHaNa Helikig YcToiniia ¢pa3bl aGo BbI-
paskl, 3 SKiMi MOYLBI CYTHIKAIOLLIA HAlNep1y, Bialk, y pyckaMoyHeM adap-
MJIeHHi, a60 HeraToBaciO XyTka Aalb OeapycKi 9KBiBaleHT:

(15) M: VBOI'VJIE 3PABILIL I'DTA SIIY5 PA3 BBUJIO B KA-
PBICHA. IloBTOpEHLE — MaTh YYEHb.

(16) F: HAM TPDBA BbI3HAYLIIILIA, J3E MbI 3HAXO-
J3IMCH, SIK KAXVYI1b, 3mech u ceituac.

(17) F: MbI 3ALIKAVJIEHBI, KAB BbIJIA [TPAD®ECIHHA A [TPA-
IIA — ckanbnens QoJKEH ObITh 3aTOUEH!

(18) F: YV I'DTHIM BBIAVIISELLIA CIIEJACLb APTAHIZALIBIL,
SKAA TTPLIMAE ynpaeneHueckoe pelieHue.
V npuiknagse (18) namaTkoBa MoXHa MepkaBaub a6 ancyrsacui y Gena-
pyckall MoBe ynanara i 3aMauasaHara § MayneHHi ajnaBedHika pyckamy
CJIOBY YNpA@neHYecKkui.

Yacam nepaxof 3 Genapyckail Ha pyckylo anbeiBaelua ¥ cityauss, kani ¥
Hejikara MoyHel ¥3Hikae MdYHasA ckiajaHas KaMyHiKaTbIyHas Kaisif, sKyro
€H IMKHellla BLIPALIBILG Y ThIM JIiKY Npa3 MepakiioysHHE HA PYCKYIO MOBY,
akas ¥ Gonbialt cTyneHi, ubiM Genapyckas, yBacabnse caboit ynany. V ci-
tyansli (19) npaacrayneHs! ajpacaBaHbl MyONilBl (MepaBakHa CTYOIHTaM)
myOnivHbl ABIANOr Mepaj NauaTkaM TaBapbickail rynbHi ¥ BateiGon mamix
BBIKJTaUbIKaMi i cTynoHTaMi ¥ agHBIM 3 MiHCKiX yHiBepciTaTay. S — BAAyUsI
raTara IbIANOTY, NPaaCcTayHik aaMiHiCTpambli agnaro 3 ¢pakyiasTaTay; D — Ki-
payHik raTara q)akynbm'ra.

(19) S: CEHHA ¥V HAMAM T'VJIbHI VA3EJLHIYAE JIOKAH
HAILUATA ©AKVIIBTOTA, AKI, K BAJAOMA, I'VJIALDb
HE YMEE...

D: YAMY HE YMEIO? A A4S ¥ 1HKOJIE...
S: [nepabisarouwr, scapmoyua] S BAM CJIOBA HE JIABAV ...

D: [nepabisarount y aokas, 3 naguiuasnnem mony] 1 eule B wWKo-
Jie urpa 3a cOOpHYIO LIKOJIbI.
TyT pyckas MoBa Oblna BeiOpaHa A5 Taro, kab nmepaxarils «BaJOAAHHE) Ci-
Tyaubifii, HEHaBA3JIiBa ACTABIlb BAXYYara «Ha Mecliay, Harajalpb sMy mpa
HeabxoqHaclp 3axaBaHHA cy0OapAblHaLIbLi.

2.4.3 Nepakntou3nne «Oeapyckasi MOBA — TPACAHKAY,

Hapanka HocbOiThl Genapyckaii MOBBI, Xafaroubl NaxkapTasallb, 3BSPTaOLLA
Ia BHIAYIEHUBIX MardbIMaclay «TpacsHKi» (yce HiXHANpbIBE3eHbIA MpbI-
KNafbl 3amicaHbl aguac MepanpbleMcTBay AcamOiel 1dMakpaThIYHBIX HAY-
pafaBbix apraHizaupiif):

(20) F: YBOI'VJIE Mbl CTAPANIICS AKTBIBI3ABAIlL ABMEP-
KABAHHE, PACCBUIAJII VCIM JIICThl 3 PO3HBIMI
[IPAIJAHOBAMI-TIPABAKAUBISIMI, AJIE BOATI'VK BbIY
MIHIMAJIbHBI 1 JbICKYCIA BJAFAITAJIVYHA 3ATHY-
JIACh




(21) F: Bbl XALIEJII b HATIICALb BOJIbLL? KAJIl IACKA, HA

J3EJIA TIAIIEPA ¥ HAC ECLIb.

(22) F: A HA XAJIEPY MHE HA BAC NNEPABOJ3IUbL 5YMATW!
Yacam Ky/nbTbiBaBaHHE «TpacsHki» anObiBaeuua, Oanal, He3HapoOK, fK y
npeixnanze (23), 13e HockOiT Genapyckait MOBbI ¥ anka3 Ha pImiiKy pycka-
MOYHaii kaHYbIHbI BETJIiBa NEPAKIIOUBIYCA HA PYCKYIO JIEKCIKY, alle He nepa-
KJIOYBIYCA Ha PYCKYIO aHeThIKY:

(23) Z: UYwuTaeTe M Bbl )KypHaN «Acambnes»?

N: YbITAKO BPOMA AT BPOMEHI.
2.5 I'ara npaua 3’dyndenua ToAbki HAIUbIM MEPLIBIM MOACTYNAaM Ja TIMBbI.
Jlacnenasanti ¥ Benapyci maynendail akamaiaubli 1 nepakiroudHHs koxay
nakyib Maiolb HerIBIGOKYIO Tpaibllblio. 3akpaHyTsis ¥ npalisl IpabaeMsl
narpalyiolb narmsibnenara AaciefaBaHHA, 3 NMaJKIIOYIHHEM 1@ iX BBIBY-
YIHHA KaJleKThiBay faciequbikay 3 pO3HbIX YCTaHOY.

HJanarak

Ymo¥Hbia abasHaAUIHHIL

Pyckas MoBa;

BEJIAPYCKAS MOBA;

T'IBPRITHBIA («TPACAHKABBIA») POPMDI;
KI* - BeiOyxHbI ryk I y pamkax ribpbeiaHbIx Gopm;
[pamapki HasipaibHika]
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Summary

Issues of speech accommodation and code-switching have yet to be explored
in Belarusian sociolinguistics. Intercultural communication studies are still
relatively recent, going back to the 1990s when the corresponding institu-
tional reforms took place in Belarus. In this study I aim first only to discuss
problems of differentiating communicative codes in Belarus, and second to
give an introduction to the problems of speech accommodation and code-
switching.

In Section 1 1 discuss the issue of distinguishing the specific codes in the
communicative space of Belarus. The fact that they are hard to identify is
studied in the context of the development of modern Belarusian sociolinguis-
tics. I thereby pay special attention to the applicability of the term “coordi-
nate bilingualism” to the Belarusian case, and argue that it is necessary to
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regard this “linguistic competence” as a sociolinguistic phenomenon rather
than study it on pedagogical grounds. Section 1 also deals with major fea-
tures of the trasjanka code. In Section 2 I briefly characterize the concepts of
speech accommodation and code-switching, and discuss problems of choos-
ing an appropriate intermediary code when speakers of different codes en-
counter each other.

The findings of Belarusian studies on the range of languages or speech
codes that exist in Belarus often differ considerably; not only different angles
of analysis adopted in works of different authors explain this fact. The stum-
bling block here is usually the identification of an independent “mixed code”
(or codes). Moreover, so far a common terminology has not been adopted by
all scholars. Different authors distinguish from three to six codes in the
communicative space of Belarus depending on the angle of analysis and their
own priorities. Such terms as “language”, “idiom”, “speech type”, “linguistic
system”, and “the system of linguistic means” have currency alongside the
term “code” in the works, of Belarusian authors.

In the scholafly literature of the previous years one can often come across
statements that manifest a wide prevalence of bilingualism in Belarus. As is
generally known, the expression bilingualism is an umbrella term that covers
very different phenomena. Moreover, it has been already noted in Belarusian
sociolinguistics that the use of the term “bilingualism” in relation to the Be-
larusian case “without its additional specifying is not justified” (BLITOHHAS
1996). There are different factors which pose obstacles for deeper studies of
both various bilingual practices and the language codes that exist in Belarus.
1t is the use of quite inappropriate theoretical models by Belarusian sociolin-
guists that has given rise to ambiguities.

Belarusian sociolinguistic studies develop the postulate of the existence
of coordinate bilingualism and compound bilingualism (Bel. aymanomnae
dsyxmoye, cymewnanae dgyxmoye) rather substantially. When scholars speak
of coordinate bilingualism, they usually mean situations where a bilingual
speaks each language using two “concepts”, one for each of the respective
languages. In compound bilingualism, by comparison, speakers build their
speech in the language with which they are less familiar on the basis of the
“concept” of their first (or main) language, the language that they know best.

The separability of two language codes in the same speaker was put to
doubt in Western linguistics by A. R. Diebold as early as 1962. According to
W. Lambert, instead of “compound vs. coordinate bilingualism” we should
rather speak of a continuum in which the same individual possibly behaves
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in a coordinate fashion during some activities or at certain periods of his life
and in a compound fashion at other times (LAMBERT 1969). Scholars already
predicted the difficulty in classifying people in either category; it has also
been concluded that the notion of compound and coordinate bilingualism is a
conceptual artifact (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982). In the 1990s the disad-
vantages of this dichotomy were discussed in works by G. Kremnitz and P.
Gardner-Chloros, to name but two. Thus the opposition “coordinate bilin-
gualism vs. compound bilingualism” is thus questioned (especially by lin-
guists in the West). At the very least this division is likely to have draw-
backs. -

The postulate of the opposition “coordinate bilingualism vs. compound
bilingualism” in combination with ideological factors propagating a “har-
monic bilingualism” had, in the case of Belarusian, the side effect that, when
describing the Belarusian linguistic situation on the macro level, coordinate
bilingualism was highlighted and compound bilingualism was basically ig-
nored.

However, one hardly encounters coordinate bilingualism in speech prac-
tice in Belarus. L. Vyhonnaja notes that compound bilingualism is “typical
for our land” and is “almost primary” in Belarus. Although it seems to be
one of the the dearest dreams of Belarusian didactics specialists, and al-
though it readily provides a theoretical basis for the development of teaching
concepts, coordinate bilingualism may be of only limited value in situations
where two closely related languages mingle (as in Belarus). Nevertheless, an
academic discussion among linguists about the extent to which coordinate
bilingualism on the one hand and compound bilingualism on the other are
spread in this country would be useful.

Issues of communicative competence also belong to the spheres of Bela-
rusian sociolinguistics that have still not been explored adequately. Commu-
nicative competence in Belarusian methodology is understood as “skills and
experience of students to use oral and written literary language in different
spheres of the real speech activity” (ITPOTYAHKA 2001). Understood thus,
communicative competence will have little significance beyond the context
of formal language teaching.

There are quite a lot of spheres in speech and communicative situations
where the correctness of Belarusian or Russian literary pronunciation re-
quired by methodologists would appear inappropriate. In the first place it ap-
plies to informal communication. According to tradition, this sphere requires
not “exemplary” (Belarusian or Russian) speech, but (to a greater or lesser

extent) mixed speech. While school didactics teaches us some things, life
teaches us others. Faced with the alternative of breaking either a social and
communicative norm or a linguistic one, speakers undoubtedly prefer the lat-
ter — breaking a social norm may have serious negative consequences. In
general, in a contact situation between two structurally and genetically close
languages (varieties) “pure” linguistic competence is likely to be of less im-
portance for sociolinguistic studies than communicative competence. A Be-
larusian monolingual and a Russian monolingual can without any doubt con-
verse effectively to a certain extent, taking advantage of masses of common
lexical and grammatical morphemes and constructions, if the communicative
competence of both allows them to handle this situation, which is sometimes
called semi-communication, i.e. if it enables them to negotiate the obstacles
of the linguistic differences that exist between both languages.

