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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 10M-16t,
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 (8. Zaprudski) and Germany (G. Hentschel).

Although these forms of mixed Belarusian-Russian or Ukrainian-Russian
speech can be found among 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 surlyk 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.
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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 suryk 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
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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 Baranavify, 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,

Havyionanvnuii ynigepcumem Kueeo-Mozunancoka axademisn

Cypxuk: icropist popMyBaHHS, Cy4acHHH CTaH,

nepcrneKTHBH QPyHKIiOHYBaHHS

Mimane ykpaiHCBKO-poOcilicbke MOBIEHHs, BifloMe HiJX Ha3BOI0 CYPXKHK,
1oYano KOCHiIKYBaThca B YKpalHChKOMY MOBO3HABCTRI JIMIllE B OCTAaHHI JBa
JECATHIITTS.

TlosBa YHCIEHHHX pO3BiNOK, NPHUCBIYEHUX LLOMY MOBHOMY SBHILY,
CTHMYIIIOBaJIa epexyciM mepera ioro cioBHHKOBOT fediHiLii.

V CHOBHHKaX PaOfHCHKOrO MEpiofxy CYPKHUK BH3HAYAIM SK «EIEMEHTH
nBoX abo KiTbKOX MOB, 00’€qHaHi MITYy4YHO, 6€3 NOAEpXKaHHA HOPM JliTepa-
TypHOI MOBH; Heuncta MoBa» (CYM 1978, 854). lle BU3HAUCHHA NEpeHe-
CeHO 1 y HoBUMI «Benukumil TIyMayHMH CIOBHMK CydacHoi YKpaiHCBKOI
Moy (BTCVYM 2006, 1416), me ioro nunie ZONOBHEHO NPHKIAAOM yKpai-
HCbKO-POCIHCOKUT CYPICUK.

Tak camo — Ax cyMiln Oyab-AKUxX MOB — OyJo KBaihikoBaHO CYpXUK i B
nepuioMy BufaHHi eHumknonedil «YkpaiHChka MOBa» y CTaTTi aBTOPCTBa
K. Jleneup: «MoBa, B kit mTyyHo 06’€aHaHi, 6e3 JOTPUMAaHHA JiTepaTyp-
HHUX HOPM eneMeHTH pisaux MoB» (YME 2000, 616). V npyroMy BHIaHHi B
3HaYyHO po3lnUpeHit crarti cypacux aBroperBa O. O. TapaHeHKa: «TOLIK-
pena B YkpaiHi po3sMOBHa Ha3Ba HEHOPMATHBHOIO iHIMBiNyalbHOTO MOB-
JIEHH: 11eBHOI 0CO0H Ta COLIOJIEKTY NEeBHOI Ipyny, 1o 6yayroThca Ha OCHOBI
sMilnyBanns, intepdepeHnil enemenTiB ABox i Ginbme moB» (YME 2004,
665).

Boaunouac 3a3HaueHi eHIMKIONEIUIHI CTATTi MIiCTATh i OJATKOBI yTOU-
HenHa gedininii. Tak, y nepiroMy BHAaHHI 3a3Ha4€HO, 1O LA Ha3Ba BXHBa-
€ThCA HNEPEBAKHO HIONO (YKPAiHCBKOTO MPOCTOPiddsA, 32CMi¥CHOTO HEBMO-
THBOBAHO 3aN03MUYeHUMH (BHACIINOK YKpaiHChKO-pociiicbkoi iHTepdepeHii)
pociticekumu enementamm» (YME 2000, 616). V npyroMy BUAaHHi Hape-
JieHe BU3HaYeHHs NPOJIOBXKYE Taka iHTeprpeTania cypxuky: «Jina xapakre-
PUCTHKM TaKWX 3MIlIAHMX THILB MOBHMX YTBODIiB KaXyTh, HaNpHKIaZ, PO
YKpaiHCBKO-NONBChKHH, YKpaTHChKO-COBALLKAH Ta iHII CypKHKH. AJe
HabigacTilne Mg CypKHUKOM SK COLIOJIEKTOM pO3yMilOTh NEBHHH CTPYKTYp-



HO-(yHKIIOHAIbHUY KOMIIOHEHT YKPaiHChKOTO NpOCTOpPIYds 3 HOMITHOI
JOMILIKOIO PYCH3MIB, IO CTaB PO3MOBHOK MOBOI i (QAKTHYHO OCHOBHHM
3acofoM CIinkysaHHs OLIBHIOCTI yKPalHOMOBHOTO HAaceleHHs VYKpaidu
BHACNIOK MAacoOBO TPUBAIOi KOHTAKTHOI YKpaiHChKO-POCIHCHKOT IBOMOBHO-
cTi B i acumeTpuyHiit (xurnocHii) popmin (YME 2004, 665).

B ocTaHHIX HaykoBUX MyOmikauiix i BUAaHHI eHIHKIONEANYHOro THIY
BH3HAYEHHS PO3LIAAYBAHOTO iflioMa Bke JiTKO KOHKPETH30BaHO CTOCOBHO
MOB, AKi #ioro yTeoprotoTh. Jlecs CraBuubKa B OCTaHHifl CBOiH npatli, mpn-
cBAYEHIM CYpKHMKOBI, BU3Hayae Horo sk «HeKOAH(PIKOBaHy NPOCTOPO3MOBHY
MOBY, fKa BUHHKJA AK HAaCNJOK MacoBOi TpHBaloi KOHTAKTHOI yKpaiHChko-
pociiicekoi nBoMoBHOCTI B 11 purnocHiit dopmin (CTABHLBKA & TPYE 2007,
77). Mo mo3HaueHHAd pi3HOBHAY YKpaiHCHKOTO MPOCTOPiuYs, 3aCMiueHOro
HEBMOTHMBOBAHO 3alO3MYEHHUMHU POCilICHEKUMU eeMEHTaMH 3BY>KECHO CeMaH-
THKY JIeKCeMH cyporcuk y «Maniii dinonoriuniit eampxnoneniin (M®OE 2007,
402).

BomHoyac y NiHrBICTHYHMX HOpamsX TPaIUIseThCA #i BUKOPHCTaHHA Tep-
MiHa cypacux y IIHPINOMY 3HAYEHHI — AK cyMimi 6yae-axux mos. Hampu-
knan, Onekcanap UepeZHHMEHKO, aHANI3YIOYH SBHINE HOBITHBOI eKCHaHCIT
AHITIOMOBHHX 3allO3M4eHb B YKpalHChKHIY MeianpocTip, muie mpo Gopmy-
BaHHA CYPXKHKY HOBOIO THIy, BXe YKpaiHChKO-aHTiMichbkoro»: «3po3y-
Mino, mo Gyap-axuil CYpXKHK, YH TO YKPaiHChKO-aHINifChkHi, 4K TO yKpaiH-
CHKO-POCIHCHKHMI, He MOXE NMPETEHAYBATH Ha CTaTyC HOPMH, OCKITbKH pyii-
Hye€ CHCTeMH 060X KOHTaKTyIounx MoB» (UEPEJIHHYEHKO 2007, 72).

Maii6yTHi JoCTi/KeHHA MalOTh YTOYHHTH Yac BUHMKHEHHS BTOPHHHOTO
3HAYEHHS JIEKCEMH Cyporcux BHACHiAOK MeTaGOpHYHOro NepeHECEHHA Ha3BH
3epHOBOi cymimi Ha MoBHyY. Ho ) J0 TepMiHONOTIYHOTO BXHUTKY CJIOBA B
HAayKOBOMY JHCKYpCi, TO TYT MOXHa KOHCTaTyBaTH Bxke HOro BiTHOCHY
yCTaNleHiCTh, X04a JesKi CONioiHrBiCTH 3anepeuyBany Horo IpHAATHICTE A0
TepMiHonori3anii, B6a4arouM B CIOBi MPUCYTHICTh HeGaxaHOT OMIHHOT kKOHO-
tanii. Tak, BonoguMup JleMueHKO NMPOIOHYBAB BXUBATH TEPMiH pezioHa-
JIbHe KotiHe 3aMiCTh «IITYYHOTO, MOJITHYHO 33aHraKOBaHOIO Ta Ma3oXicTH-
gHOro TepMina cypxux» (JJEMYEHKO 2003, 29). OnHak 3 NpoONO3HIIEI0
B. leMueHKa BaXKO ITOFOJUTHCh, OCKiIbKM KOMHE 3a XapaKTepoM YTBO-
peHHs | BUKOPHCTaHHA HAJNEXKMTH N0 iHIIOro THMy (opM iCHyBaHHA MOBH,
Hix cypxuk (TAPACEHKO 2006, 64).

Crij 3a3Ha4UTH, O TEHACHIS 10 OOMEXEHHS BKUTKY JEKCEMHU CYPIICUK
JI0 TePMIHONOTIYHOrO MO3HaueHHs crienuditHo YKpalHCLKOro ABHIa MOBHOI
KOMYHikanii Ma€e cBoi miacraBu. Sk 61 MU He kBanidikyBanu neit TMI MOB-



JieHHd, foro yrsopeHo Ha 6a3i ykpaiHcbkoi MOBH i Tepuropieto Horo moGy-
TyBaHHA € YkpaiHa. Buxomauu 3 uporo, IOpii LlleBensoB, HanpHukiaz, Bif-
HOCHMB CYPXKMK 10 Pi3HOBHAIB ykpaiHcekoi mMopu (LLUEPEX 1998, 13). Crnin
3aYBAKHTH TAKOXK, 0 aHATOTI9HMH CypxHKOBi MilllaHnii pisHoBMA 6inopy-
CbKO-pOCiiicbkoro MOBNeHH:, Mouupenuit B binopyci, Mae inmy HasBy —
TpacsHKa, X04a B CEMaHTHYHOMY IUTaHi Li JIekceMH GIHM3bKi 3a MOXOMKEH-
HAM, TIOB’A33HAM 3 CLIBCBKOTOCHOJAPCHKOIO JIEKCHKOKW (IMB. JOKJafHile
MACEHKO 2004, 104).

Bonsouac #igeThcAd Npo yKpaiHCbKy creludiky TepMiHOBXKHTKY, a He
Npo YHIKAIBHICTB CYPXKUKY AK CyGMOBH 3MilIaHOTO THIY. Y Teopii MOBHMX
KOHTAaKTiB ONHUCaHO Gararo BHMAAKIB YTBOPSHHS MillaHUX pi3HOBUAIB MOB-
JICHHS, TaK 3BAHHX HIOJHCUHIg 1 kpeonis, XapaKTEpHUX NepelyciM i couio-
JIHTBICTHYHHX CHTYalliif B KOJOHiaNbHMX i NMOCTKONOHIANBHUX KpaiHax.
Vkpainchki JHIBICTH Y€ BHCIOBIIOBAIM AYMKY NPO MOMUIMBICTE BimHe-
CEHHA CYPXKHKY IO TOTO K THITy MOBHHX YTBODEHS, IO i MifkuH. XapakTe-
pHU3YIOUH TiHKHH SK CONiaNbHHl AialekT, AKMH BUHMKAE BHACHifok ¢par-
MEHTApHOTO 3aCBOEHHS i CIIPOINEHHS Ha BCix piBHAX MOBH MeTpornoii Ta ii
3MillyBaHHA 3 PiHOI MOBOIO, WO 3a0e3Nedye KOMYHiKalliio B MapagurMi
CTOCYHKIB «rocmojap — ciyra», OnekcaHap YepenHuwdeHko mume: «HUu
MOXIHBI Y LIbOMY KOHTEKCTi aHanoril 3 MOBHOIO cuTyauiero B YkpaiHi? Ha
MO0 JYMKY, [inkom MoxuBi. He € TaeMHHIIEIO, IO HAB’A3yBaHHsA pocilich~
Koi MOBH B YacH KOJIOHiaIbHOTO Ta HaliBKOJOHIAJIbHOTO CTAaHOBHINA YKpa-
THM, 3HaYHHMI THCK pocilichkol Ha yKkpaiHCEKY NpH3BENM IO MOSBH TaK 3Ba-
HOTO CYpPXKHKY, IIO 3a CBOIMM CTPYKTYPHMMH Ta (yHKIIOHAIBHUMH O3Ha-
KaMH LikoM Biamosifiae BHmesrafasoMy nimkuHy. CypxuKisallii MoB-
JIeHHs iCTOTHOT YaCTHHM HaceNeHHs YkpalHU Ha OCHOBI 3MilllyBaHHS yKpai-
HCBKOT Ta POCiliCEKOi MOB TATHE 3a COGO0KO PO3IIMPEHHA GYHKLIH CYpxuKYy i
HOCTYIOBE HOTO MEpEeTBOPEHHA HA OCHOBHHMH 3aci6 yCHOTO CHiNKYBaHHS»
(YEPEJHUYEHKO 2007, 64).

PazoM 3 THM NMTaHHA, Y MOXEMO PO3IIIAAATH CYPKUK fK ilioM, aHamo-
rivAMi mikuHaM aGo KpeoJsCHKHM MOBaM, JMINAEThCA BiIKPUTHM. Apry-
MEHTOM, BUCYHYTHM TIPOTH TAKOTO OTOTOXHEHHA, MOxke OyTH Ta 00CTaBHHa,
10 BiloMi 3 MIHrBICTHYHHX ZOCTi/KEHDb MiUKUHHE 3 HACTYIHMM NEPEXOIOM
iX y kpeonbschbki MOBH (OpMYIOThCA Ha 0a3i TeHETHYHO BiJANEHHX MOB,
30KpeMa BHACNIXOK NOEJHAHHS €JEMEHTIB €BPOTEHCHKUX MOB 3 JialleKTaMu
Micuesnx Mo Adpuku, [Tienennol Amepuky, Oxeanil, ITiBaenno-Cxianol
Asii. KpiM TOro, NpU41HOIO BHHAKHEHHS Mi/UKHHIB, AKi B HACTYNHUX HOKO-
TiHHAX MOBHIB OPMYIOTHCS B KPEONBCHKI MOBM, € BiICYTHICTb HaLiOHaNb-



HUX CTAaHJApTIB MiCLIEBHX MOB, 0GYTyBaHHs iX y dopMi uMCIEHHMX Mianek-
TiB, TOGTO iCHYBaHHS YMOB, 32 IKHX POJIb MOBH MDKETHIYHOTO CHUIKYBaHHA
riepebupac Ha ceGe ifioM, yTBOPEHHIA IIIAXOM MOETHAHHA OfIHiET 3 €BpOMeH-
CLKMX MOB 3 MicleBMM miasextoM. HatoMicTe y CypXHKY MNOEIHYIOThCH
eNeMeHTH JBOX CIOpiAHEHMX MOB, 3 AKMX o6MIOBI MaloTe cdopMoBaHuil
3araJbHOHAIlIOHAIBHMI CTaHAapT.

Bo/iHo4ac Ha KOPHCTH NOPIiBHSHHA YKPaiHCHKO-POCIHCHKOro CypXKHKY 3
MiDKMHAME i KpeonaMu Moxe GyTH BHCYHYTHI apryMeHT NoAifHOCTi coui-
aNTBHUX OPWYHH i MeXaHi3MiB 1X yTBOpeHHA: BCi Li imioMu ¢popMyioThes B
COLIOMIHrBICTHYHINA CHTyauii HepiBHONPaBHHX MIKETHIYHHX i MDKMOBHHX
CTOCYHKIiB JOMiHYIOYHX i MifUIErIMX MOB HUIAXOM CTHXiHHOTO HEMOBHOIO
33CBOCHHS JTIEKCHKH UYK0i MOBH MaHiBHOTO €THOCY i3 4aCTKOBHM 30€pexkeH-
HAM (POHETHYHUX i MOP(OJIOTIYHMX PHC NEPBUHHOT PiAHOT MOBH.

Jo kmo4oBuX mpoGieM AOCTIMKEHHs MilIaHOro YKpaiHChKO-pOCifch-
KOTO inioMa, Bifl pO3B’A3aHHA AKOI 3aNEKATHMYTb i MEPCTICKTUBH aHATI3Y
CYpXKHKY B 3a3Ha4€HOMY 3iCTABHO-THNOJIOTiMHOMY acCreKTi KPeoNiCTHKH,
HaJIEXHUTh NpobiieMa HOoro BU3HAYEHHA — AKE MOBHE YTBOPEHHS, AKUH came
imionexT 4H cOIioNeKT MOXKeMO iTeHTH(DIKYBATH K CYPKHK.

Sk MH BXe 333HaYAIM, TOJOBHUM 3aBIAHHAM TYT € PO3pi3HEHHA iHTep-
(epoBaHoTo i MilIAHOrO MOBJICHHS, BCTAHOBJICHHS KPUTEPiiB TAKOro pospi-
3HEHHA, 30KpeMa BU3HaYeHHA iHTepdepeHNiHOro mopory, 3a SKUM IOYMHa-
eThCs mpoliec MoBHOT Mikcanii (MACEHKO 2007, 29). BiacyTHICTs HayKOBUX
3acaj I TAKOro PO3pi3HEHHSA MOACHIOETHCA HEXOCTATHROIO ONpAlbOBaHi-
CTIO NHTaHh YKpaiHChKo-pocifickkoro OGimiHrBisMy, HOCTIKEHHS SKOFO
BONPOOBX YCHOTO PafAHCBKOIO Iepiofy MiAMIHANOCH MPONAraHAUBHOIO
TE3010 MPO «TAPMOHIMHICTEY HalliOHATLHO-POCIHCHKOT ABOMOBHOCTI i «Oia-
rOTBOPHICTb» BILIMBY POCiliChKOi MOBM Ha HAliOHATbHI MOBH PalfHCBKMX
pecny6umix.

ConjoninreicTuuni AOCHiIKEHHd, AKi IPOBaJWINCh B IHCTHTYTi MOBO-
3naBctBa AH YPCP y 1970-1980-x pokax, BUKOHYBAJIHCh Y BilIIOBillb Ha
napriiiHe 3aMOBJEHHS, CNPAMOBaHE Ha MOCHIEHHA pycudikauii B YPCP.
IMoxa3zoBo, M0 COLIOMIHTBICTMYHE aHKETyBaHHA, 3AiMICHEHE Ha MOYaTKy
1980-x pokiB 3 METOH BMBYEHHA YKPaiHCLKO-POCifiChKOro GiliHrBisMy,
3AiHCHIOBANIOCH Y BiIUAINE KYJIBTYpH pocilickkoi MOBH IHCTUTYTY MOBO3HABC-
tBa AH VPCP y pamMxax BUKOHaHHA TeMH «PoJb pociiicbkol MOBHM 1k 3ac0by
MiXHalioHANBHOrO CriikyBaHH®». CHif NiOKpecIuTH, M0 KOJEKTHBHA MO-
Horpadisa «YKpauHCKO-pyccKoe ABYS3bIUHMEY, OIMy6iikoBaHa 32 MifcyMkaMu
ONHTYBAHHA, He BKJOYANA CYPXHK A0 O0’€KTiB AOCHiMXeHHA. I'0OBHO0O




MeToro npauti Gysio BUBUEHHs iHTepdepeHUiaNX SBHIN y POCIHCHKOMY MOB-
JieHH} yKpaiHuiB, MO BUHHUKAIOTh BHACIHOK BILIUBY [EPBUHHOT yKpaiHCBKOT
MOBH. Alle i Haf JOCTIIKEHHAM L€l CYTO JIHrBiCTHYHOI MpoGREMHU TXKiAM
imeoyoriugi ZOrMH, IO BHABHIOCH Y TpakTyBaHHI 3apyOixHOI Teopii mpo
iCHyBaHHA HauiOHAIBHUX BapiaHTiB POCiiichKOl MOBH AK HEHaYKOBOI, X0o4a
MaTepianry aHKeTYBaHHs WBWMIE MiATBEpHXyBay il npasoMipHicTs. o x
0 IIKOM OYEBMIHOI HEpiBHOMIpPHOCTI y (yHKLiOHaTbHOMY pPO3MOLLTI
ykpaiHcekoi Ta pocilicekoi MOB, TO OfHA il KOHCTATallil BKOTPE TPaKTyBa-
nach 9K «BOpOXe TBEPIKEHHA 3apyOiKHHX OypKyasHO-HAiOHANiCTHIHHX
danscudixaropis MoBHOI ailicHocti B Pagaucekomy Corosin (YKPAMHCKO-
PYCCKOE 1988, 11).

3a6opona 06’€KTUBHUX HAYKOBHX JNOCIiIXeHb YKPaiHCBKO-POCIHCHKOro
OimiHreisMy 3yMOBHMJIa Maifke HIIKOBHTE iTHOpYBaHHA 3 60KY MOBO3HaBYMX
Kin i Taknx itoro nposBiB, SK 3MilIyBaHHA JBOX MOBHHX KOJIB, X044 Biamo-
Bi/lHi 3pa3ku MOBJIEHHs JiTepaTypHi TeKCTH # muceMHi nam'aTku ¢ikcysanu
me y XVII cronitti, a B papsaHChKuil miepion ixHe noGyTyBaHHs B yKpaiHCh-
KOMY MOBHOMY IIPOCTOpi 3HaTHO iHTeHCHpikyBanocs.

OueBUAHO, 0 HEBH3HAYEHiCTh MEX MOBHOTO fBMILA, AK€ HA3MBAEMO
CYPIKHKOM, 3A/IMIIAE BIAKPUTHM i IMTaHHA MPO 4ac HOro BUHMKHEHH:. «lc-
TOpii Cypuka 4M CYpKUKiB Ha Vkpaidi me He HamucaHo. — 3a3HayaB
1O. llleBensoB. — KOTIApEBChKUit 3aCTOCOBYRBAB CYPXKHK HE TiNbKH B «EHe-
ixi», a — iHIKMM crocoGoM ~ 1 B CBOIX I’€cax y TAKHX NapTifX, Ak Bosuuii
a6o DuHTHK, igy4d TyT 3a Tpaguuietro Gapokopoi iHTepmenii. Yu MoxHa
3aCTOCYBAaTH TIOHATTS CyPKHKa IO YKpPaiHCBHKO-NOJBCBKMX cyMimwiB XVI —
XVII cTopiyus, Mu e He 3HaeMo. 1lle MeHIIe My 3HAEMO, YU BOHO MOTJIO §
CTOCYBATHCA [0 LEPKOBHOCIOB’AHCHKO-CTAPOYKPATHCBKHX MIlIaHOK HOGH
Kuiscpkoi Pycmy (LLIEPEX 1998, 13).

SIkmo 06MeXUTH BXKUBAHHA TepMiHa CYpyCUK YKPaTHCbKO-POCIACHKHMH
MilllaHMMHE (OpPMaMH YCHOTO MOBJIEHHA, TO iCTOPHYHO 4ac iXHbOI MOSBU
cnix BigHecTH, oueBHAHO, 0 KiHug XVII — noyatky XVIII cropiyys, komu
iMmepchka acuMisuiifHa HONiTHKA TEpepBaia PO3BUTOK CTapOYKpaiHChKOI
nuceMHOT Tpamuuii Ha Tmimpociiicekili Ykpaini. BrpoBamkenHs pocifichkol
MOBH B aAMiHIiCTpaTHBHO-YMIpaBIiHCEKY cepy it ocBiTy cipudunuMiIO Qop-
MYBAHHS B CEPEOBHII MiCLIEBOTO YHHOBHHIITBA — KAHLE/ISPUCTIB, NUCaPIB,
IYKIB, a Takoxk OypcakiB i WKITBHUX y4uTENiB crienudivyHOro MakapoHiy-
HOFO YCHOTO MOBIEHHd, B SKOMY €JEMEHTH CTapoC/OB’SHIUMHH, Kiille i
IITAMAHN POCIHCHKOr0 KaHUEIAPUTY i NiTepaTypHi 3B0POTH XMMEPHO Croy-



Yamuch 3 (POHETHYHOIO OCHOBOIO it JIEKCHYHHMM Ta MOPGOJIOriYHUMH ee-
MEHTaMH yKpaiHCbKOT MOBH.

3pasku Taxoi MOBHOI MillaHMHM CTaHOBWJIH 00’€KT MapoAilOBaHHA B
yKpaiHChKiif JiTepaTypi 3 HOSBY NEpPIUMX K€ TBOPIB, HANMMCAHUX KUBOKO
HapoIHOI MOBoIO. Lle, Hanpukiaj, 4acTo HUTOBaHA NpoMoBa «inozonan
Hay ybutum [lammanroM 3 moctoi uvacTuM mnoemu I. Kotnspescekoro
«EHeinan:

Touni sxuiics 1x ¢inoson

XortiB ckasath HaarpoGHe CNOBO,

Ta 36uBcs i mouyxas 106,

Cxazsas: «Ce mepmeuil i ne Quuiemy,

He sudums, mo ecmo, i He cnuwums,

€4, eii! Yeu! On mepme, amins!» (KOTIAPEBCHKHIA 1968, 242).
IMoni6bni mapoxiiiHi BCTABKM TpaIUIMIOTBCA i B JpaMaTHYHHUX TBOPax
I. Kotnapescbkoro, mop., HalpHkian, micHio Bosroro «Om lonux aim He
3Han s moboei. He owywan eosocenia 6 kpogin, O BiITBOPIOE MAKAPOHIYHY
MoBy, koo y XVIII cropiuyi ckinagamy micHi Ta ;r060BHI poMaHCcH KO-
napi, mucapi, gguku. Takoro kK ykpafHCbKO-pOCiliChKOI0 MilIaHKOK Hamu-
caHo micHro «Toboro eocxiwyonnuiiy, mo il crniBae MUHTHK — MEPCOHAX 3
BogeBimo I. Kotmspescskoro «Mockans-uapiBamk» (HYIRLA 1961, 100-
101).

ITITy4yHe mimane MOBEHHSA HPEACTABHUKIB CiTbCHKOr0 YHHOBHHLITBA, B
AKii cTepeoTunHi GopMymu pocilicbkoi Ai0BoT MOBH BXHBAIUCA B YKpaiH-
CBKill BUMOBI # 3 yKpaiHCEKHMHM MOPGONOTiTHUMY i OKPEMUMH JTEKCHIHHUMH
0COONMBOCTAMY BinTBOpeHO y Ipo3oeux TBopax I'. Keitku-OcHOB’ aHeHKa.
HecyMicHicTs Ka3eHHOI MOBH (ITHCbMEHHUX) YKpalHIIB 3 MicueBoi agmiHic-
Tpauii, ckaXideHOl BIVIMBOM 9YXXOTO GIOpOKPaTHYHOTO KaHILENAPHUTY, 3 KH-
BUM YCHHM MOBJICHHAM CENAH ¥ CHpUMHHEHI UM KOMYHIKATHBHI MpoBaiu
BimoOpakaroTh HialorH B pealicTHYHO 300pameHHUX CLEHAaX 3 TOTOYAaCHOTO
CiIbCBKOTO JKUTTA B ONOBiAAaHHAX i MOBICTAX NMUCbMeHHMKA. JIA mpUKIamy
MOHA HaBecTH (parMeHT Oeciiy CeNSHKY 3 MPEACTaBHHKAMH BIIaH B I10-
BicTi «Cepaemna OkcaHan:

- Ta’mxe TBiit OxpiM BKe BMeD, — Ka3aB roJIoBa.
- I cocmoim ickniouennum i3 peeusbkux ckasok i 3 obuecmeennux gioomocmeti,
- MAXOMNUB HACAp, MOTHYBILIH NAaTlaMH, 1 MOKUHYB MUCATH.

- Ta 3Hato, 1o BMep, — Ka3aia Bekia, — i CTOITh 3axatouenHum y BiioMocTi, K
M2H [IHCAP HO-NUCLMEHHOMY KAKED...




- Kasycuee oino! — 06i3BaBchb-Taky I1cap, WTPHKaOMH cebe nansueM y 106, —
He imiemocs npumipy. Tpeba-naoobro cnpocumu y 20cnoduna icnpaenuxa
po3piuienin.
- Ta nivoricinsko croro He Tpeba, — ckaszana yaopa. — TH Taky, [1aHe NHCaplo, i
He pospiwaiica, | He kasucs, — a OCb IO, NAHOBE rpoMano, 3pobith...
(KBITKA-OCHOB’ IHEHKO 1969, 314-315).
Moni6Hi 3pa3ku BinoOpakeHOI B JIiTepaTypHUX TBOpAX, X0Y i B NapoRiitHii
¢bopmi, MOBH repcoHaxiB, He3nepedHo, MOXKHA BilHecTH A0 (ikcatiii daxTis
pEaIbHOTO CYp)KMKOBOIG MOBJIEHHS, BIACTUBOTO HEBHOMY COLIABHOMY
npomapkoi. Mixk THM, K CBiT4aTh Ti K TaKy AiTEPaTypHi TBOPH, QYHKIi0-
HyBaHHs cypxuky y XVII-XIX cromitrax 6yno oOMexeHO cOLiaIbHOK
TPYIIOIO CilIbChKOI Ta MiCTEUKOBOI aAMiHicTpalii, fka B KOJOHIAIbHUX YMO-
BaX CYCILIBHOTO XMTTA HabWpalachk 3 acUMinboBaHOI yepe3 pocilicbkoMo-
BHY OCBiTy acTHHM MicueBoi mogHocTi. CypXuK, SKAM MiclieBe HadallbC-
TBO KOPHCTYBAIOCA Y CITUTKYBaHHi 3 TIPOCTOIIONOM, (OPMYBaBCA HA JIEKCH-
4Hili OCHOBi pOCIliCbKOTO KaHLECNAPUTY, IO MOEAHYBABCA i3 YaCTKOBMM
36epexxeHHAM (POHETHUHUX Ta MOP(OIOTIHHIX PHUC YKPATHCHKOT MOBH.

Mintanuit cy6xon, mo yocoOmoBaB crienuiky CHijIKyBaHHS HpeCTaB-
HUKIB BJIagH, Xi6paHuX 3i CBOTO X CepefOBHUINA, 3 MiCLEBUMH MEIUKAHIIAMH,
nobyTyBaB y cenax niapocilicekol YkpaiHu BnpomoBx ycsoro XIX mo mna-
OiHHSA CaMOJepKaBHOr0 PeXUMY Ha o4aTky XX CTOMTTA.

Tak, B nosicti Togocs OceMadku «Crapmmit Gospun», ne 306paxeHo
JKHTTS YKpaiHCHKOTO cela Mepiofly BEeNHKHX COLIanhbHO-eKOHOMIUYHMX 3MiH
noyatky XX cronitrs, nomiuelcykuii ByxaHp 3 MiCUEBHX CENSH FOBOPUTh
THM CaMHM CYpXWKOM, o it cotHuku i mucapi I'. KBitku-OcHOB’ssHeHKa.
«Bu no xaxoti Ha0obHocmi?» - 3BepTacThCA MOMiLCHCHKUM 10 BiIBidyBadis,
a6o Tak BUKNaja€ Moxii, o Tpanwiuck y ceni: «Crapy Kopeupky nosicus ii
HeOIX 3 yeano zpabedica, 4epe3 Te, WO OYUCTHB TiTKY HO KOHiMKH»
(OCBEMAUKA 1998, 80, 85).

Llle oaHNM NOTYXHUM [KEpeJIoM 3pociiineHns, a BiaTak i noAsu pociii-
ChKO-YKpaiHChKOi MOBHOI MilnaHku, 6yna congaTyuHa B napebkiit Pocii. 3a
poxH BilicbkOBOi cTyx0H HosoBiky 3a6yBasid PioHy MOBY i MEpeXoinIH Ha
pocificeky. Uepe3 MOBHE Bifdy:KeHHA KOJNHIIHIX COJNLAAT, AKi MOBEPHYJIHCS
Ha GaTbKiBIIKHY, B HApOJi Ha3MBajIM MOCKaIAMH. MoxHa 3rafaTv B 1IbOMY
3B’A3Ky MOBJIEHHEBY JeTajib XapaKTepHUCTHKM repos llleBueHKoBOi moemu
«MockaneBa kpunuua»: «Tpeba pabomamu», — 6yno ckaxe MI0-MOCKOB-
CBKEN.

Ananoriuse cBirdeHHs GOpMYyBaHHA CYpPXHKOBOTO MOBNEHHSA B YKpaiH-
cbkoMy ceni kinna XIX — noyarky XX cronitrs HaBiB Anartoniit [Torpi6ruii



3a nosicTio Bopuca I'pinuenka «Cepen TeMHol Houi». OIUH 3 AepCOHaXiB
noeicti Poman CuBani, Bifc/IyXKUBIIH B apMii, TOBEpPHYBCA A0 pifHOro cena
BXKe 3 TaKolo MOBOIO: «bpart 3iHoBi#! Ilomy4ait py6us i 6irait y naBouky! Ha
BCHOTO pyOIIs KyIyl KaHxecmos, npAHIKOo8, OpeEX08 — ONsL HACRANCOEHIA O€-
eywram» (TTOTPIBHMIL 2007, 10).

Otxe, cypxux, pxusanuit y XVIII-XIX cr. moxHa, ouyeBuIHO, kBailidi-
KYBaTH K COLLOJIEKT OKPEMHX I'PYN YKPalHCBKOro €THOCY — MpPOIUAPKY Mic-
LEBOr0 YHHOBHHLTBEA, SIke HPUCTOCOBYBAJIO CBOE MOBJEHHS [0 3arajibHOiM-
nepebkoro ogiuiosy, Ta inionekTiB censH, 3pociifiuernx min dac BificbkoBOT
cinyx0u. HaroMmicTh y cepeNoBHIII CENAHCTBA, AKE CTAHOBWIO Ha TOH Hac
OCHOBHY Macy COLiaJIbHO HemOBHOI yKpaiHChKOI Hawii, NpoJoBXKyBamH Io-
OyTyBaTH TepHTOpiaibHi pi3HOBUAM YKPAiHCHKOT MOBH.