The absolutization of the existenge of coordinate bilingualism by Belaru-
sian authors, as well as a general disregard of communicative competence
issues, have resulted jn a situation where often usual, “ideal” and “abstract”
representatives of reJ;] communicative codes (e. g. “languages” and “dia-
lects”) rather than the codes themselves are discussed in Belarusian studies
of communicative and speech codes. A code such as “mixed Belarusian-
Russian speech” may have no explicit representation in certain classifica-
tions, or can at best be explained in an indirect way. I compare and try to
unify “idioms” and their types, “codes”, and “speech types” defined in stud-
ies by Y. Korjakov, M. Jalenski, I. Liskovec, A. Lukadanec and N. Mjag-
koiiskaja and map them into one unified scheme. Thus, I also develop my
own approach to the classification of current speech codes in Belarus.

The mixed Belarusian-Russian speech (“trasjanka”) became a nationwide
socially relevant communication element during a singularly intensive period
of migration of rural, Belarusian-speaking population to mostly Russian-
speaking cities in the 1960 and 1970s. Trasjanka developed very rapidly as a
separate register or even as a distinct sociolect among people with a low
level of competence in the Belarusian standard language and a low level of
education. Trasjanka is widespread in the communication of rural upper and
urban lower strata. It can function as a social “emblem” or a “password”
among (recent) migrants from the country to the city; it can act as a symbol
of group identification and solidarity among the lower strata. Mixed Belaru-
sian-Russian speech is a means of acculturation; it can be the first stage of a
language shift from Belarusian to Russian. Trasjanka has no stable form and
is characterized by great variance depending on social and linguistic charac-




teristics of the participants in a given conversation, such as their language
skills, communicative intentions, the topics they speak about, addressees,
communicative situations, education, nationality, origin of speakers, linguis-
tic biographies, etc. This code occupies an important niche of unofficial,
“unceremonious” communication in the stylistic and communicative system
of Belarus (and is known as urban colloquial language).

The Belarusian-Russian mixed speech has its continuant in the Russian-
Belarusian speech (in my terminology a variety of Russian that has been ac-
quired by Belarusians to a considerable degree on the basis of explicit in-
struction and by constant use). The social basisfor the reproduction of ac-
quired Russian speech is continuously expanding due to a better mastering of
Russian by former speakers of Belarusian (carriers of trasjanka) during their
lifetime, or by their descendants; in part, Russian-Belarusian speech de-
velops in the process of language shift that is taking place in Belarus. When
marking out such a code (or two subcodes), psychological factors are dispro-
portionately more relevant than linguistic ones; in the case in question, the
social and psychological criterion of perception, though vague in nature, is of
primary interest. Along with the quite intensively mixed Belarusian-Russian
(or Russian-Belarusian) speech, there is also the less intensively mixed Bela-
rusian-Russian (or Russian-Belarusian) speech that in some cases can create
“an effect of mixed speech” and is often considered as trasjanka, too.

In the process of communication speakers can to greater or lesser extent
adapt, assimilate, or accommodate their speech to the way the other(s)
speak(s). According to H. Giles, one of the founders of the theory of speech
accommodation, the crucial factor in variation adopted by the object is not so
much whether the context is official or unofficial (as in Labov) as the speech
style of the addressee and — to an even greater degree — the conscious or un-
conscious response of the object in question to this style. According to the
theory of speech accommodation, “speakers modify their speech styles not in
response to the context of the event, but in response to the addressee’s style”
(NIEDZIELSKI & GILES 1996). These modifications can be minimal or con-
siderable, even including a shift to another code. Code switching is “the use
of more than one linguistic variety by a single speaker in the course of a sin-
gle conversation” (HELLER & PFAFF 1996).

Speech accommodation may take place whenever two people with two
different codes meet and try to communicate. The psychological prerequisite
for speech accommodation is the desire to feel at ease and the desire for an
effective communication, the “technical” one is the fact that a large number

of people in Belarus can speak not only their own main code, but also one or
more other code(s). When speakers of different codes encounter each other
in the Belarusian situation, in terms of speech accommodation, one or an-
other type of mixed speech is quite often the compromising “code of inter-
code communication”.

I assume that code-switching in interpersonal communication between
unfamiliar people is not widely used in Belarus. However, it is of great social
importance. 1 conclude the paper with a presentation and comments on a
number of communicative events that illustrate speech accommodation and
code-switching.
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On the development of inflectional paradigms in Belarusian

trasjanka: the example of demonstrative pronouns’

1. Introduction

A central problem with which one is confronted when considering Belaru-
sian trasjanka or Ukrainian surZyk is whether they can simply be regarded as
instances of spontaneous mixing of Belarusian or Ukrainian elements (lin-
guistic signs and structures or constructions) respectively with those of Rus-
sian, or whether theyconstitute at least the initial stages of new, albeit mixed
and highly varied, “unique” third languages or varieties (new “langues”),
evolving from contact between Belarusian or Ukrainian on the one hand and
Russian on the other. In other words, the question is whether a spontaneous
mixing or a conventional mixing is occurring, or, alternatively, since these
categories are not necessarily exclusive, to what extent the mixing is deter-
mined by spontaneity (“mixed speech”) and convention (“mixed. lan-
guage/variety”) respectively.

One piece of evidence that suggests the possibility of new, third lan-
guages is the fact that everyone concerned with the phenomena of trasjanka
and surZzyk (regardless whether they have a negative or neutral attitude to-
ward them') encounters a significant number of speakers who only show
mixed speech. If such speakers are asked or, in certain communicative con-
texts, attempt on their own to speak a “pure” form of one or the other of the
two contacting languages they are usually mixing, what essentially happens
is that they increase the frequency of signs and constructions of whichever
language they are attempting to speak.” Traditional linguists in Belarus, the

* My thanks to the Volkswagen Stiftung, which supported the research for this article.

1 It seems that the only place where a positive attitude toward trasjanka and surzyk can be
found now and then is in the arts, for example in pop music and in literature where both are
used as a stylistic device; cf. RAMZA (in press), STAVYC'KA & TRUB (2007).

2 This phenomenon is also known to occur in contact situations where the two languages in-
volved are not as closely genetically or structurally related as is the case here with Belaru-
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Ukraine and also in Russia as well as many feature writers, literary critics
and “linguist-politicians” tend to place these speakers in the context of cul-
tural decline due to inadequate education. For our purposes, such polemical
points of view are, of course, irrelevant. Only the following needs to be
added: there can be no doubt that the phenomenon of trasjanka, on which we
intend to concentrate in the following (leaving Ukrainian surZyk mostly
aside), at least in the early stages of its development, is connected with an
incomplete acquisition of Russian, especially by Belarusian rural-urban mi-
grants in the 60’s and 70’s of the last century during a period of massive in-
dustrialization and urbanization in Belarus: in the aftermath of the Second
World War. This was a time in which the migrants had to establish them-
selves in a new environment which, also from a linguistic point of view, was
Russian-dominated.’

The dominant opinion among linguists in Belarus and the Ukraine is that,
in spite of the “exclusive speakers” of trasjanka and surzyk, there is no
“third”, new mixed variety (conventional mixing). The high level of indi-
vidualization in these forms of speech is emphasized (not only with regard to
individual speakers, but also with regard to varying communicative situa-
tions, and the varying communicative behaviour of individuals in these situa-
tions), and, additionally, the absence of “systematicity” (cf. MASENKO this
volume; MECKOVSKAJA 1994, 2002, 2007; CYCHUN 1998, in press). Al-
though, as a rule, it is not quite clear what is meant by the concept of “sys-
tematicity” in this context (it is presumably an “informal” conclusion regard-
ing the unquestionably high level of variation that characterizes both forms
of speech), the essence of this point of view is that in the mixed speech of
trasjanka (and surZyk), it is obviously possible to use a linguistic “element”
(linguistic sign or construction) of either Belarusian (Ukrainian) or Russian

sian or Ukrainian on the one hand, and Russian on the other, but are in both respects ex-
tremely remote from each other: cf. SWIGART (1992) on mixed speech from French and
Wolof.

3 When THOMASON (2003, 22) says flatly, “imperfect learning plays a significant role in the
genesis of pidgins and creoles but not in the genesis of bilingual mixed languages”, that
could be an (over-) generalization which perhaps is justified for “lexicon-grammar splits” of
the “structural prototype” -of mixed languages (cf. MATRAS 2003) arising from contact be-
tween genetically and structurally distant languages but not, or not necessarily, for a
“blend” of two genetically elated and structurally similar languages.
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at (almost) every structural and / or linear position.* In other words, elements
of Belarusian (or Ukrainian) and Russian which in some respect may be de-
scribed as functionally equivalent are obviously free variants in trasjanka
(and surzyk) discourse, without any limitations on the paradigmatic choice
between them. But if it is not possible to identify any regular restrictions on
the paradigmatic choice of elements and structures of language X or Y in a
given form of mixed speech, then it cannot be reasonable to assume the exis-
tence or an ongoing development of a third language (or variety) Z with a
langue “containing” rules that determine the distribution of elements or con-
strt;ction from X and Y, regardless of how rudimentary this langue might
be.

Clearly, the cited, traditional way of conceiving systematicity is strongly
oriented toward the structuralist concept of system. Structuralism and other
related approaches which, like the generative approach, stem from it are
based on deterministic laws (categorical rules). Beyond the interests of these
paradigms lie probabilistic relationships (stochastic interdependencies)
within languaged, that is, regularities of the kind that the use of (to a consid-
erable extent) equivalent signs and constructions of languages X and Y in a
given structural position may in principle be freely varied, although (statisti-
cally significant) quantitative differences, i.e. differences in the use of vari-
ants from either X or Y, may be observed (cf. CHAMBERS 2003, 25-33).
ALTMANN (1972, 3) states for language change in general (i.e. quite inde-
pendent of speech or language mixing through contact), that a language is at
all times not only a “static” system, but also in a “dynamic” stage of transi-
tion. The transition from one stage of a language to another is evidenced
specifically in the variation between (principally or partially equivalent)
segmental or constructional language elements A and B, and even primarily
in their free variation, since a strict (exclusively) complementary (positional)
variation is a categorical rule. In such transitional phenomena, it is useful to
determine differences in the frequency of occurrence between two (or more)
competing signs or constructions A and B. The same applies to the question

4  Principal restrictions on code-switching, which have been formulated by various students of
the phenomenon, are obviously (if atall) not relevant for contact between languages that are
genetically and structurally close to each other (cf. HELLER & PFAFF 1997).

5 Gradual and regular restrictions of the free paradigmatic variation between signs and con-
structions of the languages in contact are also known to be an aspect of the gradual transi-
tion from code-switching through code-mixing to “fused lect” according to the assumption
of AUER (1998).

101




regarding the emergence of a new language, a new variety Z, from the con-
tact between two “older” languages, X and Y, as a special case of language
change.