Po3mmpenHa colianbHOl 6a3u CypXKHKY, IOYaTKOBI IIPOLECH BUTICHEHHS
HUM [HMTOMHX, 3JaBHa C(OpPMOBaHMX ToOBipOK YKpaiHCBKOT MOBH CIiX
HOB’A3YBaTH i3 COiaNbHO-€KOHOMidHMMM M pgemorpadiyHHMH 3MiHAMH
kinug XIX — nowatky XX cTONTT4, 3 NOYaTKOM iHAYCTpianisalil, po3BHT-
KOM [POMHCIIOBOCTi i KamiTamiCTHYHMX BiHOCHH, CTBOPEHHAM €IHHOIO
TOBapHOro puMHKy. Y 1ue#l gac mouayoch AeMorpadiuHe 3pocTaHHs MicT,
BHHHKHEHHS HOBHMX MICHKMX LIEHTDIB i akTHBHa nponeTapu3auis ctapux. Ha
1897 p. Miceke HaceneHHs Ykpainu ctaHoBwio 13% Bin Horo 3aranbHOi
Ki/ILKOCTi, IPUYOMY TIOYAIKCh MPONECH KOHIEHTpaHii HacesieHHs B 61bIInX
Micrax. KitekicTs Manux MicT (3 HacenmeHHaM fo 10 Tucsy oci6) y ueit uac
cKopoTHiIacs Maibxe BABiti, TOAI AK KiNbKICTh NOPIBHAHO BEJMKHX i cepes-
Hix MicT daxtiaHo noxpeoinacs (HOBUH AOBIAHMK 2006, 445).

B ymoBax immepcekoi Pocii ypOanisauis Ykpaiuu o3Havana # posuru-
pEHHA c‘qfep BIUIUBY poOCiiicbkol MOBH, OCKLNLKH B MicTax Ha mogatky XX
CTOMITTA yKpaiHLli CTAHOBWJIM JIMHIE TPETHHY HaceneHHA. [Hmi ABi Ginbm-
MEHII piBHi YaCTHMHH CTaHOBWIM DOCIAHM i €Bpei, OCTaHHi — mepeBaXHO
pycudikoBani. YkpaiHcbkoi Gypiyasii # cepemnboro knacy Maibke He icHy-
Bano (I'PULIAK 1996, 64). Taka memorpadiuna cutyanis pobwia Micra mig-
pocilicekoi YkpaiHu noTyxHuMM HeHTpamu pycudikanii ykpaiHChKHX ce-
JISiH, AIKi aKTHBHO NONMOBHIOBAIY MiChbKe HAaCENEHHH.

Ha ocHoBHy ByrinsHO-MeTaypriiiHy 6a3y Pociiicbkoi iMmepii meperso-
puBca [loneunko-KpuBopispkuit GaceliH. ['ONOBHHMEH HOCTa4allbHAKAMU
pobouoi cunu B loubaci 6ynn Xapkisckka, Kypceska, BopoHesrka it Opinos-
chbka ryGepHii. BinmosinHo ingycrpianbHi MicTa Ykpainu 3acensnu Buxinui i
3 YKpaTHCBKHX, i 3 pocificbkux cin. Ha neit gac Ha IliBani i Cxoni Ykpaiuu



pocisuu craHosumy 20-25% Bcboro HaceneHHs, nprdoMy 30-50% ix xmio B
micrax (I'PHMLIAK 1996, 64).

V Takiit nemorpadiuniit cutyauil B maxrapchkoMy cepenosumi Honbacy
¢dopmysanacs crenudiuHa kpeoiizoBaHa ykpaiHChKO-pocilickka CyOKymb-
Typa, MOBHHM HpOABOM 5KOi OYB CYpXKHK, BioOpaKeHHil Yy TOroyacHoMy
maxTapcbkoMy (oIbKIIOpi, HanpyuKIag y Takili yacTywni, 3anucaniil y Cra-
JiiHO (ToroyacHa Ha3zsa [onenska) B 1920 poui:

- B 3emui rpomti oepibaem,

-V Henimo eodky niiom,

- OH B HEAINIO 800Ky ITE,

- B noneninox xinky 6’¢. (uur. 3a KypoMia 2002, 55)
A6o B iHIIOMY (ONBKIOPHOMY TEKCTi, 3anucaHoMy Ha J{oHeyumHi mig 4ac
Hely:

- M# repoi ko3axH,

- Kamynicmu oypaxu,

- Mu koMyHy po3obiiom -

- Ha BkpaiHy xuThb notiobom. (TaM camo, 215)

Ha 3MiHy MOBHOTO KOAY 3 YKpaiHCBKOTO Ha MilllaHMH ykpaiHchko-pocilick-
KHii CYTTEBO BIUIMBAJa ¥ Ta o6cTaBuHa, IO OUNBIICTL YKpalHCBKHMX CeNsgH
TOro yacy O0ynn HenucbMeHHMMH. Tinbku 18,9% yxpainuis Bixom Ginbme 10
pokis BMinu uutaty (KANMEJNEP 2005, 309). «Bucoknii piBeHb HENHCbMEH-
HOCTI YKpalHCBKHX CelistH, — Imile icTopuk Spocnas I'puuak, — HiAKOM Ho-
BHit (eHOMEH, IO BMHMK Iicd JikBifarii 3anuuukis yxpaiHCbkoro camo-
BpAAYBaHHI Ta BIPOBA/UKEHHA OCOOMMBMX iMIepChKMX mopsazkie. 3a 4acis
CeTbMaHIMHUHA MaiiXke KOXKHE CEeJIO Majio CBOIO MIKoMy... IloripiieHHs cTaHy
OCBiTH MOACHIOBANOCA JAeKilbkoMa NpMuuHaMu. IlepemoBciM, pocifickka
BNaja TpaauuiiiHo no0oloBaiacs NOLIMPEHHS OCBITH cepel CeNITHCTBA,
ocTepiraloyucs foro mepeTBOPEHHS Ha HECTIOKIHHHIA colliaIbHMIA eNleMEHT. ..
3 yacy oceitHboi pedopmu 1804 p. ax no pesomomii 1917 p. ykpaiHCchKy
MOBY OyJo 3aGOpOHEHO i Ak MOBY BHKIAJaHHd, i AK OKPEMHUH HaBYanbHMIHA
npeamet.» (FPULIAK 1996, 61).

IMommupenus MimmaHux GopM yYKpaitHChKO-pOCIHCEKOTO MOBIEHHS BHACHi-
JOK AeMorpadidHOTO 3pOCTaHHS MiChKOro HaceneHHs ¥ iHTeHcudikamii
KOHTAKTIB MiX YKpaiHCHKHMM cenoM i 3pociiiinenuM Mictom 3Halimmo Bino-
OpaxceHHs B XYJNOXHIX TBOpaX, HalpUKJIaX y HEOJHOpa30BO 3ramyBaHiff y
nocmmpKeHHAX cypxuky meci M. Crapuupkoro «3a jgsoma 3aiilsiMu» Ta
TBOpax B. Bunnuyenka.



Bimome # mokyMeHTalbHe CBiUeHHA eBpelicbkoro Hisua Bomomumupa
KabGoTHHCHKOTO 3 NPHBOJY «HEXONAMHOI CyMiIHi JBOX MOBY, Ky BiH MO4YB
Bil YKpalHCHKOTrO MpPOCTOMOAY, HOJOpoXKyIoud B 1904 poui LieHTpansHOO
VxpaiHowo y BaroHi TpeThoro Kiuacy, i fKa 3fanacs HoMy 3arpo3or «BMH-
panHg Manopociticekoi MoBu» ([{uB. noknaanime OEJUIEP 1994, 105-106).

Taxum yuHOM, Nepes JKOBTHEBOIO PEBONIOLIEI0, KOJIK XapakTep CTOCYH-
KiB MiX HocigMu pociiicekoi i ykpaiHChkoi MOB BH3HaYalla collianbHa Hepi-
BHOTIPABHICTb, HepeximHi MilmaHi ykpaiHChKo-pocilicbki ¢opMH ycHOTO
MOBJIeHHS Habynu 3HauHoro nowmwupeHHA. Ha couianohiit BepTukani, me
Bumi Dabuii nocixanu pocifickkoMOBHI BepcTBH MOMiluMITBa i 6ypxyasii, a
HIDKYi — YKpalHOMOBHE CEJIIHCTBO, HOCII CYpiKHKY 4K COLiaJibHi Ipynu 6ynu
Npe/ICTaBNIeHi B cellax HpOIIapKOM MicueBoi aaMiHiCTpauii, a B Micrax —
CNPONIETAPU30BAHMM CEJIIHCTBOM i BEpPCTBOIO HalfMaHMX NPaliBHHUKIB Y
cepi obcyry, gKi Takox 3Ae0UTBIION0 G6YNH BUXIAIAMYU 3 MPUIETIIHX Cilb-
CBKHX MICLIEBOCTEHA.

PeBomonis 1917 poky 3pyliHyBana colianbHy iepapxito Pociiicbkoi im-
nepii. Hactynauii nepion 60poTe6H YKpaiHCBKOrO Hapogy 3a HEpKaBHY
He3aNeKHICTh CIPHAB TiIHECEHHIO IPECTHXY YKpaiHCbkoi MOBH, ane OyB
3aHaJTO KOPOTKOTPHBAIHM, MO0 CYTTEBO 3MIHUTH MOBHY CHTYAIIO KpaiHH
Ha il KOpHCTb.

3HayHO BaroMilnMM 3a HaciigkaMy OyB BILIMB H00H GilBIIOBHIIBKOT
ykpaisizanii 1920-x pokie. XapaxTepHo, o B Heif Nepiox aKTHBHOTO BIIPO-
Ba/UKEHHA YKpaiHChKOI MOBH B ycCi c(epH CYCHIBHOTO XHTTA. TOJOBHHIM
ineomor i BUKOHaBeNp MapTiliHOT NMOMiTHKY yKpaiHizauil Hapomsuit koMicap
ocBith Mukona CxpUNHHK 3HayHy YyBary HPHAUIAB i mpobnemawm,
TIOB’A3aHMM 3 MOUIMPEHHAM Ha Tepuropil pecrmyOaiku Mimanmx GopM MoB-
JeHHA — «MimaHoi i JaMaHoi MOBHW», 3rifiHO 3 iforo TepMiHonorieto. Ocki-
Jpkd M. CKpUIIHUK JOTPHMYBaBCS IPHHHUITY PiIHOMOBHOI IIOYATKOBOI
OCBiTH JUIA JiTell, mepe] HUM Hocraia npobyieMa viTkol ineHTHdiKamii Mi-
[IaHUX Pi3HOBHAIB AUTAYOro yCHOro MoeneHHsA. [loTpeOGyBana pos3e’s3aHHs
BiAMOBiL Ha MHTaHHS, AKOI MOBOIO MAlOTh 3100yBaTH MMOYATKOBY OCBITY Ti
JiTH, AKi POBOPATH MIilIAHUM YKpPaTHChKO-pOCIHCEKHM CYOKOZOM, — yKpaiH-
CbKOIO 4M pociiicbkoro. M. CKpHITHUK BHpIllyBaE Lie MUTaHHA Ha KOPHCTh
yKpaiHcbKkoi MoBH. Y fonoBifi «IlepeOynoBaHUMY HUIAXaMK», BUTOJOIIEHIH
Ha [lepmilt BceykpaiHChKilt koHepeHMLil KyJbTYpPHO-OCBITHIX POOGITHHKIB
HauMeRmocTeit 20 TpaBHa 1931 poky, BiH 3a3Ha4aB:

[...] Tpeba koHCcTaTyBaTH, IO TaKOK MOBHOIO OCHOBOKO MilaHOi rOBipKH Ai-
Tef o MicTax, MicTeuxax i cenumax YkpaiHu € MoBa ykpaiHceka. Tomy 3ie-
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GinblIOro Y BUNAAKaX MillaHOi MOBM JiiTell HaBYaHHA 3 HUMM Tpeba No4YMHATH
3 MOBH YKpaiHCBKOI. 3a e rOBOPHUTS i TO# ¢akT, 110 MillaHa MOBa HaHnouMpe-
Hia caMe cepeX Toi yKpaiHChKOT MOXHOCTH, o 1i Oyio pycudikosaso 3a no-
nepeauio 106y Lapary # HaNiOHAJIBHOTO TPHTHIEHHA YKPaiHCLKOIO Hapoay.
Tax 61 MOBHTH, MilllaHa ¥ lamMaHa MoBa pycudikoBaHo! ykpaiHCbKoOl JOAHOCTI
€ NMOKa3sHUK 6C3rpyHTOBHOCTH, HEXUTTEBOCTH 1 TOMY HEBINECBHCHOCTH, HAaBiTh
yacTkoBoi ycmimHocTH Toi pycmbikaniitHoi nomituku wapary (CKPUITHHK
2004, 84).
HaspuicTs cepel YKpaiHIiB Ipymy HOCIIB MIlIaHOTO MOBJICHHS JjaBajla Mif-
craBd M. CKpUIIHMKOBi pO3PIi3HATH B MpOLECax PO3IIMPEHHA cdep BXKU-
BaHHA YKpaiHChKOI MOBH JiBa 3aBAaHHA — yKpainisawii i nepycudixarii. ITpo
e BiH roBopus y TpoMoBi B XapkiBcskomy MammuHOOYIiBeIbHOMY iHCTH-
TyTi BoceHH 1932 poky:
Ham TpeGa LinkoBUTO BIARINATH Ui ABa HMUIAXM: HUIAX ykpaiHizanil i msx Je-
pycudikauil, — MM cTaeM0 Ha HIIIX Aepych@ikaulii po6GiTHUKIB, TEXHiKiB, iHxe-
HEPIB TOLIO, IO € YKPalHIAMH 3 NIOXOAXKCHHA, al1€¢ rOBOPATE JJaMaHOKO MOBOIO,
Ha TPW 4BEPTi pocilickkoxro i Ha OAHYy uBepTh ykpaiBcekow [...] (uur. 3a
IUmxTEP 1933, 62)
Vkpainizanis B 1920-x pokax amgMiHiCTpaTHBHO-ympaBNiHCbkoi cepy,
OCBiTH, B TIM 4HCJi BHUIIMX HaBYAJIBHUX 3aKjialiB, 3acobiB Macoroi iHdop-
Mauil miJHAIO MPECTHXK YKpaTHChKOI MOBH i 3arajibMyBasio NMPOLECH €THiu-
Hol ¥ couianbHOi MapriHamizanii npoBiHLiamiB, AKi Iepel THM CTaHOBHIIH
OCHOBHY colliajibHy ©a3y TNOIIMPEHHs CypKHUKOBOTO MOBIEHHA. B Mictax
3’ IBJIAIOTHCA HOCIT YKpaiHCHKO! MOBH, KOMYHIKaTUBHY IMOBENIHKY AKUX BH-
3HaYa€ MOBHa CTiMKicTh, — BOHH TBEPAO AOTPUMYIOTHCA CBOEi MOBH, He
IPUCTOCOBYIOMUCH IO POCiiCBKOMOBHOTO OTOYEHHS.

TMoyarox (opMyBaHHA B KOMYHiKaTMBHOMY IIpOCTOpi pycHpikoBaHUX
MiCT yKpaiHOMOBHMX cepeloBUIN BinoGpaxeHo B miteparypi 1920-x pokis,
30KpeMa B poMaHax Banep’sHa IlimmormnsHoro «Micto» i «Hepesmaka
IOpamay, e peaicTUIHO BiXTBOPEHO CYCHiNbHY aTMoctepy nobu ykpaiHiza-
uii. enrpansuumu moctaTaMu 060X pOMaHiB € HOBUH comfanbHUN TUN
BUXioud 3 TPOBIHIY, NMO36aBIEHOr0 KOMIIIEKCY MEHILOBApTOCTI piaHOI
MOBH. B ykpalHCHKOMY MiCTi BiH MOYYBA€ThCS FOCIOAAPEM CUTYalll, 34aT-
HMM 3MIiHMTH AedopMOBaHy acHMinflielo Micbky MOBHY aTMoctepy Ha
KOPHCTbh CBOT MOBH.