In the case of trasjanka there can be a transition in two respects: the first
is that this form of mixed speech could be an epiphenomenon related to an
ongoing, but as yet incomplete linguistic transition or shift within the Bela-
rusian society to Russian, which would one day be the only language in
common use. As far as the “high variety” in the Belarusian linguistic land-
scape is concerned, there is much evidence to support this: after all, consid-
erably more people can be found with fluency in the Russian standard lan-
guage (leaving aside “accent phenomena” mainly in the sense of phonetic or
phonological interference) than with fluency in the Belarusian standard lan-
guage (regardless of which of the two standards, “TaraSkevica” or “Narka-
moiika” are considered). On the other hand, that which is currently desig-
nated trasjanka (or the “core” of it) might develop into a new, relatively sta-
ble “low variety” (subvariety), which, for example, despite the trend towards
Russian in the standard language, conserves Belarusian elements and con-
structions, in this way reflecting some sort of regional linguistic identity and
linguistic distinction from Russian and Russians. For the future, this would
mean some new sort of diglossic situation (cf. HENTSCHEL & TESCH 2006,
240f).

In many respects, the language contact between two genetically and
structurally very closely related languages is more similar to the contact be-
tween different dialects of one language. With regard to the genesis of new
“mixed dialects” from older dialects, TRUDGILL (1986, 95) finds that only
after the third or fourth generation does a new, relatively stable code Z
emerge, which then exhibits widespread regular, i.e. rule-like, restrictions on
the use of elements from the dialects in contact, X and Y (or as the case may
be, also additional dialects) as well as new, unique structures that have de-
veloped in Z while nonetheless continuing to be strongly characterized by
variation, like most varieties without an explicit codification. The phase pre-
ceding this is characterized by the widespread free variation of (principally
or partially) equivalent elements and constructions from X and Y in the
speech of the members of the groups in contact, while at the same time, poten-
tial regularities or rules are already suggested in terms of difference in token
frequency of these elements and constructions. Thus the genesis of new, mixed
dialects seems to proceed gradually, similarly to the way that AUER (1998) as-
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sumes for the development of mixed languages i.e. from code-switching
through code-mixing to a new “fused lect”.®

If we consider the beginning of the genesis of trasjanka to be the late 60’s
and 70’s of the last century’ and keep in mind that the pertinent group, — the
rural-urban migrants — was mostly made up of young people at the time of
their migration, then we can figure that up to now there are no more than two
adult generations of potential trasjanka speakers. Therefore, in the light of
TRUDGILL’s (1986) research and the research on mixed dialects he quotes, it
would be premature to expect a regular, rule-like distribution of the original
Belarusian and Russian elements already. With this in mind, the following
discussion will be primarily aimed at determining quantitative preferences®
for the Belarusian, Russian or even new trasjanka-specific forms and struc-
tures in the mixed Belarusian-Russian speech, and secondarily at interpreting
these findings qualitatively. The analysis will concentrate on competing
equivalent word forms with differing “synchronic” origins. Thus the usual
paradigmatic pqint of view in investigating linguistic variation will be cho-
sen following Yocio-linguistic approaches in the tradition of W. Labov. A
complete picture of trasjanka speech can of course only be achieved if a syn-
tagmatic perspective is also included in the framework of code-switching

6 The idea that the genesis of mixed languages occurs via a conventionalization of code-
switching in the sense of AUER’s (1998) continuum model has recently been questioned (cf.
MATRAS & BAKKER 2003a, 17; BAKKUS 2003). Ultimately, however, this criticism aims at
“prototypical mixes” from genetically and structurally distant languages, whereby (to a
large extent) the content words originate in one source language and the grammar is from
the other language. This does not apply to trasjanka, even if it is evident that Russian plays
a dominant role with regard to content words in trasjanka discourse. Where Russian and
Belarusian do at all differ, grammatical structures and words from both languages can oc-
cur.

7  Certainly, there were forms of mixed Belarusian-Russian speech in earlier times as well,

especially in those parts of Belarus that belonged to the Soviet Union between the World
Wars. But due to the massive urbanization and industrialization of Byelorussia, starting in
the 1960s and 1970s, and the epiphenomenon of a massive wave of rural-urban migration
mixed Belarusian-Russian speech experienced a “new start” after World War II.

8 In the quantitative analyses, the statistical significance will be established where appropri-

ate. Where not otherwise indicated, the significance will be determined using the ’-test.
The basis is, of course, the respective absolute values and not the relative values usually
given in the text.
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models (cf. MUYSKEN 2000).° For the time being, however, this is not feasi-
ble due to the lack of corpus material.

At the present time, no broad corpus data for trasjanka are available. The
following analysis is based on a geographically restricted corpus of excerpts
from conversations which were recorded in the context of a family gathering
(family members, friends and acquaintances) in the city of Baranavity'’ (it
contained roughly 21,000 current word forms in approx. 5,000 sentences or
comparable utterances at the time of analysis). This corpus can therefore by
no means be considered representative of the “entire Belarusian trasjanka”.
The question whether on a broad scale trasjanka shows some degree of unifi-
cation must be answered by future research.!

2. Demonstrative Pronouns — A Comparison

In Belarusian as well as in Russian, there is a two-level system of demonstra-
tive pronouns whose basic function may be seen in the expression of proxi-
mal and distal deixis. The paradigms for both literary languages are as fol-
lows:

9  The form of code-switching (Muysken himself, as is known, uses the term “code mixing” as
a comprehensive concept, reserving “code-switching” for the alternational subtype) that
MUYSKEN (2000) designates “congruent lexicalization” would be especially pertinent.
Other forms of code-switching, especially inter-sentential or some other forms of the alter-
national type, can, of course, not be regarded as symptoms for a new “fused lect”. They
leave the competence of corresponding speakers in both contacting languages intact, i.e.
separated (but cf. ZAPRUDSKI in this volume on the relevance of compound bilingualism for
the Belarusian situation).

10 For further details cf. HENTSCHEL & TESCH (2007).

11 A corpus including six further “family corpora” from other cities in addition to the corpus
from Baranavity mentioned above is currently being assembled in the Slavic Departmert of
Oldenburg University in cooperation with the State University at Minsk. The research is
funded by the Volkswagen Foundation.
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(1) Demonstratives of the proximal deixis: comparison of Br. and R. Forms

Case | Masc. Sg. Neutr. Sg. Fem. Sg. Plural
nom. | héty étot hétae | éto | hétaja éta hetyja | eti
héta héta
gen. | hétaha | etogo | like hétaj étoj hetyx étix
dat. hétamu | étomu | masc. sg. hetaj étoj hetym | étim
acc. like nom. like nom. hétuju etu like nom.
or gen. hétu or gen.
instr. | hétym étim like hétaj(u) | étoj(w) | hetymi | étimi
loc. hetym etom masc. sg. hetaj étoj hetyx etix
Br. R. Br. . R. | Br. R. Br. R.
4 .

(2) Demonstratives of the distal deixis: comparison of Br. und R. Forms
Case Masc. Sg. Neut. Sg. Fem. Sg. Plural
nom. toj tot toe to | tgja ta tyja | te
gen. taho togo like toj toj tyx | tex
dat. tamu tomu masc. sg. toj toj tym | tem

. . . like nom. or
acc. like nom. or gen. | like nom. tuju tu gen.
instr. tym tem like toj(u) toj(u) | tymi | temi
loc. tym tom masc. sg. toj toj tyx | tex

Br. R. Br. R. | Br. R. Br. | R

One should first note the differences in the root and stem morphemes, the
most striking difference (from an historical point of view) being the prothetic
h- in the paradigm of the Br. pronouns of the proximal deixis and its absence
in the R. counterpart.'” What should also be noted, secondly, is a difference

12 In the Br. dialects, in addition to the proximal deixis demonstratives with the stem-initial
prothetic A, there is an entire series of other consonant or compositional morpheme prothe-

105




in the stem-final consonants, in the proximal as well as in the distal deixis (in
the proximal deixis, this consonant is simultaneously the “monosegmental”
stem'): in the plural and instr. sg. of Russian, we find a palatal (“soft”) /-t’-/
where otherwise the non-palatal (“hard”) /-t-/ stands. This alternation is ab-
sent in Belarusian. The difference in the stem-final consonants correlates, of
course, with differences in the initial vowel of the R. endings.

Before the differences in the endings are briefly discussed, it remains to
be explained which differences at the level of expression are generally rele-
vant to this study of trasjanka. Trasjanka is in the first instance not an aca-
demic, but rather a “folk category” (cf. SLOBODA 2006, NABELKOVA & SLO-
BODA in press), bearing the imprint of language-conscious laypeople rather
than of linguistic scholars. For the former this blend of Belarusian and Rus-
sian elements in the speech of many Belarusians was not only conspicuous,
but also, as a rule, displeasing. There is more to this “blend” than simply the
Belarusian accent in Russian, which due to a certain degree of convention-
alization has also become known as the Belarusian “natiolect” of Russian
(cf. MICHNEVIC & GIRUCKIJ 1982). If trasjanka is to be made the subject of
linguistic investigation (regardless of how unified or not it may turn out to
be) and the term becomes a concept in scholarly discourse, then it will also
be necessary in the method of analysis to distinguish trasjanka from the Bel-
arusian accent in Russian. That is to say that in the following, those differ-
ences in pronunciation between Belarusian and Russian will be ignored
which have a purely phonetic character — e.g. different phonetic realizations
of unstressed or vowels — or purely phonemic character — e.g. the /r/-/1’/ op-
position in R. while the Br. counterpart only has the non-palatal /r/, or the
consistent palatal /t§’/ pronunciation of ¢ in Russian, while in Belarusian it is
non-palatal; cf. also the so-called Br. Cekanje, [c’] (a clearly affricative ar-
ticulation) instead of the R. [t’]; for further examples cf. HENTSCHEL &
TESCH (2007) or HENTSCHEL (in press a). The trasjankan and Belarusian
“natiolects* share many sound patterns, of course, and precisely due to this
these sound patterns cannot be regarded as symptomatic for trasjanka
(alone). Only those differences in pronunciation will be considered which are
specific to the phonological representation of individual morphemes or
morphs, i.e. only morphonemic differences. The hypothesis of a new,

ses before the vowel (e.g. jeny, cf. AVANESAU 1964, 222-223), which, however, do not play
a role in this study. Demonstratives that etymologically do not go back to historical fs in the
stem, like Aény and jeny, both for distal deixis, do not occur in this corpus.

13 For this synchronic analysis, we are assuming the Br. {h¢t-/t-} and the R. {€t-/t-} stems.
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third, and mixed variety Z can only make sense if there is more at stake than
phonetic-phonological interference (and maybe spontaneous instances of
lexical interference) of an X variety on a Y variety. The forms which, in this
sense, differ morphonemically in their sound structure will in the following
be designated as “Belarusian” and “Russian” (at least) for reasons of expres-
sion. Those forms which are identical except for purely phonetic or phone-
mic differences will be designated “common”. Forms (usually, but not al-
ways, morphologically complex) that combine specifically Belarusian with
specifically Russian elements, will be designated “hybrids”."*

Given this background, the following differences for the endings of the
Br. and R. demonstratives are obtained:

(A) The first difference in the endings correlates with the difference in
the stem-final consonants mentioned above, i.e. with the fact that in
R. plural and instr. sg. masc. / neut. there is the palatal /-t’-/ while
in the corresponding Br. forms there is the non-palatal /-t-/. Corre-
spondingly, the Br. endings always begin with -y- / [1] (the same in
both tife proximal and distal deixes), but the R. endings begin either
with -i- (proximal deixis) or -e- (distal deixis); e.g. Br. hét-yja / t-
yia—R. ét-im / t-em.