V poMmani «HeBennuxa gpaMa» y CTOCYHKaX RBOX IOJIOBHHX HOTO mepco-
HaxiB — Maprtu Bucouskoi # Ipen Mapkesud BifTBOpeHO TOroYacHuH KOH-
(KT, M0 BHHUK MK yKpaiHIIMH, AKi He GaXamu MpHUCTOCOBYBATH CBOE
MOBJIEHHS 10 pocificbkof, Ta HOCiAMYM iMIIEPCHKOTO CBITOIIIALY, AKi MOYYBa-
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JIUCS 3aTPOXKEHMMH Y CBOTX NPETEH3iAX Ha JOMiHyBaHHA. [10Ka30BOIO TYT €
3BEpXHA XapaKTEePUCTHKa MOBHOT MOBeliHKM MapTu 3 60Ky il OIOHEHTKH:
Bona pra'l'HKa, NpU4YOMy 3 TOro Moaxoaoro ﬂOKOJ’liHHﬂ SIKC HE 3al10BOJBHA-
€TbCA BIKE yxpamcm(oxo IIKOJIOKO Ha cem BHIJAHHAM yxpamcwux KHHXKOK, TC-
aTpaNbHMMH BHCTABaMHy, sk Lie 6yi10 B GaTbkiB iXHixX. M xouerscs Ginpwioro, -
3Haenl, aneTuT 3 xe0 NPUXOONTE. . IX nerko nisuatu. Ilo KpaMHHHﬂX BOHH
3aMMTYIOTh YCC HO-praYHCBKH, JO TOro X rojioCHo, J€MOHCTPATHUBHO, i BUMa-
raioTh, o6 ix posyMiu... CMillHO YyTH B MOTYTHilt pocilicekilt cTuXxii Ha-
moro Micra oueill KBoJeHsKHH YKPalHCHKHH FOMOCOK... AJie MPUKIaf, MaMo,
3apasuBHit, HaaTO noraxui npuknan (MAMOrWIBHUH 1991, 662-663).
Mix THM, K roka3aso B «Hesenuukiil apami», i B o no6y He Bci MpoBin-
HiaJH, IO BIIMBAIOTECA B KUIBChKE CepefOBHINE, MPOTUCTOATH MOBHiH aTMO-
cdepi Micta. € # Taki, IO NMPHCTOCOBYIOTECS [0 iHINOI MOBH OTOYEHHA,
NepexoisuM Ha CypKHK. B)kMBaHHA MilIAHOTO YKpaiHCHKO-pOCIHCHKOro
cybkony xapaktepusye obpas koomepatopa [laBuma CemeHoBu4Ya, AKMH
nepeixas 10 Kuesa 3 Tynpunna. MOBJIEHHA KOONEPATOpa BiXTBOPIOIOTH TakKi
pertiku: «Qyxe aakyto. To ecmb Benuke cnacubi» (tam camo, 614) abo «A
THM HacoM BH Oynete eocnumyeamu AJKy Ha Bce o0pe i, TONOBHE, BH-
BYHTE 1i Himeybrozo A3uKay» (TaM caMo, 700).

36epermucs, MpoTe, i AOKyMEHTaIbHI CBiIYEHHA MPO 3HAYHY aKTHBi3a-
Hil0 BXHBAaHHA YKpaiHChKOi MOBH B TorovacHi cromuui YPCP Xapkosi.
Tak, NbBiB’AHMH akanemik Kupuno CTyIHHCBKHI Yy criorajgax Ipo cBoi Bili-
BinuHu B 1927 poui Xapkoga, TorodacHoi croiuui YPCP, posnosigae mpo
3MiHH B MOBHiif cuTyallii MicTa. SIXIO M 9ac CBOro mepIuoro Npuisgy no
Xapkosa B 1903 poui BiH «4yB yKpaiHChKE CIIOBO... TiIbKH B IOMi XpHCTi
Amueschkoi i B npodecopa Cymiosa», To B 1927 poli «mouyem BCIOAH
ykpainceky MoBy B Xapkosi... Yacu sMinmorscs» (umr. 3a ITOrPIBHHM
2003, 24).

MoxHa OpumycKaTH, IO TONiTHKA ykpaiHisauil B pasi ii MponoBxeHHs
nocsria 6 MeTd Aepycudikanii ykpalHCBKHX MICT, Ky CTaBHB Nepel coboro
M. Cxpunnuk: «3 yKpaTHCBKOTO cefla Apuiifie HOBHH pobiTHMK mpoeTap,
NpHHEce CBOIO MOBY, 3yKpaiHi3ye 3aBOJ, 3ykpaiHisye MicTo» (CKPUITHUK
2004, 68).

Ane pafgHChke KepiBHHITBO LIBHAKO ycmnomnno II0 MOBHO-KYJILTYD-
HHil peHecanc, Akuil nepexxusana Yxpaisa B apyrii nonoBusi 1920-x pokis,
MOX€ TPH3BECTH 10 BiAPO/KEHHA HALIOHAALHOrO pYXy 3a JEpKaBHy Hesa-
nexHictb. ToMy HEBJOB3i yKpaiHi3aljiio G0 IPUIMHEHO, a JO HallioHAb-
HOi iHTenireHUii i 4O CeNAHCTBA, AKe YMHUIO Omip konekruBizauii, 6yno
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3aCTOCOBAHO HEMIOACHKHH Tepop, IO 3HAYHO MiZipBaNo coulianbHy 6asy
ykpaiHCchKoT MOBH i 3HOBY nociabmo ii no3uii B Mictax.

Mounnatoun 3 1930-X pOKiB MOCTYHOBO CKOPOYYEThCS BHKIALaHHSA
yKpaiHCBKOIO MOBOIO B CEPEHIX i BHIIMX IIKOJIaX, NPUIIMHAECTECA BUBUSHHA
YKpaiHCHKOI MOBM Y BCIiX BUIIUX HABYANbHUX 3aKNajax, KpiM YKpaiHCBKOTO
BifninenHs dinonoriyHux ¢axynbreTiB yHiBepCHTETIB i menaroriyHux iH-
CTUTYTIB, 3rOPTAETHCH YKpaiHOMOBHE IiIOBOJCTBO, YKpalHChKa MOBa BHUTIC-
HAeTbeA 3 HaykoBoi cpepu (YME 2000, 645-646).

Citig 3a3HAuMTH, MO PAIIHCHKE KEPiBHUITBO HE OOMEXHIIOCH 30BHilIl-
HBOIO pycudikaiero, a 3HaYHO NOCHIIWIIO ii JOJATKOBUMH 3aX0JaMH, a caMe
anMiHICTpaTMBHHUM BTPYYaHHAM Y BHYTPIlIHIO CTPYKTYpY YKpaiHCbKOI
MoBH. [li HOBMMM racjiaMu €JHOCTi 3i «cTapmuM GpaTtom» — pociiicbKuM
HapoaoM i «OaaroTBOPHOCTI» BILTHBIB POCiHChKOT MOBH Ha YKpaiHCBKY IO-
IIMPHIIACh BIPOBAMKYBaHA 3rOPH NPAKTHKa 30IKEHHS YKpaiHCBKOT MOBH 3
pociiicekoro. 0. llleBenboB 3a3HadaB: «YpsOoBe BTpYYaHHs B3arajii, a B
JaHOMY BUIAJKy 3 60Ky ypsay, OIaHOBAHOTO pPOCisHaM¥, Y BHYTpiHIHi 3a-
KOHH MOBH OYy/O pafsHCBKMM BHUHaXoXoM i HoBHHOM. Hi momakw, Hi py-
MYHH, Hi 4eXHd O LbOTO He BIABAlIUCA, K He BAaBanacs Lapchbka aaMiHicT-
pauis nopesomoniiinoi Pocii. BoHH Bci o6MexyBannca Ha 3aXofax 30BHili-
HbOr'0 THCKY: 3a00pOHSIIM BXUBAaTH YKPaiHChKY MOBY IPHWIIOAHO, LTKOBHTO
a00 YacTKOBO; HaKMJajH AEPKaBHY MOBY Uepe3 OCBIiTHIO CHCTEMY; 3Babiio-
Balli YKpaiHIiB CBOEIO KYJIBLTYPOIO it MOMIMBICTIO Kap’epH; Hepecessiiy ix
Ha HeyKpaiHChKi TepHTOpii, 8 yKpaiHChKi 3eMAi 3acensiu YWieHaMH NaHiBHOI
Hanii Tomo. ITopyu nux “KIACHYHHX” METOR PafifHChKa CHCTEMa BCTAHOB-
JIIOE KOHTPONB HaJl CTPYKTYPOIO YKpaiHChKkoi MOBH: 3a00pOHA€E NEBHI CNIOBA,
CHHTAaKCH4YHiI KOHCTpYKLii, rpamaTHyHi ¢opMH, NpaBomucHi # optoenidxi
npaBmia, a HATOMICTh Tponarye iHoni, OMwk4i Ko pocifickkux abo i xuBUEM
nepeHeceHi 3 pocificbkoi MoBM. Takim 4MHOM Ha paasHCbkifi YkpaiHi KOH-
kT Mix yKpafHCBKOIO i pocilicbkol0 MOBaMH IIEPEHECEHO 3 30BHIIIHbLOY,
no3aMoBHOT cdepu B cepenuny camoi MoBu. BoporeGa BinOyBanacs He
TiNBKM B JIIOACHKiH ncuxini, a #1 y camiii mosi» (ILEBEJLOB 1998, 173).

TaxkuM YMHOM, SBHUIIE CYPXHKi3auii K CTHXiMHOTO MPUCTOCYBaHHA HO-
ciiB mignernoi MOBH 10 MOBH AOMiHyro4Ol 6yJ10 MiACHIEHO MPABOMUCHOIO,
TepMiHOJIOTIYHOIO 1 JieKCHKOrpadiuHOI MpPaKTHKaMH, METOI0 AKHX Oyjo
0o0MEXEHHS Y3YyCY JIEKCUKOIO, CIILIBHOIO 3 POCifChbKOI0, BUITYYEHHA 3 aKTUB-
HOTO BXKHTKY YKpaiHCBKHX CJIiB, BIIMiHHMX Bifi pOCifCBKHX.

Taxilf yxpainuchbkili MOBi, MakcHMallbHO HaGixeHiit o pocilicbkol, Moc-
KOBCbKE KEPIBHHUTBO BiJBOAWJIO CYTO NEKOPATHBHY pOjb NEMOHCTpamii
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«HEBHIAHOTO p03KBiTy HamjoHaIbHUX MOBY». [TonibHy puryambHy (yHKUi0
BUKOHYBIH ¥ eJleMEHTH YKpaiHChKOI MOBH, SKMMH «OpHaMEHTyBallk» po-
CilicbkOMOBHi TeKCTH 3 YKpaiHW, afpecoBaHi LEHTPalbHOMY NapTiiHOMY
KepiBHHUTBY. BupasHoIo iMIOCTpalli€ro 3a3HaYeHOro MoXe OyTH TEKCT MpH-
carn «Ha cmeprs Craninay, sKy Hamucap apamatypr Onexcasap KopHiifuyk
y 6epesni 1953 poky. HaBogumo 1Ba dparMeHTH 3 HBOTO:
Benukuit BoXIb, poAHOH OTel, noporoﬁ mo6umeiit Mocud BuccapuoHoBuy
Cranun!
Y Bamero rpo6a, B rayGokoit ckop6u CTOAT HapoAbl-Oparbs M Cpeau HHX
YKPaUHCKHR Hapoz, KoTopoMy Bbl Tamu 3a ¢BOtO H3Hb HeHaMepuMo GobLue,
YyeM BCE TO, O 4YeM OH MeUTal, 3a 4T0 GOpOoJCA Ha NPOTHKEHAM MHOTHX BEKOB
cBoeli xusHu. Hac Bekamu xecToko nopaboiann CBOM U HHO3EMHBIE YTHETa-
TeaH, Bel yIuIM HAac pasiyyaTh BParoB HapoXa M NoGeXIaTs UX B KIacCOBOH
6oprbe.
3eMHOM Hu3kuii moxnoH Bam or Bcero Hapoma. Cmacu6o, srobumuii 6amexo
Cmanin!...

Hama xynbTypa Gbiia pacTONTAHA M CIOBO POAHOE M3THAHO.

Bbi BO3POAMAM Hally HALMOHANBHYIO HAYKY, IMTEPATYDY, HCKYCCTBO, OMIOAC-

TBOPHIIK €€ CBOUMH GCCCMCPTHLIMH HACAMH.

3eMHoM, HU3KKH NOKJIOH Bam oT Bcero Hapoja.

Cnacubi, myopusi 6amvko Cmanin! (Koporogcekuit 2000, 237).
TloBepHeHHs 10 MpakTHKH pycupixanii o3Hayano # NpOAOBKEHHA KOJIMII-
HbOi iMmepchkoi Tpaauuii J0Gopy amMiHiCTPaTHBHO-YNpPABIiHCHKHX KafpiB
y HalliOHANBHMX pecmyOiikax 3-TIOMiX HPUCTOCOBAHOI 10 KONOHiaNbHOI
3QJIeXKHOCTI, TipIol 32 MOpaJbHAMH H IHTENCKTyalbHUMH AKOCTAMHM 4Yac-
THHH MicueBoro HaceneHHd. SIk 3a3HauaB Sl.PaneBwy-Bunnunpkuii, «Home-
HKJIATYPHHKM CBilOMO HaJlaBalM YKpaiHCHKOMY MOBJEHHIO POCifichKoro
akuenty. ChopMmyBaBcd HaBiTh crmenubivnmi, a TouHiule, cHELianbHUi
«HOMEHKJIATypHH XaproH» CYpXKHKOBOTO XapakTepy, KMl i MOCHOroAHi
MOXHa [OYYTH 3 BHCOKHX TpHOYH, 3 pamio i tenenpuiiMadis» (PAJEBHY-
BUHHHULIEKHH 1997, 215).

3asHaueHa cnenudika pagAHChKOT MOBHOI MOJNITHKH iHTeHCH(piKyBana
npouecH pycudikauii, MO CTBOPWIO CIPHUATIMBUN IPYHT M NOMMPEHHA
Mimanux GopM MOBIEHHS AK MEPEXiTHUX Bill YKPaIHOMOBHOTO 10 POCiHCh-
KOMOBHOrO CIiiikyBaHHA. OCKiIBKH pociiicbka MOBa JIMIIMIACh OCHOBHUM
3aco60M Michkoi KOMYHiKamii, mpouecy MapriHaiizanii HociiB ykpaiHcekoi
MOBH Y BEJIMKHMX MIiCTax MPOAOBKIUIACK i B TIOBOCHHHI NEpiof.
Bojsouac y ceax i HeBeJIMKHX MicTaX, 3HaUHy YacTHHY AOPOCIIOI JIOJI-

HOCTi SKMX CTAHOBMJIO MOKOJIHHA, HapomxeHe 1o 1930-x pokis, TepuTopia-
JIbHI TOBIPKH YKpaiHChKOi MOBH Ta YKpaiHCbKa JliTepaTypHa MOBa (OCTaHHS —
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3aBAAKH YKpaiHOMOBHilf OCBiTi B CiJIbCBKHX MiCHEBOCTAX), MOOYTyBalH
JOCTATHBO MOBHONiIHHO. OCh SK OIUCYE MOBHY CHTYallilo cBO€i «Manoi Ga-
TBKIBIIMHAY - pobiTHMYOTO cenuita Muxonaiska Ha JoHeuunni Isan [I3t06a
(1931 poky Hapo/UKEeHHs) Yy TEKCTi, NPU3HaUE€HOMY I/ BUCTYHY Ha iMIIPOBi-
30BaHOMY «Cy[ii Hajl CYPKHKOM»:
Briepue s no3raiioMuBes 3 MiACYAHHM (HaeThes npo cypxuk — JLM.) e B au-
THHCTBI, Ha cBoiit [loneyunni. B Garariif, BupasHiit i xyxe oGpasHiif MOBi Moel
Mamy, Moei 6alyci, poaudiB i cycilliB pas-y-pa3 Tpaluliucs 4yAepHaLbki
ClIoBa — SK f Mi3Hile 3p03yMiB, NepeiHaKieHi 3 pocificbkol MOBH: «camoLer-
qui» (Bill «CyMaceuit»), «ManaxojabHUi» (Big «MenaHxomika»), «napume-
HKH» (Bill «CIIOPTCMEHK» — TOJILIHE JTHE MapyCUHOBE B3YTTA) Ta iH. B no-
6yTi poGiTHHYIOro cenuiia BOHM 3BY4alM NPUPOJAHO i YacOM HajaBal¥ MOB-
NEHHIO (HEOJTepaTypHEHOro» MoAy ocobnuBoi iHAMBIAYaNBHOI BUPa3HOCTI.
Ha no3simni mof 3eMisku IOGHIM HOTOBOPUTH NP0 XUTTA» (OYNH cepell HUX
i oxoui «nodinocodcrByBaru»), — i konu iM 6pakyBano ciiB, BOHH TBOPHIN
¢Boi, HaifHecroAiBaHillMM YHHOM BMBEPTAIOYH JIECh YYTi «BUYEHI» pocidichki
(AKKX y HaBKOJIMILHBOMY MOBITPi HOCHIOCA GiNbile, HiX YKpaiHChKHX) aBo Ko-
HTaMIHYIOYH iX 3 YKpAIHCbKHMHM 1 MIITHO BITIEHATYIOUH IX B )’Kpa'l'HCLKy CHHTaK-
CUYHY CTPYKTYDY, LIO 74 33663[16'{}’38110 3arajiom pra'l'HCBKHﬁ Xapaxkrep MoB-
nenns (JI3I0BA 2005, 14).
Crocrepexenns Ipara J[31001 MiATBEPIKYIOTh MaTepiaiid MONLOBHX AOCIi-
IoKeHb, 3i6pani B npaui Bineama Hosna « Tpancdopmanis rpoMaisHChKOTo
cycminserBa (YcHa ictopis ykpaiHchkof celnsgHCbkoi KyabTypu 1920-30 po-
KkiB)», BugaHa B Kuesi B 1999 poni. Metolo mpani 6y0 npejucraBura no-
IVIARM CENAH Ha TOH 371aM, AKOTO 3a3Ha/IM COLiajibHA CTPYKTYpa i Tpaamuiii-
Huii mo6yT Ta 3BMual yKpaiHChKOTO cesla B nepion kosektusizauil 1920-30
pokiB, cyrnpoBoxyBaHoi ronogoMopoM. MoHorpadia B. Homna 6asyerbes
Ha IONBOBHX HOCJIKEHHAX, MpoBefeHUX y 1993-1995 pokax 3 gomarkom
KiJIbKOX iHTEepB’10, fKi aBTOp NMpoRiB ¥y 1989-1993 pokax.