(B) There is a clear difference between the forms for the following in-
dividual cases: (a) in the nom. sg. masc., the R. forms show a mor-
phophonemic representation “with ¢ occurring twice”, which is the
result of a reduplicative process'® not found in Belarusian: Br. het-y
/ t-0j — R. ét-ot / t-ot."® (b) In gen. sg. masc. / neut. we find the ir-
regular (in terms of sound change from Common Slavic to contem-
porary Slavic languages and dialects) R. ending structure /-VvV/,

14 See HENTSCHEL (in press a) for a detailed discussion of the evaluation procedure. Above all
please note that in the approach outlined there the qualification of a linguistic sign or con-
struction as “Belarusian / Br.” or “Russian / R.” is not based on some sort of “synchronic
etymology” but mainly on their resemblance with the Br. or R. codified languages!

15 What is involved here is the reduplication of the historical demonstrative f» to fufv» which
according to the laws of sound change produces ror. The ¢ is an originally expressive
prothetic particle, which was contracted in the pronominal form. The Br. variant of this par-
ticle was hé. Similarly, the Br. form of the distal Deixis toj has developed from the compo-
sition of two demonstrative (definite) pronouns toj < #o plus jb.

16 Itis, of course, a simplification to describe the R. -of here as an ending. (The alternative and
usual practice is to assume a stem ézor- with no ending or a “zero” ending.) Nevertheless,
for the sake of comparison and the analysis of the “mixed inflectional system” of demon-
stratives in the trasjanka (cf. below), it makes sense to assume a stem é¢- for the varieties
analyzed in this study.
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which contrasts to the regular Br. /-VhV/. (¢) The Br. form of the
loc. sg. masc. / neut. is identical to the instr. sg., while in the R,
paradigm, the original differentiation is maintained; the contrast in
loc. sg., Br. hétym / tym — R. étom / tom, results from this.

(C) The Br. literary language shows variants in the nom. and acc. sg. of
the fem. and neut. genders for the demonstratives of the proximal
deixis. For one thing, we have the “long forms™ or “long endings”,
which clearly differ from those of the corresponding R. forms and
endings: e.g. acc. sg. fem. Br. hét-uju — R. ét-u. By contrast, apart
from the prothetic A the short Br. forms are identical to those of the
corresponding Russian: e.g. Br. het-u"’

3. Results

3.1 On the morphonemic structure of the stem

This analysis includes 438 uses of the demonstrative pronouns of the proxi-
mal deixis (338) and the distal deixis (100). The first essential finding is that
of the 338 demonstratives in the proximal deixis, only 19.2% show the typi-
cal Br. prothetic /. In other words, over four-fifths of the cases (80.8%) show
a stem-initial vowel sound, which is typical for Russian. This clear general
predominance of the R. stem-initial sound structure by no means indicates a
general preference for Russian stem forms in the corpus analyzed.

In a first step the preferences of morphonemic structures in the stem of
demonstratives will be analyzed, thereby differentiating singular and plural
numbers in the proximal and distal deixis:

17 1t is striking that in the different (also the more recent) descriptions of the Br. literary lan-
guage, the evaluation of these parallel short and long forms varies. The textbook on Belaru-
sian for Germans by HURTIG & RAMZA (2003, 122 ff.) does not mention the short forms;
the one for speakers of Russian by KRIVICKIJ, MICHNEVIC & PODLUZNYJ (1990, 150) cites
them as alternative forms. The BRS (2003, s.v.hény) cites the long forms (in parentheses) as
alternative forms. In TSBM (1978), which is known to make use of the concept favouring
the convergence with Russian, as well as in RBS (2005), there is no reference to the long
forms.

(3) Stems - Proximal deixis

Number | n /het-/ | Jet-/ let’-, ec’~/

singular | 271 | 17.7% | 81.6% 0.7%

plural 67 | 25.4% | 28.4% 46.3%

(4) Stems - Distal deixis

Number n |t/ -, ¢’/
singular 84 | 100.0% 0.0%
plural ' 15| 86.7% | 13.3%

The R. stem forms /et-/ and /et’-, éc’-/ clearly dominate in the singular of the
proximal deixis'® (the token frequency of the latter is low since these repre-
sentations — following the R. pattern — are only to be expected in the instr,,
cf. above) compared to the Br. /het-/ (R. 81.6% plus 0.7% vs Br. 17.7%).
The picture in the plural is completely different: the first thing that stands out
is the high frequency of /et’-, ec’-/, i.e. the stem forms with a stem-final pala-
tal consonant sound (46.3%). This is, of course, determined by the fact that
they are present in the entire R. plural paradigm. These (and neither /het-/
nor /et-/) are the only stem forms to be classified in the plural as “specifically
Russian”. On the other hand, they are not quite as frequent as the stem forms
with the non-palatal stem-final /t/ (/het-/, /et-/; 25.4% plus 28.4%, i..
53.8%), which is a Br. characteristic. Nevertheless, of the latter two stem
forms with the non-palatal stem-final sounds, /het-/ and /et-/, only the first
can be described as an “unmistakably” Br. variant. The second, /et-/, is in the
context of plural and the instr. sg. masc. / neut. specific to trasjanka. It is a
hybrid here in the sense that a R. stem-initial sound without the prothetic /h/
is combined with the non-palatal Br. stem-final sound. By contrast, /et/, in
the context of the singular, except for instr. sg. masc. / neut., has to be classi-
fied as a R. stem.

In the corpus, for the singular of the distal deixis, the only stem form that
occurs has the /t-/, i.e. it is the stem form which, except for the instr. sg.

18 An articulation with the Cekanje (éc -) is seen as simply the reflection of the Br. accent; cf.
Section 2 above.




masc. / neut., can be considered common to Belarusian and Russian. (In the
corpus analyzed, there is no form of the instr. sg. masc. / neut. of the distal
deixis and for that reason the value for the /t’-/ stem ending is “0” here.) Ex-
cept for the instr. sg, Belarusian and Russian do not differ in the singular, so
the 100%-value of the stem form /t-/ may not seem worth mentioning. On
the other hand, it is striking that in the plural, where both languages do differ
throughout the paradigm, the form with the non-palatal stem consonant
which characterizes the Br. paradigm, clearly is dominant with respect to the
R. palatal stem consonant (Br. 86.7% vs R. 13.3%).

In summary, the following can be said about the morphophonemic represen-
tation of the stem: in the proximal deixis, where Belarusian and Russian dif-
fer in the stem-initial sound, the Russian version is clearly preferred. Never-
theless, the Russian stem allomorphy, expressed in the opposition between
the palatal stem-final sound /t’/ (in plural and in instr. sg. masc. / neut.) and
the non-palatal stem-final sound /t/, is clearly not preferred. So there is, first,
a clear preference for demonstrative stem forms with the Russian stem-initial
vowel sound or — in the distal deixis — a common stem-consonant, and, sec-
ond, a clear tendency to avoid allomorphy reflected in the stem (final) con-
sonant, the lack of allomorphy being characteristically Belarusian.

3.2 On the choice of endings

(A) Endings correlating to the palatal or non-palatal stem-final conso-
nants: The choice of endings in plural and in the instr. sg. masc. / neut. is
inseparably linked to the preference for non-palatal stem-final sounds: end-
ings with the typical Belarusian non-frontal -y-, [1] are preferred to the typi-
cal Russian frontal vowels -i- (proximal deixis) and -e- (distal deixis) to the
same quantitative degree as was the case with the hard stem-final sounds.
Except for the forms of the nom. pl. (and those of the acc. pl. homonyms in
the context of inanimate nouns), the difference between the Br. and R. end-
ings is reduced to this vowel contrast. For the nom. pl. the following forms
occur in the corpus: hetyja®®, étyja, eti/ éci or tyja, te / ce. While hétyja und
tyja represent morphonemically “perfect” Br. word forms, and éfi / éci and te
/ ce conform to Russian (the variant ce with the phonetic Br. Cekanje), étyja
is a form specific to trasjanka. With an occurrence frequency of 33.3% (in a

19 Some renderings of the ending -yja gave an ending-final sound qualitatively more like e
than the typical Br. a.
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sampling of n= 48) , this is certainly comparable (not significantly different)
to the Br. hetyja with 27.1% and R. éti / eci with 39.6%. The Br. fyja occurs
nine times and the R. te / ce only once in the corresponding 10 pronominal
forms of the distal deixis. A general trend can be seen here: the use of Rus-
sian is much more pronounced in the proximal than in the distal deixis.

The absence of two “hypothetically” possible forms for the nom. (acc.)
pl. in the corpus should be noted: the first is *heri, ie. a form with a Br.
stem-initial consonant and a R. stem-final consonant and ending; the second
is *ety (which only occurs for the nom. and. acc. sg. inan.; see below), a
form with a R. stem-initial vowel and a Br. stem-final consonant as well as a
phonotactic adaptation of the R. ending to the Br. stem-final consonant: i >
y (cf. further below under (C)).

(B) Individual divergent endings: (a) In the nom. sg. masc. (and, once
again, with the acc. sg. homonyms for inanimate nouns) the same is observed
as in the nom. pl. First of all, in the proximal deixis, the “genuine” Br. and R.
forms contrast with specific trasjanka form: this latter, éty, with a share of
20.4% (n = 49), is a hybrid from a R. stem with a Br. ending. It has a fre-
quency comparable to the Br. heéty with 28%, but the R. (like) étaf”® is con-
siderably more frequent with 51%. The Br. ending -y and the R. -of (-af) are
thus in balance here. Secondly, the demonstratives of the distal deixis in
nom. sg. masc. also clearly show the influence of Belarusian: Br. toj with
87.5%, R. tot with 12.5%, n = 16. A further interesting detail is found when
the choice of ending in the proximal deixis®' is differentiated according to
the two cases, nom. sg. vs. acc. sg. inanimate. While the Br. ending -y in
nominative (n = 33) has a share of 60.6% and the R. -of a corresponding
39.4%, this is reversed in the accusative: Br. 25%, R. 75%, (n = 16); this dif-
ference is significant: v* = 5.47. In other words, while in the nom. sg: the B.r.
endings with the forms (h)éty clearly dominate, in the acc. sg., état is do.m‘l-
nant, and this dominance is even more pronounced. In this connection it is

worth mentioning that a theoretically possible hybrid construction from a Br.

stem with a R. ending, *hétat, is absent.

20 The R. (like) forms from the trasjanka dialogues are cited in a broad transcription whif:h
also reflects the clear specific phonetic interference by Belarusian; in this case, t!\e Akanje,
(état instead of éfor), which is similarly pronounced n Russian, but not reﬂef:ted in thf’. Ru§-
sian script. However, forms that are “generically” Br. and R. will be consistently cited in
the usual “German” transliteration.

21 There are not sufficient entries in the acc. sg. for an analysis of the distal deixis.
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(b) In the gen. sg. and — in the context of inanimate substantives — also in
the acc. sg., we find a clear dominance of the Br. endings with the structure
/-VhV/ among the 24 entries: five of the 15 forms in the proximal deixis
show the Russian (like) pattern, éfava, the other ten the Br. ending with -A-.
Among the latter there are only two entries for the Br. form hétaha (with a
prothetic A), i.e. the most frequent form is the hybrid from the R. stem with
the Br. ending, ézaha. In the distal deixis (n = 9), there are only entries for
the Br. Forms with -4- in the ending. It is of interest to take a look at the
parts of speech with similar declensions (adjective, adjectival interrogative
pronouns like Br. jaki, R. kakoj, relative pronouns, indefinite pronouns, ordi-
nal numbers as well as anaphoric pronouns). A comparable clear tendency
favouring the Br. structure with -4- is shown in the corpus of ordinal num-
bers and indefinite pronouns (n = 9 and »n = 11, respectively): the anaphoric
pronouns with 61.4% still show a slight dominance of the Br. ending struc-
ture; on the other hand, for the adjectives, we find a balanced relationship
(n = 25), (cf. HENTSCHEL 2008); for the interrogative pronouns, ‘who,
what’ (n =9), we find exclusively the R. structure with /-v-/.

(c) With only seven entries for the loc. singular, there is no basis for
drawing conclusions from the demonstratives alone. Again, some of the
other parts of speech where the same problem can be examined should be
brought into the analysis (adjectives, adjectival interrogative pronouns like
Br. jaki, R. kakoj, relative pronouns, indefinite pronouns and ordinal num-
bers). The question of interest here is which ending is preferred. In Br. there
is an ending of the loc. sg. = instr. sg type, /-im/, i.e. either -ym or -im (ac-
cording to the stem-final consonant; with demonstratives only the former)
but in R. an ending of the loc. sg. # instr. sg. type with the loc. sg. on /-om/
(-om/-em) vs. the instr. sg. on /-im/ (-ym or -im depending on the stem-final
consonant or with the loc. sg. on /-em/ vs. the instr. sg. on /-im/. In other
words, the R. loc. sg. always differs in form from the instr. sg. The picture is
clear: the R. non-homonymous endings are clearly dominant with a share of
76.3% compared to the Br. ones with 23.7% (n = 76). (By the way, the seven
demonstratives, three in the near and four in the distal deixis, exclusively
show the R. endings.) The Br. homonymous endings of the loc. sg. occur
characteristically only with specifically Br. roots or stems, e.g. in interroga-
tive or relative pronouns like jakim ‘who’ (cf. R. kakom) or with the ordinal
number ‘seven’ in sémym (cf. R. sedmom).?? The findings in this context also

22 Cf. HENTSCHEL (in press a) as well as TESCH (in press) on the almost complete absence of
hybrids of the type “Br. rootplus R. ending”.
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allow a statement about the influence of dialect characteristics in the corpus.
The demonstrative endings and endings of the parts of speech with an adjec-
tive declination in the Br. standard language contain, as has just been out-
lined, for the instr. sg. and loc. sg. masc. / neut. a non-labial, non-posterior
vowel as the ending-initial sound. This is basically the same in the R. instr.
sg. (but in some paradigms, as has been indicated, an /-en/ is given), only
the R. loc. sg. ending has the labial posterior ending-initial sound /-0/.* End-
ings with a posterior labial vowel for the cases mentioned certainly also oc-
cur in the Br. dialects, namely in the southwestern dialects, which also in-
clude those around Baranavify. Then, however, the homonymy instr. sg. =
loc. sg. remains. It is significant that not a single form of the instr. sg. masc. /
neut. that occurs in the corpus (n=17) has a posterior labial vowel. This
means that the loc. sg. ending /-om/ in the corpus may without a doubt be
attributed to R. influence, and not that of the Br. dialects.

(C) Variation between long and short forms in the nom. sg. and acc. sg.
endings of the deghonstratives in the proximal deixis for feminine and
neuter: The important thing in this context — as has been indicated above —
is that two forms of variants occur in the Br. Paradigm — a specifically Br.
long form (-gja, -uju, -aje) and a short form (-a, -u; -a). The latter endings
mentioned can be considered common elements of both languages.> (In Bel-
arusian the shorter endings are — as already indicated — rather “less norm-
conformative™.) In trasjanka, the long and short forms also compete in the
plural of the proximal deixis and in the demonstratives of the distal deixis.
The long forms are classified as specifically Br. here, but the short forms as
specific to R., not as common forms. Three areas with quite different prefer-
ences are clear:

23 The representation of the unstressed /o/ following a palatal or historically palatal consonant
is e in the Russian orthography thus -em for the ending of the loc. sg. masc. / neuter. The
ending -em in the instr. sg.; on the other hand; is stressed and goes back to /-em/.

24 Note: the R. orthography masks the fact that the R. éfa fem. and éro neut. are also homo-
phones.
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(5) Long and short endings of nom. and acc. sg. in feminine and neuter
Deixis Congruence Class | Long | Short | N

proximal fem. / neut. 0.6% | 99.4% 173
proximal plural 55.8% | 44.2% 52|
distal fem. / neut, 71.8% | 282% 39
distal plural 69.2% | 30.8% 13

The large number of entries (# = 173) for the demonstratives of the proximal
deixis in nom. sg. and acc. sg. fem. or neut. is above all determined by the
104 entries for the forms of the nom. sg. neut. (with the non-attributive use
strongly dominating among the latter’, where in Belarusian a long form is
excluded in various contexts). The conspicuous feature is, of course, the fact
that only one single form in the corpus shows a specifically Br. long ending.
The dominance of the short common ending is such that it occurs almost ex-
clusively. The situation is completely different in the plural, where the spe-
cifically Br. long ending shows dominance (if only slight) compared to the
short, here specifically R. endings. This can certainly be accounted for in
part by the tendency to avoid stem allomorphy (non-palatal vs. palatal stem-
final sound). The short ending that occurs here is the R. —i, which is accom-
panied by a preceding palatal consonant. There is no entry for a Br. adaption
of the vowel ending to —y. Such a plural form would be homonymous with
the Br. form of the nom. sg. masc., héty, or with the corresponding specifi-
cally trasjanka form, éty.

The matter of avoiding allomorphy cannot, however, play a role in the
feminine and neuter singular of the distal deixis, and here the preference for
the long Br. endings is even more pronounced than in the plural of the distal
deixis. Here, too, the (rather few) short endings can be classified as specific
to Russian. These quantitative regularities indicate a very general tendency

25 It is known that non-attributive uses of éfo / (h)éra differ with regard to their categorization
as parts of speech: besides qualifying as demonstrative pronouns, they are found in the lit-
erature classed as particles or sentence-joining conjunctions. The latter uses of the discussed
element have, of course, not been analyzed as demonstrative pronouns. Only such non-
attributive uses are considered to be demonstrative pronominal here, in which éto / (h)éta
occur as the anaphora of propositions or as an anaphoric element with individual reference
in copula sentences.
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in trasjanka: when there is the option of choosing between a specific Br. and
a common (lexical, morphological, or constructional) element, as is most
clearly the case in the nom. sg. fem. / neutr. and the acc. sg. fem., the prefer-
ence for the common element is pronounced. What appears to be happening,
therefore, is the elimination of differences — the phenomenon of levelling.

The nom. and acc. pl. forms in the proximal and distal deixis as well as
the nom. and acc. sg. of the feminine and neuter in the distal deixis (thus
those parts of the paradigms where no common short forms are available)
confirm, in addition, a tendency which was described above for the nom. sg.
and acc. sg. (inanimate) of the masculine. Although these two case are for-
mally homonymous cases the nom. clearly shows less “Russian” influence
than the acc. (* = 5.51).

(6) Br. long and R. short endings in nom. and acc. in pl. of the pfoximal
and distal deixes as well as in the sg. of the feminine and neuter of the
distal deixis

4 ,
Case v Long | Short | n

nom. 72.6% | 27.4% 62
acc. 50.0% | 50.0% 42

4. Discussion

Thus the analyses show a picture of patterns of demonstrative pronouns in
mixed Belarusian-Russian speech which in several cases allows the recogni-
tion of manifest, statistically significant, quantitative preferences for one or
another form, ending or structure, i.e. preferences for Belarusian, Russian or
common forms and even forms specific to trasjanka. On the basis of these
preferences and tendencies, the following “idealized” (using the most fre-
quently occurring forms and the strongest tendencies) inflexion paradigms of
the demonstratives in the “lect” of the Baranavify informants can be pre-
sented (each with the opposing Br. and R. partial paradigms):
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(7) Comparison of paradigms in the proximal deixis (A) (9) Comparison of paradigms in the distal deixis (A)
Case | Masculine Singular Neuter Singular Case | Masculine Sg. Neuter Sg.
nom. | hety étot éty hétae éto éta nom. | toj tot toj toe [to [ toje” |
héta gen. | taho togo | taho like masc.
gen. | hetaha étogo étaha like masc. dat. | tamu tomu | tamu
dat. hétamu étomu | étamu like masc. acc. | foj (inan.) | tot toj (tot) like nom.
acc. heéty (inan.) étot état Jike nom. taho (an.) | togo | taho
hétaha (an.) étogo étaha instr. | fym tem tym like masc.
instr. | hetym étim étym like masc. loc. | tym tom . tom
loc. hetym étom étom Br. R. Tras. Br. | R Tras.
Br. R. Tras. Br. R. Tras. . .
- (10) Comparisoh of paradigms in the distal deixis (B)
(8) Comparison of paradigms in the proximal deixis (B) Case | Feminine Sg. Plural
Case | Feminine Singular Plural nom. | fgja_| ta fga | bja fe bja
nom. | hétaja éta éta heétyja éti étyja gen. | foj oy o bx fex b
héta dat. | toj toj toj tym tem tym
gen. | hetaj étoj étaj hétyx étix étyx ac. | fuyu | tu u “ byja(inan.) | te Bja
dat. hétaj étoj étaj | hétym étim | étym o (an) fex bx
acc. hétuju étu étu hétyja (inan.) | éti étyja (éti) instr. | 10j() | f0j(u) | 1o] ymi femi ymi ‘
hetu hetyx (an) | etix | enx loc |1 |ioj |l |bx fex bx |
instr. | hétaj(u) | etoj(w) | etaj hétymi étimi | étymi Br. R. Tras. | Br. R Tras.
loc. hétaj étoj étaj hetyx etix étyx
Br' R, Tras. | Br. R, Tras, 26 It should be remembered that material from trasjanka discourse is represented in a broad

transcription, R. and Br. material in transliteration. The former reflects prevocalic [j] when- .t
ever it occurs, not only before /a/ and /u/ as overtly reflected in both languages by the Cyril- l
lic letters #, 10, but before /e/ and /o/ as well, reflected implicitly by the Cyrillic letters e, é. .
This means in the case indicated that trasjanka foje phonetically and phonologically equals i
Br. toe.




As is always the case, the question is whether or not there is an explanation
for the preferences that are shown. The available set of explanations for va-
rieties or forms of speech like trasjanka, which evolve out of contact between
genetically very closely related and structurally very similar languages, is
essentially the same as that for “internal” morphological changes in a lan-
guage. The mechanisms “at work™ here are comparable to those in the for-
mation of regional Koinés (regiolects) in dialect continua or of historically
polydialectal-based standard languages.

(i) One of the most striking tendencies is the avoidance of allomorphy,
here the stem allomorphy, as it occurs in the alternation between hard (non-
palatal) and soft (palatal) stem-final sounds in Russian. Due to this avoid-
ance of allomorphy, the plural paradigm (the set of preferred forms) with re-
spect to stem-final consonant and endings shows an extensive Belarusian in-
fluence in mixed speech patterns. The idealized “trasjanka paradigm” in the
plural of the distal deixis (as in the case of the instr. sg. masc. / neut.) is iden-
tical with that of the Br. literary language. Except for the initial sound (cf.
(ii)), the same is true for the proximal deixis. The Uniformity Principle (ac-
cording to MAYERTHALER (1981) a subprinciple of the principle of formal
reflection of identity and distinctions of ‘content’) is at work here, though the
interference of Br., where this allomorphy does not occur, cannot be ruled
out. This phenomenon also supports the assumption that contact-induced lan-
guage change for the most part leads to the unification of language structures
and therefore to the removal of irregularities (ANDERSON 1989, 16f).