JocnimxeHns MicTuTh ycHi posnosini nonan 400 censan 3 LlenrpansHol
(Yepkamuna, Binnwuuuna) i Cximwoi (XapkiBmmna, INonraBmmna, Cywm-
muHa, YeprniriBimyua) YipaiHd. Yci BOHH 3amucaHi Ha kaceTax, sfki HUHi
36epiratotecs B Kuesi V LleHTpi nocnifkeHp ycHol icTopii Ta KyiasTypu
(HoJut 1999).

Sk 36ipka 3amuciB ycHOro MoeieHHs npand B. Homna cranoButh Bax-
JMBE JDKepeso He JIMLIe N ICTOPHYHUX i COLiOKYNBTYPHHX CTYHiH, a it s
JHHTBiCTHYHOTO aHAaNi3y OcOONMBOCTEH! MOBIEHHS CENfAH, AKi HalexXaThb y
nepeBaxHil GLNBIIOCTI 10 NMOKOMIHHA, HAPOMKEHOrO B MNEpINi ABA JECATH-
JITTA MUHYJIOTO CTOpid4s.
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YucseHHi 3pasku 3i0paHuX y KHM3i 3allUCiB YCHHX OMOBifeif CBimuarh,
IO BXUBAHHA MillaHMX YKPaiHCBKO-POCIHCBKMX ()OpM HE HANECXKHUTH 10
NOIIMPEHNX ABHIL Y MOBIEHHI HbOT0 MOKOMiHHA cesaAn. IlesHi cnienudiyni
DHCH, ajle HepeBaXHO IEPEXiHOT0 roBIPKOBOTO XapakTepy, MiCTHThL MOBa
indopmanTis 3 UepHiriBIuHN, TONI AK MOBACHHA Ginbiocti xurenis Yep-
KauuHy, Binsmyuuny, [TontaBmuuy i HaBiTe CyMmmHM Ta XapKiBILHHU
GnM3bke A0 MOBHONO CTAHZAPTY i BiA3HAYa€eTHCs B LINOMY HOCTaTHbO Gara-
THM JIEKCHYHHM 3armacoM i BMiHHAM ¢opMyIIOBaTH CBOi QyMKH, 10O, 3BH-
YaiiHo, Mae cBoi iHAMBIAYyaNIbHi IPOABH.

Jlexcwuni pycusmu a6o cloBa criinsHOro GoHAY, BUMOBJIEH] B pocilich-
Kkili QomeTHuHi# QopMi, 3a3BHUall CTAHOBIATH B YCHHX ONOBIJAX CENAH
OKpeMi BKpaIUIeHHA, AKi He PyHHYIOTh iXHbOT YKPaiHOMOBHOT OCHOBH. ixus
KiNBKiCTh, ONHAK, pi3k0 3pocTae y THX dparMeHTax posnoBinei, ki
NOB’s3aHi 3 MIANLHICTIO TPOBINHUKIB pafsHChko! Baagy, croragaMu Ipo
KOJIEKTUBI3allil0, B OAKcax 3acobiB 1i BNpOBa/LKEHHA, XapaKkTepucTukax ii
BukoHasliB. Ha miaTBepIXeHHA MOXKHA HABECTH KiJbKa BifNMOBIAHUX YpHB-
KiB 3 CENITHCBKUX YCHUX iCTODI:

KonexTBisaliio NPOBOAMAM — NPUDKIDKANH, CTPOINM KOAEKTHBI3allilo — Le
6ynu  npasustun’ stutucayeuky. «Tuxwmit  Jlon» IllomoxoBa uMTanu, Tam
Harynsnos, dasumoB 6ymu. A oue y Hac Tex OyB mpubimkuit Pabos no
nposeneuti xonexrusisauii. e To#t yonosik, sxuit 3poxy wne Gauumb... Jlaxe
KOJH CTaJM CifTh, AaK IaHu GyaM, CKUTBKH NOCIATH OBCa, Ipoca. A BiH Kake:
«Hixaxoro npoca. Ham monexo mioHo xado cifth, mo6 y-Hac. kawma Gyma». A
BiH, mell voNoBiX, BiH 3poxy He OauuB 3emui, ne ox pofo4oro Knacy
guoeinceneyb. Ho BiH OyB, MOXe, 4Y/IeH maprii, 11e mochk i Takui akmigicm. OT
ZaBaii #oro, i eudeinyeca B ceno, Nocnamy Horo ABaAUSTHII ATUTHCAYHHKOM
s npoeedenin konmektusisauil (3 posnosini Auapia Jouenra, 1910 poky
HapOJKEHHs, xuTens ¢. XoTiHb, CyMcekoro paitony) (Hosut 1999, 175).

A DOTOM KOMCOMOJBLI Ha c60WoM KOMCOMONBCEKIM cofpanii pilmuny,
3HAYMTB, TOAI B TPHOUATH TPETHOMY, IOCH Ha Xyaoly Oymno maoxo Tofi,
JIOXHYTh KOHi 3 roofy, ¢1abi, a ciate Tpe6a. I g mpuifmos oto X y koaxos,
MeHi Janu KOHi, a y HuX rmedi nmo6GuTi, npsMo Taki paHM Ha miedax TyT. (3
posnosiai ®enopa Kpasuenka, 1915 poky HapomkeHHs, xutens c.3pybaHka,
3onouircekoro paitony, Xapkiscskoi o6nacri) (Tam camo, 177).

Toni 6yno take. SIk Jlewin oT0 pOGMB DPEBOMIONIIO, TaK 4YacTh 34 HiMIiB
BOIOBAJIH, a YaCTh — 3a cogemcuky énacmsu. Hy Miit 6par 3a coeemcuky enacmo
BOIOBAB, 4 YACTh BOKOBal0 Gararo 3a HiMelbKy. (3 iHTepB’I0 3 AHIpieM
OxneeMm, 1911 poky HapomxeHHs, xureneM c.Uepkackkuii Bimkins,
3wMiiBckkoro paitoHy, XapkiBcbkoi obiacti) (Tam camo, 544).
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Toxi 6yna konexmigizayis, onenisz Gy 3a Te, WO HE JaBamH, W06 BeYOPHHLI
Gy, w06 Hiskol GaHIM He 3aBOAUNOCK. (TaM caMo, 546).
[Moka30Bo, IO 3 I’ATHOX iHTEPB’I0, TEKCTH AKX HABENEHO MOBHICTIO ¥ HO-
natkax 1o xuury B.Honna, HaitGinsuty kimbkicTh pycusMiB MictaTs Bigno-
Bifli KOJHUIIHBOTO CiTLCHKOTO aKTHBICTA, YU] MOTIIAAM HA KONTOCIHE MUHYJIE
BiIPi3HAOTHCA Bift AyMOK GinbmIOCTi cengH. MOBIEHHA KONHINHBOTO aKTH-
BicTa, 0COGNHBO B THX ()parMeHTaXx, A€ BiH PO3NOBifac Npo 3aXOMH i iHCTH-
TyLii paigHCLKOI BIAJH, HACTINBKM HACHYEHi JIEKCHMHMMH, MOpGonoriy-
HUMH ¥ GOHETHYHUMHM elleMEeHTaMM pocilichkoi MOBH, IO HOro, Ha BiAMiHY
BiZl MOBJIEHHS iHIIMX YOTHPHOX MOBHMX TEKCTiB iHTEpB’to, CiIif kBamidiky-
BaTH K CYPXHUKOBE:
I3 CO3a nepeitmu Ha xonxosu, 60 B3xnamy, mo CO3 — ue merxobyporcyasne
xassiicmeo, a KOAX03 — €T0 yke Oiblue noddepxcye i cTapuykis. Bxe cramu
denames MU obwie nimawnie, CTANW NOMaraTd CTapuM MOAsSM. ApPTillh — COBCIM
apyra 6yna cragis. CO3, e 10 MH, TOXMIH 10 HOBOTO Fofa, WO 3apobHi,
pO3AiNUIM Bee. A apmens, LE BXE HE TO, Ue Bxe dpyzoe. TyT Xa3aficTBO Bike
JepKaTM, i AKi TAM He3aMOXHi, CTapMkH, TO iM Tomarana aprink. lle Bxe
coscem npyra cramig... B Cranina x 2onogoxpyocenic Crano B TPHAUATH
TPETHOM TORY, OH e eceobuyy Korekmigizayiro ckasas. lle HoMy noaxmnanm
nnaMy, i Bil, sit cinewudi GyB, He noGosBcs, B3R Ha cebe axy Kudysy. B
CraniHa noayuunocs 201060KpyJCeric — obwa Konekmisizayia. A BOHa HiYO He
nana, sirdamu. Tak, sk ore nepecTpoiiky 3po6us Iopbauos, Tax i To. I Cranix
cka3as: «Po3MMycTuTh Koaxosu». (3 iHTeps’lo 3 Muxkuroro Hanexero, 1907 poky
HapomxeHHs, sxuTeneM c.Crapa Iuummig, Yyryiscrkoro paiory, XapkiBcbkol
o6nacti) (Homn 1999, 554).
OcTanHiif TeKCT fa€ TAKOXK IiACTaBU PO3IANATH CYPIKHK AK 6€3CHCTEMHE,
Xa0THUHE NOCAHAHHA eJIEMEHTIB JBOX MOB, Ak cy0xoJ, no36aBieHuii HaBiTh
Ha piBHi imionekry craGitbHOro ysycy. Jlekcuui, sky BkuBac iHpopMaHT,
BIIaCTUBUI BYCOKHMil piBeHs (OHeTHHHOI ¥ MOpoNOriyHoi BapiaTHBHOCTI.
Tak, y TeKCTi iHTEPB’t0 3ycTpidaemo MapanenbHi GOpMH CIiB CINLHOTO
NeKCHYHOro (OHIy AK B YKpaiHCHKil, Tak i B pocilichki#t BuMOBI — apmins i
apmeny, coscim i coscem, Oino i deno, xni6 i xneb, pidxo i pedxo, nican i
nocne, miku (YKp. po3M.) i monvko; pocifichki clioBa y HealanToBaHii i aja-
NTOBAHIN BHMOBI: 6orvuiuncmeo i 6invuuncmso, namuadyame i nimuao-
yamp; TapanenbHi POCIACHKI JiTepaTypHi i PO3MOBHI JIEKCEMH; HCU3Hb i
Jcucmy; NapaiesbHi MPAKMETHHKOBI i AiecniBHi cnoBodopMu 3 yKpaiHCh-
KHMH i pociiicbkumu GrekciaMu: opyze i Opyzoe, nonimiuecke i nonimivec-
Kxoe, coenag i coenan, npon’emo i npozynsem Towo. Ilpu uboMy BapiaHTHi
dopMH HepinKo BXKMBAIOTBCS MOpPAL — B ONHOMY pedeHHi abo B cycimHix
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pedennsax: «Ow mobue mixu mywun, Ooinu moneko mywunu» (c.550);
(c.556); «Moznu nimu, ane ye pioxo. Moznu, pospimanocs, i xodunu, Hy
PEOKO, MOJCE Ye HecnOOPYHHO HU HeadobHo» (€.553); «xniba He 30asanu,
xni6 npamanu. Locydapcmeo dondcHo 6uno scums. B ix, 6 emix nodeii 3a6u-
panu xaeb» (€.555); «Emo deno nonimiveckoe, emo 0ino oueHvb mpyoHo pos-
kycimby (¢.556); «LLlo 3apobue — npon ‘emo, npozynsem» (€.557).

OcoGMHBOCTI MPaKTHUKY 3MiLTyBaHHA MOB, 3ahikcOBaHi B aHAII30BAHOMY
TEKCTi, MATBEP/IKYIOTE MO3HUII0 THX JOCIiIHUKIB TPACAHKM H CyPXKHKY, WO
PO3IAZAIOTH 1X AK CyMy iNiONeKTiB, MOp. BU3HAYEHHS TPACAHKM B CTATTi
Hinn MeukoBCBKOI: «lie MHOXHHHICTH CYOCTAHEApPTHMX iAiONEKTIB, IO
MaloTh y PpisHMX [pomopuisx pucH Oinopycekoi i pocificbkoi MOB»
(MSUKOYCKAS 2007, 91) i XapakTepHCTHKY CYpXHKY B po3siaui Aprypa
BpaupKoro «...KOXHMH HOCiHf Takoro ri6paaHOro yTBOPEHHs, KOHCTpYIO-
JOUM BHCJIOBIEHHS, Ha BAAaCHHI{ poO3Cy] 3ajdydac Ta Ho6HUpac KOMIOHEHTH
060X CKJIAIHHKIB, IO 3MYIIYE PO3LISIATH CypXHUK Ak GopMy, KoTpa CKia-
HacThesd 3 iFIONEKTIB, 30CEpeKEHUX Y NpOCTOpi pi3HOMOBHOI AMIJIOCI»
(BPALIKI 2007, 138).

Boguouac, Ak cBiquuTh aGcosmoTHa-GIARIICTE 3amuciB YCHUX iCTOpil,
3ibpanmx y nocaimkenni B. Homia, koMyHiKaTHBHA MOTYXHICTh yKpaiHCh-
KO MOBH B CLTbCHKMX CepemoBHINaX 3abesnedyBaia ajanTaiilo pocificbko-
MOBHHX 3al03u4eHb. BOHN BXOZUNH IO HEl OKpEeMHUMH BKpAIUICHHAMH, HE
pyiiHytoun ii 6a30BHX CTPYKTYp i BOJHOYAC HaNaouM iif JXMBOMOBHOIO KO-
JIOpHTY, 38°A3Ky 3 peaibHOO AificHicTo. V muroBanii Bulne ctarti 1. [[3t06u
HaBejeHo Iikasi MipkysauHa O. JIoBXeHKa 3 TPHUBOMY NMOOJMHOKHX PYCH3-
MiB B yKpaiHCBKOMY TEKCTi, SKHif BiATBOPIOE JKMBOMOBHY CTHXIlO YKpaiHCh-
xoro cena. He moromxyiouuch 3 HypH3MOM DPEAAKTOpa, LIO MpaBHB HOro
«IToemy 1po MoBay», O. JIOBXKEHKO B JIMCTi I0 TUPEKTOpa BUAaBHUITB2 «Pa-
JOAHCHKHH IIMCHMEHHMKY 3a3HauaB: «B AeAKux MiclX 1 HABMHUCHE 3a/IMILAB
pycusMu. Bouu noTpiGHi MeHi Ak 3Haky kuBoi MOBH. TilbKM YHCTOILTIONM i
ecTeTaM 34a€Thed, IO BOHH 3acMiuyioTh moBy. Hi, B HeBesukilt KinskocTi
BOHHM NIPHAAIOTH iif XHUTTA, AK BKpAIUICHHS XiMiYHHMX €IEMEHTIB Y BOAY, Bill
9Oro BOHA, BOJA, CTAE X0Y i HEMPABUIILHOIO, HE HUCTUIILOBAHOIO, ... AN KH-
BOTBOPSAILOIO, XUBOK.» (JI3I0BA 2005, 15).