(ii) Perhaps the most striking feature, however, namely the widespread
absence of the prothetic % in the demonstratives of the proximal deixis, can-
not be explained by the above. First of all, it has to be noted that Belarusian
(in the standard language and still more strongly in its dialects) has been a
language with a tendency towards the avoidance of (above all accented)
vowel initial sounds. The prothetic /j-/ and, above all, the /w-/, which before
accented /u, o/, also in the standard language, is still strongly productive, are
doubtlessly more widespread than the prothetic /h-/. Bearing this in mind, the
strongly pronounced tendency to avoid stems with the typical Br. stem-initial
sound is at first sight astonishing. The explanation for this phenomenon ob-
viously lies in a habit of trasjanka speakers to which CYCHUN (1998) refers.
He lists a series of especially salient (sometimes expressive) and highly fre-
quent “markers of Russian” which trasjanka speakers use almost exclusively
while avoiding the corresponding Belarusian alternatives. This behaviour is
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based on their desire to speak Russian.”” Cychun lists particles like da ‘yes’,
vot ‘there’, imenno ‘namely, exactly’ and, among others, also éfo, which in
addition to its function as a demonstrative (nom. and acc. sg. of the neut.)
can in Russian also be used as a particle or conjunction. The genesis of tras-
janka is known to be closely associated with the desire of the Br. rural-urban
migrants to adapt to Russian. Within such a general process of linguistic ac-
commodation (in a broader sense) between two closely related, structurally
similar varieties, TRUDGILL (1986, 12-21) further differentiates between ac-
commodation in a narrower sense, which occurs for the most part uncon-
sciously, and those instances where a speaker of variety B consciously imi-
tates variety A. He too, refers to striking linguistic signs and constructions
which occur frequently and are indicators of imitation. In varieties based on
an incomplete accommodation of B to A, i.e. in a corresponding new variety
C, imitations of this nature may.also be conventionalized. Our corpus, too,
confirms Cychun’s observations. Thus, given Cychun’s assumption that R.
éto (in Br. phonetics [gta]), is preferred (at least initially in the genesis of
trasjanka) to Br. Aéta due to conscious imitation (whereby the infrequent ad-
nominal uses with neuter substantives is much less relevant than the inde-
pendent, often sentence initial uses, including non-pronominal ones), a con-
ventionalization of éto / éta with a transfer of the initial sound structure to
other demonstrative forms in the distal deixis is the most plausible explana-
tion. It is evident that such instances of contact-induced change based on
imitation in no way correlate with a tendency toward higher regularity or to-
wards the reduction of markedness.

(iii) A similar case is that of preference for the short forms of the de-
monstrative pronouns in the proximal deixis in nom. and acc. sg. of the
feminine gender. It shouid be stated first that the prevalence of the short
forms éto / éta discussed in (ii) may also have played a supportive role in the
suppression of the long forms (h)étaje or (h)étaja,(h)étuju, respectively. The
following seems more crucial: there is a demonstrable tendency in our cor-
pus — quite independent of the demonstratives — that whenever common ele-
ments occur next to specifically Br. or R. alternatives, the former are pre-
ferred. This certainly has in part a psychological motivation related to the
learning process, similar to the preference of Germans learning Polish for the
expressions auto ‘car’ and kartofel ‘potato’ (which as loans are closer to the

27 BLANKENHORN (2003) draws attention to a similar use of such “signal words™ and espe-
cially so-called discourse markers in the speech of Russian Germans (“Russlanddeutschen”)
in Siberia.
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corresponding German lexemes Auto, Kartoffel) than the normative and
more commonly used genuine Polish lexemes samochéd and ziemniak. In
addition, Belarusian and Russian are strongly significant as symbols in the
Belarusian society, as MECKOVSKAJA has observed on different occasions
(e.g. 2002). The preference for Russian or Belarusian is known to correlate
in no small degree with the political polarization of the Belarusian elite. The
use of an “intermediate form of speech”, or an “intermediate variety”, can in
such cases represent a neutrality strategy (cf. HELLER 1999; 2005, especially
regarding English-French code-switching in Canada), which, so to speak, is
perfectly accomplished through the use of common elements or varieties of
the “conflicting” languages. The almost exclusive absence of long forms in
the trasjanka conversations thus correlates characteristically with a wide-
spread acceptance of the short forms as elements of the standard language.
The preference for the cited short forms in nom. and acc. sg. feminine
cannot be regarded as a tendency toward higher regularity, either. The Br.
demonstratives (disregarding for the moment those alternative short forms in
nom. and acc. fem. and neut. of the proximal deixis which are identical with
the R. forms) are inflected in all cases and numbers exactly like adjectives
(with a comparable stem-final sound), and we find the same set of endings.
Russian deviates from this in various positions of the demonstrative para-
digms: (a) in the nom. sg. of all genders and numbers as well as in the acc.
sg. fem. and, if inanimate, in the acc. sg., masc., neut. and pl., where we find
short forms not common for adjectives;”® (b) in the instr. sg. masc. / neut.
and completely in the plural, where (ba) in the proximal and distal deixis the
endings occur that correspond to a soft stem-final consonant, whereas in
other contexts the ones corresponding to hard stem-final consonants occur, a
variation not witnessed for adjectives, and where (bb) in the distal deixis
(and some other pronominal paradigms) there are endings not used in adjec-
tive paradigms at all. Regarding the paradigms as a whole, the establishment
of the short forms in nom. and acc. sg. fem. and neut. of trasjanka would
thereby represent an increase in complexity in the sense of an abandonment
of the rather strict parallelism of demonstrative (and other pronominal) and
adjective inflection characteristic for Belarusian. On the other hand, within
the paradigms of the demonstratives of the proximal deixis, this could be
seen as an increase in regularity, or a decrease in markedness: the symboliza-

28 There are, of course, short forms of Russian adjectives with similar endings. But, as is well
known, these are restricted to predicative use, thus reflecting old nominative forms but on
the whole lacking the category of case.
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tion of nom. and acc. in the adjective paradigms of Belarusian and Russian in
feminine, neuter and plural is contra-iconic. These are the only endings with
three phonological segments, except for the plural and in part the fem. sg.
pattern, where the ending of the instr. is (pl.) or may also be (fem.) tri-
segmental. The establishment of short forms with an ending from a single
phonological segment in feminine and neuter sg. transforms the contra-
iconicity into maximal iconicity because the other endings are at least bi-
segmental,

The blocking of this transformation in the plural, i.e. the lack of a plural
form *éty, is clearly related to the avoidance of homonymy with the nom.
(acc.) sg. masculine. Beyond that, in the nominative, across the partial para-
digms, what has been established by the formal preferences described above
is a maximally iconic symbolization of number: éty, éta / étu, éta — étyja.
The establishment of a plural fox.'m *eéty instead of efyja (which in addition
would still be homonymous with the masc.) would destroy this. (On the
other hand, a homonymy between the feminine and neuter in nom. sg. oc-
curs, which is, atdeast in the long forms, foreign to Belarusian; but this ho-
monymy is only phonetic, and not phonemic.) While the increase in the val-
ues of iconicity in relationship to singular and plural forms in Slavic clearly
plays a greater role (cf. ANDERSEN as early as 1980, 39 as well as MENZEL
2000, 184ft.) than is generally conceded (WURZEL 1984, 212), nevertheless,
these “iconicity effects” may not be more than an accompanying phenome-
non to a very general preference in mixed speech for elements which are es-
tablished in both literary languages. This cannot be “conclusively” weighed
prior to a comprehensive analysis of the inflections in trasjanka.

(iv) An explanation for the dominance of the Belarusian endings in gen.
sg. masc. / neut. as well as in the acc. sg. masc. animate (of the demonstra-
tives and of the rather less frequently used ordinal numbers and indefinite
pronouns) is not readily apparent. The idiosyncratic character of the /-v-/ in
the R. ending should be emphasized. In all other Slavic languages, the ety-
mologically regular consonant, /g/ or /h/, occurs in this position. So R. in-
flectional forms containing /-v-/ in the gen. sg. might be candidates for the
above-mentioned process of imitation. Firstly, however, endings can be re-
garded as less ideal candidates in this respect, especially in languages like
Br. and R., where reductive processes are widespread, at least in endings
without stress, as is mostly the case. Secondly, Br. speakers are familiar with
the regular, in all other contexts obligatory phonetic-phonemic correlation
between the R. /g/ and the Br. /h/, and with the fact that each of them (but
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not /v/) is rendered in the orthography of the respective language with g (Cy-
rillic r / 2). These two facts could hinder the transfer of an idiosyncratic ele-
ment like the ending /-VvV/ in a process of unconscious accommodation. To
be sure, the rather different picture with the adjectives and, especially, inter-
rogative pronouns deserves notice: most frequently the R. equivalent for
“who” (in acc.) is to be found, clearly dominating over the Br. form. But this
interrogative pronoun usually appears in the focus of utterances, with an ap-
propriate intonation, and could, like éro, discourse-marker and similar forms,
belong to the set of salient forms appropriate for imitation. For the balanced
relationship of Br. and R. endings in the adjectives, the following can be
considered: while there is no general “lexicon-grammar-split” in trasjanka as
in prototypical mixed languages (cf. MATRAS 2003), nevertheless the R. in-
fluence is much stronger in the lexical morphemes or in the lexical parts of
speech, respectively, than in the grammatical (cf. TESCH, in press, and
HENTSCHEL, in press a). Admittedly, Br. endings combine rather freely with
R. root morphemes, but significantly less often than with common and cer-
tainly less often than with Belarusian root morphemes. In addition, it should
be noted that for the adjectives, there is a relationship which cannot be ex-
plained here: a frequency comparison of the Br. to the R. root morphemes
turns out to be extremely unfavourable for the former (2.1% vs. 28.8% for
577 adjective forms).” This can, as a side effect, increase the portion of the
R. structure with /-v-/ in the adjectives.

(v) The extremely pronounced preference for an ending in the loc. sg.
masc. / neut. of the adjectivally inflected parts of speech, which is — in line
with the R. pattern — distinct from the instr. sg. masc., is very conspicuous.
(There are no differences between the parts of speech apparent here, as was
the case with the gen. sg. just discussed, which supports the assumption of an
“idiosyncratic role” for the R. /-v-/ when it occurs in the gen. (acc.) sg. of in
the context oc masc. or neutr. (only gen.) nouns instead of R. /g/ which in
other contexts regularly corresponds to Br. /h/.) Here, too, there is no appar-
ent “explanatory interpretation”. Because of structural and frequential char-

29 The common morphemes are dominant among root morphemes in terms of token fre-
quency. The corpus evaluated in this connection is only part of the corpus evaluated for the
demonstratives (with ca. 15,000 word forms): the following values are found for the three
main lexical parts of speech: nouns, n = 2686, common 69.6%, R. 25.1%, Br. 5.1%; verbs,
n =3393, common 82.9%, R. 11.2%, Br. 5.9%, adjectives, n =577, common 69.6%, R.
28.8%, Br. 2.1%. LISKOVEC (2005) too, refers to the specific role of the adjectives in tras-
janka. Cf. further HENTSCHEL (in press b).
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acteristics and the absence of any special exposition in discourse, the loc. sg.
masc. / neut. is certainly not an element that comes into question as a suit-
able cue for an imitation of R. speech patterns. Two principles of morpho-
logical change could be mentioned: there are several indications that marked
categories or sub-categories are rather more liable to accommodation to Rus-
sian than the unmarked, e.g. the forms of the anaphoric pronouns in nom.
(masc. / fem. / neut. / plural: Br. én, jana, jano, Jany, R. on, ona, ono, oni3°)
in our corpus for feminine and neuter and especially for the plural are more
strongly influenced by Russian than the masculine. With the verb forms of
the present tense, 3rd person, the plural forms show the influence of Russian
more than the singular forms. In the same way, the forms of the feminine
anaphoric pronouns for the homonymous (in the sense of JAKOBSON 1936)
peripheral cases (dat., instr., loc.) are dominated by Russian, while for the
similarly homonymous oblique central cases (acc., gen.) a preponderance of
Br. forms is found (cf. HENTSCHEL in press b for these paradigms). The loc.
sg. masc. of the adjectig declination fits into this picture.’! In addition, an
adjustment of the Br. formal equivalence loc. sg. = instr. sg. for the adjective
inflection patterns to the formal distinction loc. sg. # instr, sg. for the nouns
(in both languages) was noted. This would, however, be the reversal of an
historical change because the case homonymy mentioned is the result of a
relatively recent development which has also taken place in Polish. In the
same way, the general tendency in the Slavic languages is towards breaking
down the formal differences of the adjective inflection in the peripheral cases
for masculine and neuter (obviously supported by the relationships in femi-
nine where there is also frequently an ending homonymy, dat. sg. = loc. sg.,
as in Ukrainian and Croatian). In any case, an increase in the complexity of
the formal differentiations can be observed here in the mixed speech of tras-
janka.