IMopniGHy BIACTMBICTH CEMMHCBKOFO CEPENOBHMILNE JIETKO «MEPETPABIIO-
BATH» 3alO3MYEHHA 3 POCiiichKoi MOBH, aJanTyBaTH iX A0 CBOIX BUMOBHHX
HOpM, BifoGpaxkae MOBJIEHHS IlepcoHaxis Hosen ['puropa TIOTIOHHMKA, LIO
JAI0Th BUpPa3Hi 3aMaNbOBKY 3BHYAIB i M06YTY ronTaBchkux cin 1950-1960-x
pokis. Jins MpuUKIaxy MOXHA HABECTH PYCU3M rnpuenuna (pOC. NpUyHbLNG) B
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MOBHil mapTii nina [Tomaszana 3 HoBenu «Taiina Beuepsa»: «[luit Ta 3BHHAMN,
HIO IO CTOJIY He CaKaeMo, 1103asK y Hac ChOroAHi 3 XpucTelo — TaiiHa Be-
uepa! Uys, wo ue take? Taifna Beyeps! Amxe X Tak 1 kaxy, XpucTHHO? Un
yoro TH wymumcs — re? Yoro npusnuna — re?» (TIOTIOHHHUK 1984, 79).

VcHe MOB/EHH 3 IOBHO3Ha4HOIO 6araToro Jekcukorw i ¢paseonoriio,
AKy He pyiHye DPUCYTHICTb NOOIMHOKHX PYCH3MIB, HOCHOTOAHI MOOYyTYyE B
cenax He nuime lentpampHoi, a i Cximnoi Ta IliBaennoi Vkpaidu, mpore
NEPEBaXXHO B MOBI JHOZIEH CTapILOro MOKONHHS.

Tocuwienna pycudixauii B 1970-x poxax, IoemHaHe 3 IeMoOrpadiuHHM
3pOCTAHHAM MICT 3a PaxyHOK Mirpauii CilbCHKOrO HACEJICHHs, 3HUINEHHA
peNiriiHUX Tpamuuill, 3BHUAiB, KyIbTYpH YKPaiHCHKHX Cijl, a MOAEKYAu i
[OBHMIT IX 3aHena ApHU3BENIH JO Nerpafatlil CilbChKMX MOBHUX CEPEeIOBHIL.

V noseni I'puropa TroTioHHMKa «CHH NIpUiXaBy, AKy LEH3Ypa He NO3HO-
1A ony6TikyBaTH 32 XHTTA ABTOPA, Xy[0AkKHBO 3a(ikcoBaHO PO3pHB Cral-
KOEMHOTO MDKIIOKOJiHHEBOIO MOBHOTI'O 3B’f3KY, TNOCTYIOBa 3MiHa AOBKiNIA
3 yKpaiHOMOBHOTO Ha CYP)KHKOMOBHE BHAC/IiIOK 3POCIHILEHHS MOJIO/MIOro
MIOKOMiHHA YpOaHi30BaHUX CEJIAH:

Ha nouatky cepring, xonu B KoB6uwi, Bemke ceno no oduasa 60kH By3eHBKOI
piuky B ouepeTi Ta Bep6oi03ax, 3" HKDKAIOTECS 10 GaThKIB yci KONMUIIHI KOB-
GuuiBL, IO OTaM NoO BifiHi NOAANKMCA 3 AOMY LIYKATH noctilfHoro 3apobiTky i
IOHERIMEHOrO BUXiIHOTO, KOJIK 1O ABOpax TibkM it uyTy: «/lana a kax 3apas
HaBNpoOCTELh )liﬁTH pi (Y] namcu?», a GaTLKO, HaMaratouuch B yCbOMY NOTOOHTH
JiTaM, onkasye: «Ta kax? OTako rpsakaMH i inu. A Tam — HusoM. XiGa TH 3a-
6yn?»; abo: «MaMo, Sk y Bac Hawyom cmipanenozo nopowxa? Hem? [lak s
TPUILIIO 110 HpPﬂSLl}’)) iT. n.—Ha MNo4aTKy CCpIiHA, COHAYHOTO Cy60THI>01"0 ne-
peno6inns, npuixanu rocti # a0 Huxudopa [3sxyna ta Ilapacku [I3sakyHku
[...] (TIOTIOHHUK 1984, 175).
BUHUKHEHH §i TOIMPEHHS MilIaHHX yKpaiHChKO-POCiiChKMX GopM ycHOro
MOBJIEHHS AK NEPEXiIHUX Bill YKpalHChKOT MOBHM CIIJIKYBAHHA [0 POCIACHKOT
MiATBEPIKYIOTH i JOCIIKEHHA aHaoriqHoro ribpuaHoro iniomMa Ha Tepu-
Topii cycimnboi Binopyci. Tak, Ha OCHOBI BUBUECHHS TPACAHKU B KOMYHika-
THBHOMY CEpEIOBHILI OIHiET POAMHH B 3aXifH0OGinopychkomy MicTi Bapano-
BHYAX MOBO3HABIi MiflIUTM BUCHOBKY, IO YacTKa BXXHBAHHA Gilopychbkux
cNoBOGOPM Y POIMHHOMY CITUIKYBaHHI BHPA3HO 3MIHIOETBCSA 3aJIEXHO Bill
NIOKONiHHSA: Y MoBJienHi 6a6yci Ginopychbki cli0BOGOPME BUKOPHCTOBYIOTECS
3HaYHO YacTillle, HbK pocificeki, y Matepi croctepiraereca pisHoBara 6ino-
PYCBKMX i pociiicbkux c0BOGOPM, TOM K y JAOUKH POCIHCBKi cloBodopmu
BXKE NepeBaaioTh Ginopycbki. Hapeneni GpakTH [aOTh DiACTaBu NOCHiAHH-
KaM iHTepNpeTyBaTH TPAacAHKY JOCILKYBAHOTO POAVHHOIO CepefoBUIIa AK
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TPOSB TIOCTYNOBOIO Mepexofy 3 6inopychkoi MOBH Ha POCIHCHKY (I'EHYBIIL
& T 2007, 89).

OTxe, mepen 3406y TTAM He3aNeKHOCTi CKOPOUEHHs BKUTKY YKpaTHChKOT
MOBH Yy HalironoBHimil QyHKUT XuBOI MOBH — QyHKUIi CIUIKYBaHHA Ha-
6yso 3arposnuBoro mis ii MaltyTHeoro xapakrepy. Ha uek 1ac MicbKe Ha-
ceNeHHA YKpailu BXe CTAHOBWIO GifBIIICTb, a CepH KOMYHIKALl y BesH-
KMX MicTax Ha Ginbmiii yacTuai Teputopii Ykpainu cdopmyBanucek K po-
CilfCbKOMOBHI.

Binblia KOMYHIKATHBHA OTYXHICTh POCIFCHKOT MOBH y NpECTIDKHILINX
yp6ani3oBaHiX cepefOBUIIAX CTPHsUIA 3pocTaHHIo ii Aemorpadiunoi noty-
xHocri. Lle 3pocTanHs BinGyBanoch UUIAXOM NEPEXOIY Ha POCIAChKY MOBY
MONOIIIOrO MOKONiHHA YKpPAiHUiB, AKi MEpeI3AMIH 0 MICT 3 CUT | HEBEMKHX
MicTegok. BinmoBifHo ykpaiHChka MOBa CTaBalla MOBOIO 0OMEXEHOTO BiKo-
BOrO MOIIMPEHHS, BJACTHBOKO CTapILiii reHeparii MemKaHuiB NPOBIHLL.

Tpouecu ypGanizanii BUOpALIHIX CENsH CYNPOBOMKYBATNCE POSIIUPEH-
HAM (yHKIIOHYBaHHA MilIaHHX YKPaiHCBKO-POCIHCBKUX PISHOBHIB yCHOTO
monenns. Came toMy IO. llleBenboB, aHaNi3youM CHTyauilo YKpaiHH
1970-x poxiB, BiIHOCHB CYpXHK i CypXHKI3allilo 10 TUX ABHIL, AKi PO3MH-
BAalOTh HOPMM YKpaiHChKOi MOBH, No36asnsoun i puc camocriittocri. [lpu
LEOMY CYPXHK 3aKOHOMIpHO 3aBepiIyBaB HapefeHuit LlleBenboBAM mepenik
3MiH, SKMX 3a3Hana YKpaiHChKa MOBa BHACNiNOK MOTYXHOrO OIHOGIYHOro
BIUIMBY POCiHCBKOi MOBH BIPOJOBX HEpiOXy PamsHCHKOI JIHTBO-THIYHO
Mikcauii: «...IIMpOKa BiKPHUTICTb JUT# POCiiCBKUX BKpaIuieHb i CTPYKTYD;
TOLIMPEHHS POCIMCHKOT WKAMM COLaNBHUX BapTOCTEH y MOBI; 33KPHUTICTh
NI TIO3MK 1033 TMMH, II0 HAyTh 3 abo 4Yepe3 pocilickky MOBY; HEJOPO3BH-
HeHICTh TEXHiTHOT i HayKkOBOi TepMiHOJOTi]; BiJICyTHICTh MIiCHKOTO CIICHTY;
ABUIIE CypKuKa ¥ cypxukisanii» (LLIEPEX 1998, 246-247).

OueBunHoO, 3 nepiogoM 1970 — 1980-x pokiB ciix MoB’A3yBaTH MOYATOK
dopMyBaHHs | LIBHAKOTO PO3POCTAaHHS CYPXKUKOMOBHHX CEPEOBHMILL, KOJIH
dyHKIIOHYBaHHS MilIAHKX iXiOMIiB BUXOIMTh 32 MEXi OKpEMHUX iliOJIeKTiB,
xoua ¥ 4uCHAeHHMX, abo  coujonexry mesuoi rpynu. CowiosiHrBicTHUHi
06CTEKEHHA CYPXMKOMOBHHX CEPENOBHIN HE NPOBONMINCH, e 3araibHi
CTIOCTEPEKEHHs NAI0Th MiNCTAaBH CTBEPIKYBATH iXHE iCHyBaHHA NEepefyciM
y 30HaX, IPRJIETNHX A0 BEJMKHX MICT, a TAKOX y YaCTHHI HEBEHKAX MicTe-
yok i cin Llentpanstoi, Cxignof i IMiBaenHoi Yxpainu.

HasBHICTh CEpEeNOBHIL, Y SKMX CYPXHK OXOIUTIOE BCi Chepy KOMyHiKali
— SK POJMHHOY, TaK i [03aPOAMHHOI, MPOHMKAIOUM HABiTh Y CYBOPO peria-
MeHTOBaHi cepH aAMiHICTpYBaHHA M IIKUILHOT OCBITH, TOBOPHTH MpPO Te,
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IO Liei HACNiOK KOHTaKTy HBOX MOB Ha Tepuropil YKpaiHH HaleKUTh IO
TOFO THITY MOBHOTO 3MilllyBaHHS, Y MOXIHMBOCT] IKOFO CBOTO 4Yacy CyMHiBa-
ses Jles Hlepba y cBoiif Bimomiit crarTi «O MOHATHH CMEIIEHHA S3BIKOBY.
Posrnanaroun TpM kateropii ¢axTiB, AKAMM ONlepyBall TOFOYACHi jJocnin-
HMKM MOBHHX KOHTAKTIB, i¢ IO TPEThOI KaTeropii Hanexath «(paktH, AKi €
pe3yJBTaTOM HeAOCTAaTHBOTO 3aCBOEHRA Oy ab-skoi MoBu», JI. LllepGa mucas:
ToBcakaeHHe %uTTa Garate Ha (akTH TAKOro pojy; aje 3HaYHO PiJIMMH €
(aKTH TAKOTO X NOPAAKY, SKi OTPUMAaNM COLiaIbHY 3HAYHMICTh, TOGTO Ti Mo~
MHJIIKH MOBY, Axi 3p06HHHCL B [ICBHOMY cepenoanmi 3arallbHOBH3HaHOK HOp-
Moo, Haituacrime BHAacHiOK HafBHOCTi CIPaBKHBOI HOPMH 3aCBOIOBAHOI
MOBH, JMIIAIOTLCA TiABKA GiNbII YK MEHII MOLIMPEHi MOMHIKM. 51 He Mir Ou
HAaBECTH LIJKOM IIEPEKOHIMBHIA IIPUKIA] Takoi MOBH, NpUKNal, axui 1 6yB 61
B cTaHi mpoxoHTpomoBary caM [...] (ILIEPEA 1974, 61).
Brxonsuu 3 1ux MipkyBaub, Lllep6a CkeNTHYHO CTaBUBCA A0 TepMiHa «3Mi-
ILyBaHHA MOBY», NIPOTIOHYIOUH 3aMiHMTU MOTO TEPMiHOM «B3a€MHMI BILIHB
MOBY» fK TAKHi, IO «HIYOT0 HE MICTUTh B cobi CTOCOBHO (akTiB, ski omu-
Cye», TONi AK CIOBO «3MillyBaHHA» nepenbavae 1o Aeskoi MipH, mo o6uasi
MoBH, NepebyBatoun B Ge3rocepeHEOMY KOHTaKTi, MOXYTh piBHOI Miporo
GparH ydacTth B yTBOPEHHI HOBOI MOBI» (TaM caMo, 62).

1luTtoana crarta Lllep6u, B AKiil yueHH} 3apONOHYBAB BXKHUBATH TEPMiH
«B3a€MHHIT BILTHB MOBY» 3aMiCTb «3MinlyBaHHs», Gyia Hanucana B 1925 poui
- B 106y peanizauii y HoBocTBOpeHOMY PamsaucbkoMy Coro3i NOMITHKH «KO-
peHizamii», ToJepaHTHOT MO0 HAliOHANEHUX MOB i KYNbTYp HOMieTHIYHOT
KpaiHu.

HatomicTh HacTyIHa piska 3MiHa NMapTiifHOro Kypcy B HalliOHaNIbHil fo-
TMiTHII KapIHHATBHO 3MiHWIA MiXHAIiOHaNBHI H MDKMOBHI CTOCYHKH B
CPCP, neritumisysaBiiy JOMiHaHTHI mosuuil pocikickkoi MOBH Ta ii iHTer-
panbHy ponb y (opMmyBaHHI YHi(ikoBaHOI «pPalAHCHKOD» iEHTHYHOCTI
BCBHOI'O HaceNeHHs nosieTHiyHol kpaiHu. Hanpuknan, sizomuit y 1960-1970
pok#n TeopeTHk HamioHanbHoro nutawHs B CPCP K. XaHa3apos 3adBiss:
«Bupabortka B paIsHCHKHX JIOMAX CBOTO pomdy «OadmyxocTi» 10 HalioHa-
JILHUX MOB € BKJIMBMM 3aBJaHHAM iHTEpHAIIOHAILHOIO BUXOBAHHA» (LUT.
3a: JI310BA 2003, 81).

Mouunaroun 3 1930-x pokiB mpolecy, 1O BiAGYBalHCs MOBHOMY JKHTTi
VPCP, BUKIIOYaIN MOXIHBICTh B3a€MOBILIHBIB MiX YKpaiHChbKOO i pociit-
CbKOIO MOBaMH SK PiBHONpPaBHUMH MOBHMMH YTBOPDEHHAMH, a BiINOBinaiu
BiIHOCHHAM MiANIOPAXKYBaHHA 1 3a/Ie:KHOCTI OAHi€T MOBH Bia iHmIOL. 3a3Ha-
yeni NoiTHYHI 06CTABHHN 3yMOBHIM OAHOGIMHUI BILIMB poOCilichkoi MOBH
Ha YKpaiHChKY, 110 aKTHBI3yBano ApolecH MOBHOT Mikcanii.
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IpomoskeHHA B pagiHCBKOMY MOBO3HABCTBI BXKMBaHHA TepMiHIB
«BIUIMBY 1 «B3aEMOJis» MO0 CTOCYHKIiB /BOX KOHTakTHMX MoB B YPCP
OyJ10 JaHHMHOIO ariTaniiiHo-NpoIaraHIMBHUM, 4 HE HAYKOBUM 3aBAAHHAM.