(vi) Finally, there remains a phenomenon to be discussed which at first
appears bizarre: (disregarding the lacking prothetic /) the preference for the
Belarusian-like form ézy in the nom. sg. masc. of the demonstrative in the
proximal deixis, which in the acc. sg. masc. inanimate is “countered” by the

30 The difference is primarily due to the Br. prothetic consonant /, and furthermore to the hard
(non-palatal) stem-final sound with the corresponding “hard” ending vowel in the plural.
The initial vowel sound in Russian is quite similar to Belarusian [a], only slightly more
closed and quantitatively reduced: [A].

31 The two other peripheral cases do not offer any additional information here. The endings of
dat. and instr. are the same in both languages. :
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preference for the Russian-like état, even though in this paradigmatic context
there is generally an ending homonymy in both languages. (This phenome-
non is also suggested in the plural where R. éti, opposite the Br.-influenced
(h)étyja, has a significantly higher relative token frequency in the accusative
than it does in competition with the same form in nominative, although the
use of éti goes against the tendency to avoid stem allomorphy.) Such evi-
dence could at first sight be interpreted as an indication of the establishment
of a morphologically independent acc., which otherwise is found in Eastern
Slavic® only in the fem. sg. of different parts of speech (as with some mas-
culine substantives) which in nom. sg. end with./-a/ or /-aja/, respectively.
Nevertheless, a sceptical approach would be advisable, as the highly ques-
tionable “linguistic status” of trasjanka addressed in the introduction is still
unresolved. As stated, trasjanka is in the first instance a folk category. In the
corpus which forms the basis for this study, for instance, there is evidence of
inter-sentential as well as intra-sentential code-switching (cf. HENTSCHEL in
press a, b). The instances of intra-sentential code-switching in individual ex-
pressions are sometimes classified as alternating and other times inserting
types or so-called “congruent lexicalization” types (following the typology
of MUYSKEN 2000).” Both motivated (less frequent) and unmotivated (more
frequent) switches to Belarusian or Russian respectively are found in the
conversations evaluated. These examples of switching are in some isolated
instances connected to a few initially distinguishable paradigmatic restric-
tions in the choice between Belarusian, Russian or common (occasionally
also hybrid) elements and structures. There is evidence for a transition at
least to code-mixing, if not even to a “fused lect” according to AUER (1998),
who emphasizes that in a language community all three “blends” of two con-
tact languages can be simultaneously present. Differentiating these phenom-
ena within individual utterances is sometimes difficult, which implies a con-
siderable methodical problem for the quantitative analysis of “parole data”.

32 Morphologically independent accusatives are rather the exception, or at least infrequent
types, in Slavic. Generally, so-called genitive-accusatives (homonymy between accusative
and genitive) are to be found in the context of the sg. of animate masc. nouns and of the pl.
of animate or personal or personal-male nouns, nominative-accusatives (homonymy be-
tween accusative and nominative) in the context of neut. nouns in the sg. and of inanimate
or non-personal or non-personal-male nouns in the pl.: a distribution on the basis of “new”
subgenders which evolved in the course of the last millennium.

33 HENTSCHEL (in press b) will offer an analysis of code-switching in the corpus of
Baranavidy investigated here.
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?idrr(::o:tirér}cf::ai?ﬁtnfmTESCH (hzoos 226-240) have show'n that some-
of Russian (i.e. a current iflltl:rsl:: ns mtorference of Belarusian m the use

-language phenomenon) or borrowing (in a
narrower sense, apa_ut form “nonce borrowings” or i ional switches of, as
ot et whethr maamka i ey s I aditon t tha, it s
lect” of some substandard type orugraxtf Y oo conventlf)?almd“

" y represents the transition stage of a
language change from Belarusian to Russian. This could turn out differently
for various groups in the Belarusian society. Some may complete the shift,
losing all competence in Belarusian, while others may retain a form of Bela-
rusian, and still others only — or also — speak a “fused sociolect” of the tras-
janka type with clear Br. traits. To what extent one or the other occurs de-
pends on future political and social developments in Belarus (cf. HENTSCHEL &
TESCH 2006, 240f). As to the ph.enomenon discussed here, the strong or
stronger dominance of the Russian like état (étot) but also éti in acc. sg.
masc. inanimate and the inverse preference of the (in principle competing)
Belarusian like forfhs in the nom. case, (h)ety sg. and (h)étyja pl., would, in
the scenario of an advanced language shift, not be at all unusual: speakers
who have largely shifted from Belarusian to Russian still remember the Br.
forms of the generally more frequent and unmarked nominatives (i.e. the
forms from the more frequent nominative contexts) better than the Br. accu-
sative forms. The question whether this tendency will be conventionalized in
a trasjanka pattern with nom. # acc. is at this stage (and in view of the cur-
rent extent of the corpus analyzed at this moment) unanswerable. Further-
more, future analysis of code-switching phenomena, especially the embed-
ding of the forms discussed in noun phrases with other Br., R. or common
elements, would have to be taken into account in the frequency analysis as
well.

5. Summary

The quantitative analysis of morphological inflection forms (stems and end-
ings) in the mixed Belarusian-Russian speech of trasjanka thus reveals more
or less clear preferences, sometimes for Br., sometimes for R. or even for
common as well as hybrid elements. These quantitative differences are quite
clearly not random. In part they correspond to the principles of morphologi-
cal change which are assumed to apply to “intra-lingual” morphological, or
so-called endogenous change. It has been demonstrated in various studies
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that these kinds of principles “regulate” both the morphological development
of polydialectal-based standard languages and instances of intra-lingual dia-
lect contact, in other words the “competition of forms” that correlate with
such phenomena (cf. MENZEL 2003). From a structural point of view, be-
cause of the close genetic relationship and high degree of structural similar-
ity between Belarusian and Russian, the corresponding morphological con-
tact phenomena in mixed Belarusian-Russian speech convey an impression
of dialect contact and the mixed speech of trasjanka rather than of the gene-
sis of a new, mixed dialect. The distribution of forms is not chaotic, not com-
pletely “individual”, as suggested by some students of mixed “East Slavic
speech”, although it reveals a high degree of variability. The significance of
morphological change principles, as developed for example in the natural-
ness-theoretical approach, is nevertheless clear. As a whole, these principles
increase the regularity of the inflectional-morphological patterns. The most
convincing example in this analysis is certainly the extremely strong ten-
dency to avoid stem-allomorphy in the partial paradigms of demonstrative
pronouns in the singular and plural, which finally also leads.to the formation
of specific hybrid trasjanka forms and even paradigms.

Other regularities, however, correlate rather with the unequal prestige
status of the two languages in contact and the social significance of lan-
guage(s) in the Belarusian society, in which Russian plays a clearly domi-
nant role, or with the conflict situation between Belarusian and Russian in
the symbolism of the political landscape. Here lie the roots of the preferences
which have their origin in conscious imitation, as well as the tendency to
prefer forms common to both languages. These strategies are neutral in terms
of an increase or decrease in morphological regularity and can therefore be a
cause of the latter, which has so far been seen to be untypical in contact
situations.
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Pesiome

LlenTpanbHeiil BONPOC JaHHON CTATbH — 4 HMEHHO: BO3MOXHO JIH Pa3BHUTHE
«coBCTBEHHBIXY (IEKTHBHBIX NApafHurM B cMelaHHoH 6en0pyccko-pycckoi
peun, o6BIYHO Ha3hIBaEMOM TPACAHKOH, OTIMUAIOWMXCA OT GENOPYCCKHX H
PYCCKHX — COCTaBNA€T YacTh Gonee o6GLIMX BOMPOCOB, Kacalommxca Gopm
«BOCTOYHOCIIABAHCKO» cMelaHHOM peun B Benapycy n Ykpause. B nauane
CTaThH aBTOD 3a1aeTCs BONPOCOM, YT MOXKET 03HA4aTh B PHHLMIIE, T. €. HA
METAaTEOPETHYECKOM YPOBHE, YTBEPKICHHE Pa3IMUHBIX MCCIIE0BaTENeH B
Benapycu H YxpauHe (resp. CypXHKa), 4To TpacsHka ABnserca «beccucrem-
HOI», ecd Jiaxke He XaoTH4HOM dopmoii peunt. [Tpn 3TOM, €CTECTBEHHO, HU-
KTO HE 3a4BJSET O TOM, YTO BCA CMELIaHHasA peyb «6ecCHCTEMHa» HIM «Xao-
TH4Ha» (Ha Hell Beqb HE TOJILKO FOBOPAT, HO €€ H MOHHMAIOT, T. €. OHA HC-
NOJB3YeTca KaK CPeACTBO KOMMYHHKaluu). Peur ckopee HaeT o «beccuc-
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TEMHOM» BBIGOpE MeX Iy 6eIOpYCCKHMH M PYCCKMMH dJIEMEHTAMH, T. €. 3Ha-
KaMH (JlekceMaMi, MOpdeMaMH) U KOHCTPYKUMAMH, @ TAKXKe — KaK OO~
HHTEJILHO NOMYEPKHBACTCA — 3JIEMEHTaMH, OOIMMH Ui 060MX A3BIKOB,
TaKMMH, KOTOpble CHEUHGHYHBI ANA TPacAHKH. DTOT BIGOP, KaK BHAHO C
«TEpBOTO B3MNIAJA», AETEPMUHHPOBAH HECTPOTO, T. €. HE MPOMCXOMMT CO-
IJIaCHO «0e30rOBOPOYHBIM» (WM (KAaTErOpHaIbbiM) MpPaBHIaM, KOTOPhIE C
TOYKH 3pEHHA CTPYKTYPHOIO A3bIKO3HaHHA (4 GONBIIHHCTBA Gojee MO3AHUX
JMHIBHCTHYECKHX TOAXONO0B) COCTABIIET CYTh A3bIKOBOH CHCTEMbI, CHCTEM-
HOCTH. HO 3T0 — Kak apryMeHTUpyeTcs B AaHHOM CTaThe — OTHIONb HE 3Ha-
YHT, 4TO BHIGOP ABJISETCA XaOTHYHEBIM, T. €. YHCTO CiydaiinbiM. Ckopee cre-
AyeT SMIHPUYECKH MpPOAHATH3HPOBATh TpeanodTeHus (mpedepenuun) s
JaHHOM BEIGOpEe Ha OCHOBE HabMIONaEMOro A3BIKOBOIO TMOBEAEHHUSA, NIPH MO-
MOIIH KBAHTHTaTHBHBIX MeTOAOB. [[pyrUMH CIOBaMH, CEAyeT MPOBEPHT,
HE CYIIECTBYIOT JIH B ONpelENeHHBIX KOHTEKCTaX (CTPYKTYPHBIX ¥ KOMMY-
HUKATUBHBIX) TPEANIOYTEHMA YNOTpeGneHus fenopycckUX HAM PYCCKHX
aneMenToB. [Ipu sMmupuieckoM OOHapyxeHuM Takux npedepeHumii cra-
BHUTCA Ipyroii Goﬁee o6wuit Bonpoc, Kacalolmmiics Kak TPacAHKU TaK U Cyp-
KHKa: ABJIACTCA JIU CMEIIECHUE B PEYH «UKMCTO» CHOHTAHHBIM, WIH CYLIECT-
BYIOT OCHOBAHHUA MpPEAIIONOKHTh, YTO B ONPE/ICJACHHOH CTENEHH.YyXe Mpo-
u3olTa KoHBeHMoHanu3auua? Ilpyu Hammaun npedepenumit 8 penpesenTa-
THBHOM Mepe UMEET MECTO MOCIIEIHUM BapHaHT.