Jinwe B nepion rop6ayoBchKoi NepebyoBH, 3 MOCUIECHHIM HaLiOHaJIb-
HHX PYXiB 3a He3alIeXHiCTh i JepKaBHICTh HALIOHANTBHHX MOB COMOZHHX
pecryGnik i BigkpuToro ob6rosopeHHa AedopMalii B MOBHOMY PO3BHTKY,
COpHYHHEHNX pycudikaIlielo, IeXTO 3 MOCKOBCHKHUX JIHIBiCTIiB MI0YaB BilBe-
PTO BHCIOBIIOBATUCH HPO OXHOOIYHICTH BILTMBY pOCifiCbKOi MOBH Ha iHmii,
BHIIPABAOBYIOYH (GYHKUIOHANBHY AHUCHPOINOPIII0 ¥ MIXXMOBHHMX CTOCYHKaX
BHULIOKO KYJILTYPHOIO Barolo pocificekoi MoBu. Tak, mif 4ac o6rosBopeHHs B
KOJIi MOBO3HABLIB aKTYaJIbHUX COLiOJIiHIBiCTHMHHUX NpobieM, fKi [T0CTalu B
TOM 9ac mepej LEHTPANPHUM INApTiHUM KepiBHHLITBOM, aBTOPHUTETHMH
MocKoBcbkuit JiHrsict Oner TpyGador tBepaus: «KynsTypHy ponk pociii-
ChKOT MOBM AK HaHOiMBII PYHKLIOHAJIBHOI MOBH KYJIBTYPH HECYIEPEUNBO
TNOSACHIOE Te, IO NP MIXMOBHUX B3a€MMHax y kpaiHi, pocilicbka — nepeBa-
XHO Ta, HIO ga€, a He Oepe, He 3ano3uuye» (HALIMOHANBHO-S3BIKOBBLIE
1989, 94).

TakuM 4HHOM, CYpPXHK, X0o4a it chopMyBaBcs Ha nepBicHiii 6a3i ykpain-
ChKOI MOBH, MOCTaB y pe3yJIbTaTi BTpaTH y 3Ha4yHOI 4acTHHH i1 HOCIiiB yCBi-
JNOMJIEHHA BiMIiHHOCTI CBO€l MOBH Bill KOHKYPYIOUOl 3 HEIO0 pOCiHChKOI,
BTpaTH BiXUYTTA COLIOKYNBTYpHOI LIiHHOCTI pigHOT MOBHM sk Tiel, mo
0B’ s3y€ HUHIIIHE TOKOJiHHA 3 MONEpeJHiMH, i BIAMOBiAHOTO nocnabieHHs
HAIiOHANLHOI COJiTapHOCTi, KOJJEKTHBHOIO YCBiIOMJIEHHS YyacoBol Ge3nepe-
PBHOCTI iCHyBaHHS CBO€] €THIYHO] CIIIBHOTH.

IepesaxHa GiNBIIICTh YKpaiHCHKUX iHTENEKTYyaliB TPaKTye CypXHK fK
crnpoienuii, ymepOBMii pisHOBHA MoBJeHHA. MoBosHaselr OnekcaHapa
CepbeHcbka y HociGHMKY 3 KyJABTYPH YKPaiHCBKOTO MOBJIGHHS Iifl MPOMO-
BHCTOIO Ha3BOIO « AHTHCYpxHK» mume: «Cypyuk B YkpaiHi € HeGe3neuHuM
i mxigmueuM, 60 NapasuTye Ha MOBi, 10 (OpMyBaacs YIPOAOBXK BIKiB...»
(AHTUCYPXUK 1994, 7).

Axanmemik 1. JIstoba y muroBaHili BHINE CTAaTTi Ja€ Take HOro BU3HA-
yeRHA: «CYpXUK — Lie KalidYeHHs MOBM, MOBHA Oe3nopanHicTh, Opak 4yTTa
CIIOBa, XalaHHA 3a HepITuM-Ninumit cyporaT 3 4y»xoi MOBH, TaCUBHMIA nepe-
Xiz Ha BTOpuHEMH MHPBXUTOK» (J[3105A 2005,14).

Okcana IlaxneoBcbka BOauae B MOBJICHHeEBiH ribpupmsauil oOMexeHHA
KYJBTYPHOTO PiBHA ¥ MEHTANITETYy, «HEBIiIJIaCTBO CYTO PaifiHCBKOTrO 3pa-
3ka». «3po3yMmino, HI0 HOHENbKHil, 3amopi3bkuil, MOATaBCHKMHA YU iHIUMH
cypxuk, - mamie O. [TaxiboBCEKa, - He MOXe OYTH HOCIEM JKOEHMX KYJBTY-
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PHHX KOHTEKCTIB, OCKiJIbKH «KYJNBTYPHHM)» HOro €KBIiBAJNIEHTOM €, BiacHe,
HEBIrNacTBO CYTO PafgHCHKOro 3paska... Onepyloun HEPYXOMHMM Katero-
pisiMy, YTOMIYHUMH IUTAMIaMH Ta MionoreMamu, U MIKGOKO yIIKOIKeHa
pociiickka MOBa 3BY)XY€ TapaMeTpH CBiTy, CHIpollye iX, 3B0AUTh A0 NoTped
JELIEBHX iMCONOTiUYHNX CIEKYJIALIN Yy 3aTXIOMy 3aMKHEHOMY NpOCTOpi, Je
He BinbyBacThes HUpKysinii izeit». (ITAXJILOBCBKA 2007, 323-324).

JliteparyposHaBent AHatonilt ITorpi6Huii BU3Hauae CYpXHK fK «IpH-
Opane y MOBHy (opMy CYCHiNbHO-iCTOpHHYHE ABMINE, AK€ XapaKTepU3ye
KONOHiaJNbHe, @ B HALIHX YMOBaX — MOCTKOJNOHIaIbHE CYCIIiJILCTBO, CBOTO
poly iMTepChKHit CHIadoK, KuM, AK yCi MU nepekoHyeMocs, caM no cobi He
TiTPKM He 3HHMKae, a # .. [OCHmMoOEe cBoi mo3uuii». Sk 3asHavac
A. Tlorpi6uuii, sBuwe CypXHKy # cypxukizauii B Hesanexsidl Ykpaini He
JIHLIE He BTpa4ae Ha CHI, @ HaBiTh PO3LIMPIOE CBil apeal, APOHUKAIOYH BXKE
HABiTh B YKpaiHOMOBHI CepeoBHIIa 3aXinHuX obacteit (ITOrPIBHIM 2005, 9).

Ha iHTeHCHBHOCTI NpOUEciB NPOHHKHEHHS 3al03HYeHb 3 pocilichkol
MOBH B YCHE MOBJEHHS YKpaiHIIB 3aXifHUX PETiOHIB HATONOWIYIOTh i ranu-
IbKi MMCEMEHHUKH i )KYPHANICTH.

Ha 3arpo3ax, ki NOCTalOTh Nepel yKPaiHCHKO MOBOIO Y 3B’ 43KY 3 Npo-
HUKHEHHAM CYpKUKY Ha Tepuropilo 3axizHoi YKpaidH, Hace/leHHA fKOi B
palsHCBKUN Iepiof BUABISLIO CTilikuii omip pycudikauii, mo Groxkysano Tyt
YTBOPEHHs TiGpHAHMX (OPM MOBIIEHHA, Harojouye # muceMeHHHMK IOpiH
Annpyxosru B ecei «OpiM eBiif mepedir... i cifimo cioso»: «Cxix Ykpailu
Bke He OimiHreicTHuHMii, BiH pOCiiCEKOMOBHHH, IPUYOMY (OHETHYHO LA
pocilickka MoOBa BTpadac Jejami OiIbIe TepUTOpPiaNbHO-YKpaiHCHKHX
o3Hak... Huni xuiBChKa, JHIPONETPOBCHKA, MOJTABChKA i uYepKachka Mo-
JI0[b FOBOPHTH YiKe LLIKOM YHi(ikOBaHOIO pOCiiCBKOIO, 3 yciMa XapakTep-
HHUMH JEKCHYHHMH TPUKpAcaMH i ClIeHroBUMH HoBauismu. Camo no cobi ue
Gyno 6 He Tak i moraHo, X6 I MOJIO/Ib TOBOPMIIA HE TLIBKU MO-POCIHCHKH.

A IO X «CypXuK», fie BiH, neit MUIHI MOKPYY, XMMepHHH MilIaHel,
kpoBo3MicHe auTA GuniHrBisMy? A BiH Tam, A€ HoMy B Hanexuts GyTH —
Tam, fe it cam Gininrsism. To6ro Bxe He Ha Cxoxi, a Ha 3axoni. Tak, came
«CYPXMKOM» HHHI CIIJIKY€TbCS 3HAUHA YacTHMHA 3aXiJHOYKpaiHChKOI MIozi-
HOCTi, BKIIFOYHO 3i «CBioMMMHM ranuuaHamu». I[Ipn LpoMy BiH cHpaBHi 3HH-
kae Ha Cxoli — pa3soM i3 «HemepCHEKTHUBHUMHM» CelaMH, MiCTedkaMH Ta
BUMHpAIOYNMM B HUX Jifamu i 6abamu.

OTxe, «CYPXHK» KPOKY€E Ha 3aXif, CyNpOBOMKYIOUH BeMKHi MoXin Be-
JNKOT, MOrYTHROT POCificbkoi MOBH. YKpalHCBKill ke BifiICTYNaTH HiKyau —
He 1o [Tomsiwi x i He Mo Caoeayuuny 3 Yropmusoto!h» (AHIPYXOBHY 2001, 2).
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OnuH i3 TBBiBCLKHX XYPHANICTIB MmigpaxyBas, mo 3a 405 pokis Mobchb-
xoro (1387-1772,1919-1939) i 146 pokis aecrpiiicekoro (1772-1918) nany-
BaHHA JI0 PO3MOBHOIO MOBIEHHA rajimdad Gyno samosdyeHo 2-3 necsATkd
CJIiB TIONIECHKOTO, HIMEIBKOTO # YaCTKOBO YrOPCHKOTO MOXOMKEHHA, TOMdI K
3a 51 pik (1939-1991) pociiichkoro naHyBaHHs, 3a Horo migpaxyHkamy, B
PO3MOBHHH CIOBHUK MemKaHIiB [ammiuHy BBilmIOo 6nu3bko 500 pociick-
KHX cJiB." ‘

I Bce %, sK TOKa3yIOTh COLIONOTiYHI JOCHiUKEHH JTiHTBOCTHIYHOI CTpY-
KTypH YKpaiHH, fKi peryJipHO NPOBOAMTH, NouMHaIOuH 3 1991 poky, Kuis-
ChKHMil MiXKHApOAHMIt IHCTHTYT coujoliorii, CyMillmmo ykpaiHCceKoi i pocifich-
KOT MOB, 3a BU3HAYEHHSM cOUiOJOriB, TOBOPHThL He3HAaYHA HacTHHa (BCHOTO
2,5%, 3a maEuMu 2003 poky) HaceneHHA 3axigHoro perioHy (XMEJIBKO
2004, 11).

OueBHAHO, IO POCICHLKOMOBHMII BIUIMB Ha ILiil TepuTopii He nepeduon
iHTepdepeHuiiiHOro mopory, 3a AKMM NOYHHAKOTLCA MPOLECH 3MillyBaHHS
xomi. SIx cBimuaTh CHOCTEpEXeHHs MOBO3HABIB, poCiMCBKi JNekceMH 3a-
CBOIOIOTBCA B MOBJICHH] rajmyad y ¢opmax, ananToBaHUX A0 Micuesol FoBi-
PKH. «...3 YCT TFajiMIBKOTO CEIMHHMHA CTApIIOro Biky, - 3asHauae O. Cep-
OeHCbka, - MEHi. JOBENOCA HOYYTH «on’eme He NpuiNUIay (y 3HAYEHHI
«3HOBY»), Jie POCifiCEKe CITOBO «OMATH» CHOHETH3IOBAHO BiAOBIAHO 1O rO-
BipKOBHX ocoGnuBocTeit: 3ByK [1] — TBepaMii, 3BYK [€] 3°aBNsEThCA Ha Micui
nitepatypHoro [a] (wenka, mueco, cedy). AGo: y dpopmax cemdecams i 6o-
cemdecamp, MO CTANH MOMIMPEHUMH B MOGYTOBOMY MOBIEHHI, HpHHaAMHI
Ha JInBiBIIMHI, 36epiracThcs Haronoc pocifichbkux ciB, y 3ByKoBOMY -0(op-
MJIEHHI — lle BXe WiJIKOoBHTI MyTaHTH. J[o pedi, CNiNBHOKOpEHEBi CIOBA
«cimy i «BiciM» Taxa MyTanis o6musyna» (CEPBEHCEKA 2002, 92).

V 3p’a3Ky 3 UMM BeoOXiZHO HIEe pa3 HaroJOCKTH Ha TOMY, LI0 NOLIHpeHe
HE TiNBEKH B MyGNiLMCTHYHOMY, a i HAYKOBOMY JHMCKYDPCi TBEPIDKEHHS OpPO
a6CoMIOTHE TepeBaXkants CypKUKY B ToGyTOBOMY CHiIKyBaBHi yKpaiHCHKOT
MOAHOCTI € He TiTBKM HEKOPEKTHHM, a if mo30aBleHNM HayKOBOI apryMeH-
Tamii.

Tak, aBTOp CTaTTi, NPHCBAYEHOI OrMANOBi MOBHOI cuTyalii B YkpaiHi,
HOCIIAIOYHCH Ha Hamie 3 [aHHow 3aai3HAK COLioMHTBiICTUYHE NOCTIKEHAS
Kwuesa, nposesese B 2000 poui, pobuts Takui 3akun: «IIpu neomy He Mo-
’HA HE BiI3BHAYMTH, IO B MPOIECi UTOBAHOrO JOCIiXKEHHA aBTOPH aHKET
HE PO3pi3HANIM YKPATHCHKY MOBY i Tak 3BaHMil CypXHK, Ha AKoMy aKTHIHO

1 www.sotalibra.com.ua/moskal_4.htm.
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roBopuTh Ginblia yactHHa ocib, AKi 3a3Ha4al0Th IO MOBY Y BIilOBIfAX Ha
TNIUTAHHA aHKETH AK YKpaiHchKy. Cypuk — ue cymim ykpaiHcekoi i pocii-
CbKoi MOB, IpaMaTHYHOIO OCHOBOIO fKOI € YKpalHChbKa MOBA, IO MICTHTH
nyxe Gararo pycusmis» (MEJIBHHK 2006, 353).

L1 Te3a, MO BHUCIOBMOBANAChH i B iHIIMX HayKOBHX MyOmiKauigX BUHU-
KJIa, SIK MM BXe 3a3Havany (qus. MACEHKO 2007, 28-29) BHac/ifOK HEpPO3-
pisHeHHs iHTepdepoBaHOro i MimIaHOro MOBJEHHA. MiX TuM, cepel pos-
MaiTHX po3MoBHUX (OpM TOOYTYBaHHA yKpalHCBbKOI MOBH 3HAa4HO INMpLIE
IpeACTaBleH] THIH iHTepdepOBaHOIrO MOBNEHHA, SKE MO3HAYEHE OiMbIIMM
9y MEHHIMM BIUIHBOM pOCIChKOI MOBH, ajle fKe He MOXXHa BIIHOCHTH JIO
3MilllyBaHHA KOZiB.

TBepaXKeHHs PO TOTAIbHE NOMIHYBaHHA CYpXHKY CIIPOCTOBYE i 3rajy-
BaHe BUILE COIONOTiYHE HOCHDKCHHS JTIHIBOSTHIYHOT CTPYKTYPH YKpaiHu.
3rigHo 3 HOro AaHMMy, y3aradbHEHUMM IO Beilt YxpaiHi, ynpomosx 1996-
1999 pokiB yacTka HaceleHHs, IO BXUBAE CyMim yKpaiHCBKOT i pocifickkol
MoB, cTaHoBHIa 18,2%, a BropomoBx 2000-2003 pokie — 14,7% (XMEJIBKO
2004, 10).

Sx Gayumo, TONPH FOCHTh 3HAYHY KiIBKICHO Ipymy CYpPKMKOMOBHMX
oci6, BOHA 3HaYHO MOCTYHAETRCA 32 JeMorpadidyHIM MOKasHMKOM YKpaiHo-
MOBHii yacTmni HaceneHHs (BigmosinHo 39,2% Bix ychoro HaceneHHs B
1996-1999 pokax i 38,7% B 2000-2007 pokax) (TaM camo).

PerioHanpHHUiH POSTIOALT TPYT, BUAINEHUX 32 MOBHHMH 03HAKAMH, BUSBYB
TAKOXK MePEXiMHUM XapakTep MilllaHHX (HOPM MOBJIEHHA, 1O 3aCBiMIy€ TEH-
JeHIig a0 30iibmeHHs pociiChKOMOBHOI IpyNM 3a PaxyHOK 3MEHIIEHHA
CYPHKOMOBHOT, @ TaK0X KOPeJALiA MiX KiNbKiCHUM 30iNbINEHHAM CYpHKH-
KOMOBHHX 0Ci6 i memMorpaiuyHiUM yNOTYKHEHHAM pocilicbkoi MOBH y MEB-
HHEX perioHax kpaiuu (quB. noknagHime MACEHKO 2007).