TpacsHka u CypXUK NpeACTaBNAIOT COGOU, Kak W3BECTHO, CMEIAHHYIO
peyb, OCHOBaHHYIO Ha KOHTAKTe ABYX eHETHYECKH GIM3KOPOACTBEHHBIX M
CTPYKTYDHO O4YE€Hb MOXOXHX A3BIKOB: OEJOPYCCKOFO W PYCCKOTO I
YKPaHHCKOTO M PYCCKOro. 3a HCKIIOYEHHEM aCHMMETPHYHOTO MOJOKEHHA
COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX KOHTAKTHBIX A3bIKOB B IUIAHE COLMANBHOIO MpecTika (B
NoJIb3y PYCCKOro A3biKa, resp. YKPamHCKOTO € MepeMeHaM, MPOH30IIen-
UMM B 1990-€ IT.) 3TOT A3BIKOBOH KOHTAKT MOXHO CKOpPEE CPaBHHTh C KOH-
TaKTOM JHAJIEKTOB.

B EBpone BO3HHKHOBEHHE HOBBIX CMELIAHHBIX AHANEKTOB M3 Golee
CTapbIX KOHTAKTHBIX MAMAIEKTOB 4acTO MPOMCXOJHMNIO0 B KOHTEKCTE MH-
AycTpyanusauuy, ypOaHM3alMH M CONPOBOXAAIOHIeH maHHBIE (EHOMEHBI
MMIpalMy M3 CenbCKoH MecTHOCTH B ropod. ITonoGHbie o6liecTBEHHBIE
TIpOLECCH UMENIX MeCTO B B benapycH B 60-x u 70-X IT. npouuioro Beka, u
HMEHHO C HMMHM CBSI3aHO MOSABJIEHHE COBPEMEHHOTO BapHaHTa CMeEIaHHOMH
6enopyccko-pycckoit peyn.

Hccnenys nomobHble cuTyallMM HOBBIX CMELIaHHBIX JHANEKTOB, YacTo
HOBBIX TOPOJCKHX AHanexToB, bpuraHckuii a3sikoBen P. Trudgill ykasan Ha
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TOT (aKT, 4TO KOHKYPHPYIOIIHE A3BIKOBbIE 3HAKH M KOHCTPYKUHH 3 pa3HbIX
KOHT2KTHBIX JHAIEKTOB OYEHb JONTO MOTYT CYIECTBOBATh KaK CBOGOIHbIE
BApHAHThl, H CTabWM3auusA, T. €. Gosee YeTKHE OrpaHHYEHHA B MoJIL3Y
OIHOrO HIIH APYToro BapHaHTa BO3MOXHBI JIMIIb B TPETEM WIIHM YETBEPTOM
nokoneHuH. Jlopora k Tako# CTabMIHM3aLMK NEXHT uepe3 npedepeHuy /
NPEAnoYTEHHS, T. €. Yepe3 Gosiee BRICOKYIO HiIH 60/lee HH3KYIO YaCTOTHOCTD
B YNOTpeGNieHHH OJHOTO WM APYroro sapuauta (-oB). B 3ToM acnekre B
BBICIIICH CTENeHH BapHATHBHBIH XapakTep TPacAHKH, T. €. ee BapbHpOBaHHE
MEXIy GeTopycCKUMH, DYCCKHMH, OOLIMMHM M CTICLH(UYECKUMH 3eMeH-
TaMH{ ¥ KOHCTPYKUHMAMH, NPEACTABIAETCA aGCOMIOTHO HOPMANTbHBIM.

Omnupuyeckyio 6asy A1 NPeNCTAaBAEHHOTO B JAHHOM CTaThe aHAIH3a
COCTABJMIOT CII0BOYOPMEI YKa3aTeNbHBIX MECTOHMEHHIL, B3AThIE M3 Kopmyca
CEMEIHbIX Pa3rOBOPOB MEXIY WIEHAMM CEMbH M HX 3HAKOMBIMH M3 Geio-
pycckoro ropona bapaHoBHuM, KOTOphIl (KOPHYC) K MOMEHTY aHamW3a
oxsatbiBai 21.000 cnoBodopM, u3 Hux Gonee uem 400 ynotpebaenuit
yKasaTeNbHbIX MECTOMMEHHHA. T. e. 3TH NaHHBIe ABIMIOTCA PENpPE3EHTATHB-
HBIMH JIMINb /U8 CEMEHHOTO «IIEKTa», XapaKTEPH3YIOWETOCs SBHBIM COCY-
LIECTBOBAHHEM GEJIOPYCCKHX M PYCCKHX 3EMEHTOR M KOHCTPYKUHiA.
AngopmanTer MOTyT GbITH OXapaKTEPH30BAaHBI Kak HOCHTETH TPacsiHKA B
NIEPBOM M BTOPOM MOKOJICHHH.

Ha ocHoe aToro Marepuana MoxeT 6bITh YCTaHOBIEH LEbIit pan npen-
TMOYHMTaeMbIX (POPM M CBOHCTB yKa3aTE/NBHBIX MECTOMMEHHMH B (TpacsHOY-
HOM» peuu:

A. JloMHHMpOBaHHE KOPHA, KOTOPLIH, C OHOM CTOpPOHBI, (a) HE HEMOH-
CTpHpYET npoTeTHyeckoe g /h/ (kak B 6eNOpYCCKOM A3bIKE, HAMp. 23-
mut) U (6) He MMeeT KOpHEBO# anoMopduu, KOTOpas B PyCCKOM BBI-
paxaercs B ajlbTEpHALIMK MEXIY HANATATLHBIM /t'/ BO MHOXECTBEH-
HOM HHCIIe U TBOPHTEJIBHOM ITA/IeXe €. 4. MYXCKOTO U CPELIHETO Po-
A2 M HenanaTagbHOM /t/ B OCTaNbHbIX Ciyyasx. Takum o6pasoM mpu
«OIIKHEM) M «HATbHEM» NEHKCHCE OTMEYaloTCa NapaiirMbl, OT/IH-
YalolKeCs KaK OT PyCCKOTo, TakK U OT GeNOPYCCKOro, I YaCTHYHO
CoBNajalommHe ¢ 6ea0pYCCKMMH HITH C PyCCKHMH NMapaurMaMHy.

B. B GnmxHeM nefikcuce B MMEHHTENLHOM Majexe €. Y. OTHACTCS
NpeanoyTeHne o6pasily Tana smst M. p., sma x. p., 3ma cp. p. (T. e.
«KpaTKUM» GOpMaM B XK. H Cp. P.; B X. P. TAKKE B BUHUTENHHOM Ma-
AeXe: 3my) B OTIMYHMHM OT MHOXECTBEHHOTO YHCIA, TIE OTAAETCH
NpeanovTeHve «IUTHHHONHY (opMe ambis, YTO TaKkKe OTIMYAETCH OT
6e10pyccKUX U PYCCKHX 06pasLoB B CMBICIE «rubpugHoro HabGopa»
dopM uM. n.: 5mul — sma — sma — smeis.

B. Ouesua Hoe mpeanouTenue Genopycckoro okondanus /-VhV/ pyc-
CKOMY OKOHYaHHIO /-VVV/ B POIMTENBHOM Majexe ed. 4. M. p. (B
KOHTEKCTE OJYIIEBIEHHBIX CYLIECTBUTENIbHBIX U B BUHHTEJILHOM [a-
IexXe) ¥ cp. p.

I'. Takxke oyeBHAHOE MpeANOYTEHHE PYCCKOTO OKOHYaHMA /-om/ 6eno-
PYCCKOMY OKOHYAHHIO /-im/ B NpeIoKHOM (MECTHOM) majexke el d.
M. B CD. P., KOTOPOE B PyCCKOM BCEra OTIMYHO OT TBOPHMTEILHOTO
najiexa. B 6enopycckoM ke OHO COBMafaeT C TROPHUTENILHBIM.

H. Mpennourenne (popMel smsr B GMDKHEM AeHKCHCE, KOTOpasA 3a Mc-
KIIIOYEHHEM OTCYTCTBYIOILETO MPOTETHYECKOTO g COOTBETCTBYET Oe-
JIOpPYCCKOMY, ¥ TIpeAno4TeHne GopMbl moii B AalbHEM yKa3aHUM pyc-
CKMM aNbTePHATHBAM 3mom W mom B UMEHMUTENLHOM Mafiexe M. p.,
py HEGONBIIOM M3MEHEHHH STHX OTHOIICHUH B BHHUTEILHOM NaJexe.

[lo kpaiiHedi Mepe, M1 YacTH [PUBENECHHBIX ABJIEHUN BO3IMOXKHEI
06bAcHeHN, 6a3sHpyIOIHecs Ha NPUHLMNAX, CHOpMYNTHPOBAHHEIX B PAMKaX
EctectBeHHOM Mopdonorun H  (COGCTBEHHO) KacaloLIMXCA BHYTPH-
A3BIKOBOTO («Hexograxmoro») MOp(OOrHYECKOro H3MeHeHus. J{pyrue xe
SBJICHHA, OCHOBBIBAIOIMECA HE HA HEOCO3HAHHOM MPOILIECCE aKKOMOJALMH, a
CKOpee Ha OCO3HaHHOH uMuTaluu (B noHuManuu P. Trudgill’a) MoxHO 06b-
ACHATb ACMMMETPHYHBIM MOJOXKEHHEM B IUIAHE COLMAILHOIO MPECTHXKA,
pellalollerocs B Mofb3y pPycckoro s3bika. B ofmieM W 1enoM, gaHHbte
ABICHUA CBUACTEIBCTBYIOT O TOM, YTO B AUCTPUOYLIMM U 06pa3oBaHuM paaa
tdopM BOBce HE LIAPUT Xaoc, a HaMedaroTcsa Oojiee WM MEHEe ABHBIE
npedepeHIHH OTACNbHBIX (JOPM WM OKOHYAHHI H, TAKUM 06pa3oM, Hayasao
KOHBEHLMOHANM3AIMH «CMEIIUBAHUA». B TpacdHke (TOuHee, B «TPaciaHOY-
HOM JIEKTE» UCCIIEIOBAHHOIO CEMEHHOTO KOHTEKCTa) MOXKHO JaXe OTMETHTh
coOCTBEHHbIE NApaUIMbl YKa3aTe/IbHbIX MECTOUMEHHIH, OTIHUAIOMIHECH KaK
ot 6enopyccKoro, Tak u oT pycckoro. CyIecTBYIOT JI TAKHE WIH NOXOOHbIE
TEHIESHUUHY B Apyrux obmactax Benapycu, momxHsl nokasath 6ynyluue Hc-
CIIeIOBaHNS, KOTOPhIE JIOJDKHBI ONTUPAThes Ha Oosiee 0ObeMHbIt KOPITYC.