BojHouac nepxaBHuil cTaTyc ykpaiHChbkoi MOBY 3MiHHB, NIpHHalMHi Ha
oiuifinomy piBHI, XapakTep MDXMOBHHX CTOCYHKIB i MifHAB IpPECTHX
yKpaiHCbKOi MOBH. B mepceKTHBi, 32 yMOBH BHPOBAAXKEHHS MOCIiJOBHOTO
MOBHOTO IIAHyBaHHs, 30KpeMa yKkpaiHi3anil CHCTeMHM OCBITH, AKa BXKe 3MiH-
cHena B GinsiocTi perioxis, Mirana cybMoBa MOXe 3By3uTH apean nobyry-
BaHHA, NMOCTYIMBINKMCH, MiclieM YKpaiHChKilt JliTepaTypHilt MOBi Ta koopan-
HaTUBHOMY GiniHreismoBi, 3a HagBHOCTI HOPMATMBHHX CTAaHHApTiB 060X
KOHTAKTHHX MOB Minmanuii cy6kon He Mae 1IaHCiB Ha crabinisaniro i Ginpni-
MeHII TpyBaJle icHyBaHHs. Moro npecTink HaJ3BHYaiiHO HU3BKMI HE TIBKM
B EKCIIEPTHIH OuiHI, a | B MacoBiil cBioMocTi.
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Sk nokasyoTh (GOKyc-TpYMOBi HOCHi/KeHHd, NposeneHi Bocenn 2006
poky y Kuesi, JIsBoBi, JIynpky, Jorenpky i Ozmeci B paMKkax MiXKHapOJHOTO
npoexty «MoBHa nomiTHka B YkpaiHi: JiHFBICTHYHHH Ta aHTPONONOTIUHMHA
aCIeKTH Ta IOJANbINI MEPCTIEKTHBHY, abCOMOTHIN GiNbILOCTi peCIOHAEHTIB
BJIACTHBE HEraTHBHE CTABJICHHA IO MiIIAHOTrO MOBHOTO pisHoBHIY. Pecron-
JIEHTH BBAXAIOTh, IO CYpP)XKHK BHHUKA€E BHACTIJOK HEJOCTATHHOrO 3HAHHA |
YKPATHCLKOI, 1 pocifichkol MOB, IHO HUM FOBOPSATD JIIOAM 3 HU3LKHM DiBHEM
KYJNBTYPH:

- Cypxuk fK 3aMiHa ABOX TNOBHOLiHHMX MOB HE € NPHIHATHUM
(nbBiB’ THKA);

- CypHuK — Ll KOJIH BH... HE BMi€Te FOBOPHTH Hi Ha OJHiH MOBi HOp-
MaJILHO. .. i MillIacTe CIIoBa (JIBBiB’ AHKA);

- Ife npocTo HeBUXOBaHa MmoavHa. AGo roBopH Ha OfHil MOBi, abo ro-
BODH Ha JpyTiii MOBi (IbBIB’ IHUH);

- Korna koBepkaloT cijioBa (KUsHKa);

- JT0 He3HaHHE YKPaMHCKOro (KHAHKA);

- 3T0 eciu 4eNIOBEKY A3BIKM He JAIOTCH, JaXe TaKue IPOCTHIE A3BIKH,
PONCTBEHHBIE, KaK PYCCKHI U YKpaHHCKHMIt (KUSHUH);

- Heymenue kax-To CHCTEMaTU3HPOBATH B TAMATH A3BIKH Y NPaBUIBHO
rOBOPHUTH (KUSAHHUH);

- 310 cMech OyJbIOra ¢ HOCOpPOroM (KHAHHH);

- MHe kaxeTcs, 9T0O Cyp;KHK — 3T0, B IIPHHIIMIIE, T/Ie-TO TOXE JAUANEKT,
MPOCTO BYJIbI'ApHBI (KUSHHH);

- CypxHdK — 3TO KOTZa, MHE KaXeTcs, JIOAN He 3HAIOT HU OJHOTO, HY
BTOPOro s3bika. VI BOT MpHexaid... BOT OHHU IBITAIOTCH NepeiTu Ha
PYCCKHii #3BIK... M 3TO MOTy4aeTcs OYeHb CMEIIHO M HeKpacHBo,

BOT 3TO H CYPXHK: OJHO CJIOBO Ha pPYCCKOM, APyroe — Ha
YKPaHHCKOM, HO B HHTEpIIpPETAllMH PYCCKOro f3blka, CYPHHUK Takoi
(xkusHKa);

- CypxHuK, Ja, 5T0 HEKpacHBO, 3TO He O4YEHb XOPOIIO, HO NMPOCTO Cyp-
KUK Be3le CYIUeCTBYeT, H O4YeHb MHOTHME JIOAH OoOINaloTcs Ha
cypiuke (ONECUT);

- U HekpacuBO, ¥ CMEIIHO, JYYIe Ha OJHOM A3BIKE pa3roBapHBaTh
{onecwur);

- DCTETHYECKH S HE BOCIIPHHUMAIO, 3TO HENPUATHO (onecpmca);
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- MHorzma pexer ciiyX, MHOT/Ia He XOYETCA 3TO CHOyLIaTh, YXke Takas
YyIOb HECETCH, a MHOTa CMeHIHO, Kak Cepioyka (O1eCHTKa);

IMonyyaeTes, HU PYCCKOTO HOPMANBHOFO HET, HH YKPaHHCKOro (210-
HEeY4aHKa);

Moxer ObiTh, 3TO €Hle M3-32 He3HaHU] A3bIKa. JlomycTuM, MpHexan
kT0-TO M3 Bejiopycu Ha YkpauHy, 1a, H OH XO4eT pa3sroBapHMBaTh Ha
PYCCKOM WJIM Ha YKPAMHCKOM, H OH He MOKET YHCTO pasroBapUBarTh,
y HEro AOMEIMBAIOTCA CBOM CJIOBA M IIOJNyYaeTCs CYPKMK (IOHey-
YaHka);

OT10 6e3 0Co3HaHUA, 3TO, 3HAETE, KOra 4ej0BEK FOBOPHT M HE 0CO3-
HAeET, Ha KaKOM A3bIKE OH FOBOPHUT. Bort s FOBOpHO, JAOIMYCTUM, CJIOBO
pycckoe, TOBOPIO YKPAWHCKOE, HEYETKO NOHMMAa, 4YTO 34ECh #
TOBOpI0 TMO-pYCCKH, a 3AeCh M[O-yKpauHCKH. Kornma YECIOBEK,
H3BHHHTE, HECET BCE MNOAPAA U HE ITOHUMACT. OH CYHTACT, 4YTO OH
NpPOCTO POBOPHUT NMPOCTO HA KAKOM-TO A3bIKE (nonel{qamca);

H3-3a oTcyTcTBHMA KyJAbTYphl pycckoif. [loToMy 4To HeT rpaMoTHOH
peun, ee He CIBILAT B cenax. MM mpoiue KoBepkaTh c10Ba 3TH. OHK
Kak-To flaxe paccnadistorcs, Ha paccaaboHe (IOHEYYaHKa);

Komu Bepka Cepmiouka, TO TO CMIIlIHO, a Tak, KOJH B )KUTTI, KOJIH TO
IHUTAacThe TOO1 CKa3aTH, MO OTO € AIACHO CIpaBXHA YKpaiHChKa
MOBa, TO TO BXKe Tparefis (JbBiB’ IHUH);

OzsHaueHHsl, Ky PECTIOHZEGHTH 3 (DOKYC-TpYINl BKHMBAIOTh HIONO CYPXHKY,
TaKO0X MaloTh HEraTHBHI KOHOTAMIl:

- HEYMCTa MOBa (JTy4aHUH);

1

1ie rpsA3Ha MOBa (JIyYaHMH);
- 3TO Y€ 3aCOPEHHbIH A3bIK (KUAHUH);

3TO JIOMaHbIH A3bIK. DTO JIOMaHBIHA U nostyyaeTcs. M He pycckui, U He
YKpauHCKHiA, a YTO-TO TaKoe (XOHEY3aHMH);

- moad paccnabiasioTcd, Takoff MofygaeTcs MOXMAaKaHHbBIH A3BIK.
Xopotrero Masno (IOHEU4YaHUH).

Sx yxe Gyno 3asHaueHo, cnpo0H ys3aralbHEHHA, cHCTeMaTmsauil puc cyp-
’KHKOBOTO MOBIIEHHS YCKNAZHIOETHCS THM, IIO B HBOMY 3MIlTyBaHHA ejle-
MEHTIB JIBOX MOB BifOyBacTbcA MOBINBHO i Mae CIOHTaHHHMIA Xapakrep. 3a
MOIMH BIIACHUMH CHOCTEPEXEHHAMH HaJ MOBICHHAM MeMKaHNiB MicTa Jlo-
JMHCBKOT, paitolHoro uenTpy KipoBorpaacskoi 061acTi, CypxHK MOXKe MaTH
pisHi ¢opmu BUABY HaBiTh Ha iHAMBiXyanbHOMY piBHi, KiNbKicHe criBBin-
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HOLIEHHA eJIEMEHTIB IBOX MOB Y HbOMY MO)Ke 3alle)aTH Bill CHiBPO3MOB-
HUKa i Bil KoMyHikaTuBHOI curyauii. AHanoriudHy cneuuciky TpacsHKH
BimaHadae H. MeukoBCbKa: «...TpacsiHKa BXOAUTh B KOHTHHYYM Gil0pychko-
pocificbkHX iXiONeKTiB, Y AKUX eJeMeHTH 000X MOB NPUCYTHI y pi3HUX npo-
OpLiAX, IO 3MIHIOIOTHCA HE TINbKY BIPOJOBXK KUTTA JIOIMHH, ane i BIpo-
JIOBX ONHOrO NHA — B 3aIeXHOCTi Bifl cHTyanlii i TeMH cHiNKYBaHHA»
(MS4YKOYCKAS 2007, 92).

3pasky CYp>KHMKOBOTO MOBJIEHHS, HaBiTh 3arucaHi B oaHi# obnacti i Bin
inpopmaHTiB onHiel BikoBoi rpymH, 3acBiIMyIOTh 3HauyHi po3bixHoCTI Y
CNiBBIAHOINEHHI YKpalHCBKMX i pOCIMCBKHX €NeMEHTIB y ROCHiIuKyBaHil
cyOMoBi.

Jlns imoctpanii HaBegemo aBa TekcTh. O6uaBa 3amucaHi B XapkiBChKiii
obmacti. [Tepmmii — y 1998 pori Bin xinxu 1918 poky HapomxeHHs, TpyTruil —
B 2003 poui Bim XiHKM, sKa, CyAS4H 3 il pO3NOBifi, TaKOK HAIEKUTL N0
CTapuIoro MOKOMiHHA.

Tekct Ne 1

«A, Mapis Anexcandposna, padunaca y Xapvrosi y 8ocemrnadyamom 200y,
yemupradyamozo aneaps. Ilepesiz nac amey '3 Xapvxosa y Jepeaui. 3 [ep-
eauetl na Bespyxu i mu cmanu opeanizogysamvca 6 CO3. Piwunacs s 3 6pa-
mom nimu pobume. A mana byna, a bpama npunanu. Co epemenem i 1 niwna
myda, nonoms NOMAzana, a NOMOM MeHe SUBPAnU y OEMCbKuti cadix 8ochi-
mamenvkoto. A 3animanacs 6 Xapokosi, Ha IIywkincekii n'ame nem 3anima-
nacs, yce ye KOHv4UNA 3auamms, npuixana 6 xonxos (8 CO3!) a nomom 0i-
meii 38enu HAM BCAKO20 BO3pAcmy: MicAuHi GYIU, cem Nem, YEMupu aema,
200a, n'amv, mpu - @cski cosmecmui. Ycnogia maxconi 6ynu, noxamicywp
pockynaueni 6ynu 0oma, mam i Haxodunuce i eocnimysanu. A 3 dimamu ece
cnonvHAna, Oimed ysaxcana. A monoda byna, a éospacm dimeii ecaxui. Bcoo
pasHo A emina, 3nana, nowimana. Hasuunu merne, cosuauic 6yno, nobume
Hado, mozda byoe ¢ dicusHi 6ce npasunvHo. I ace nam ydayno ecizda 6yde. A
nomom we nobyna s n'ame rem, yoice meni Hadoina poboma, 2 NONPOCUNACH:
nidy Ha ecaki pasui pobomu. Bcio srcusnb 5 npopobuna 8 KONXo3i, 8Clo HCU3Hb
no cbo200HIwHil Oenw, copok nem! I Oe axi He maxcki pobomu: i Ha KHcugo-
mHosoOcmei, i 8 noni, i mopzyaana, i ceuneil zooysana, i Kopog 200ysana, i
mensm Oecamb Jem YXasxicyeand, i MOIOYHUX 8UPOWYBANA - 8Ce A CNONLHANG,
3 ycum cnpaensnace. Joma mpu yuacmku o2opoda 6yno, koposga, depicana
ceuHell, Hixmo MeHi Hivoz0 He nocobase, éce cama ynpaeraracs. Piwunacs
nocmposams cobi iue OOMix, MeHi NOcos8imysanu: 803bMu yHacmox Opyeui.
A e3ana, nocmposnacs, Hixmo He nomazagy (JIECIOK 2004, 104-105).
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Tekct Ne2

«[Ja. Ha pyckom i na yxpainckom. Ak npudemvca. Yoce cmemanui, yxce
cemewanuil. Al 8 monooocmi, ax euiiwny 3amydxc, s euthwna samysrc. Hy wo, s
3aniManace 8ocemuv nem 8 ykpAinckoii wikone. A ouenv xopouro 3nana yxpAi-
Hekitl asux. Quenv xopowo. Kada a 3akonuuna Kypcu cekpemapa-mauwiunic-
mki, 2 3HAYUM, YoIce NPULIMbOT BU308, Yiice Ha3ZHAYeHie Ouno, i MEHA 83:NU 8
, homomy wo mam Ha YKpAinckom A3uKy 8 ocHoeHom dice xc I s oye... bys
HayanoHuxk y Mene, i max, noudime mam 00 OOHOU XceHwyunu... Bom ain
Hanuule mam PilieHnss Yy DOINOPAONCEHHS, HY, DACNOPANCEHIE - ye Ha pyc-
xom. Ilotidime, nycme ona nposepim. A cina omnewamana, aza, NPUHOCIO
siomy. Bu 6uni? I'osopro, nem. Iloiidime, nposcpome. Ilpunocio. Hy wmmo?
Ona 2060pim, 5 HE 3HAI0, ema OEGULOHKA, 1 HE 3HAID, 2080piM, HY 51 OYeHb
3Hana YKpAiHckiil A3uk. A nomom Kak nowina A oecamuil, o0inadyamuil 3a-
kanyyeamn, i max, Hina, nomewanca paseoeop. Hy suttuna we 3amysc, A
poszasapiosana Ha ykpAinckom. Tonix, xowewrno, cepousca Oyoce. Oye
nidem 8 KomMnanir 8ce, wio mu Ha ykpAinckom, mu xome emo camoe. Ta wo
xC s... HA0O Oymambv, wo MmeHi ckazamv, Hina, mu nonwimacw? Om cady i
MeHi Ha0o Oymamv, w0 MeHi CKA... AK CKA3aMb... PYCKIll A3UK, NO-PYCKOMY.
Bin dyoice cepousca. Hy, a nomom yoce oye max npusuxnu, npumepnucs. |
ye max 00He cnogo ykpAincoke, o0He - pycoke. B 0bujem - cmecw nonyuunacey
i ecvo. Hemae maxozo wucmozo, wob pyckiii ini ykpAinckit, OdHe cnogo
pycvke, Opyee - ykpAincexe. Bezobpasnuil, KOHEWHO, A3UK, WO MAM 2080-
pumby.

V mepuioMy TekcTi KibKiCTh YKPaiHCHKHX i poCifChKMX JIekceM NpHOIH3HO
onHakoBa. Llikaso BiI3HAYHMTH, IO Cepell YKPaiHCHKMX MNepeBakaloTh Jie-
CIIOBa: nepegis, nimu, pobums, npuixana, eming, Haguuau, nobyna, nonpocu-
nace, nidy, npopobuna, mopzysana, 2odysana, upoufyeana; A0 iHIIMX Hac-
THH MOBH HaIeXaTh. Maiq, 3auaAmmaAa, dimet, n'amv, monooa, poboma, sk,
maoicki, 8 noni, ceunetl, mensim, Hixmo, Hivozo, Opy2uil.

Pociliceki cioBa MalOTh Ti UM 1HIIN PUCH YKPaTHCHKOI BHMOBHU: OEMCbKUL,
3aHIMANACA, 803pACIMY, MICAYHI, COBMECMHI, MANCONI, POKYOnayeHi, 8ocni-
myeany, 6cizda, HA JCUBOMHOBOOCMSGI, HAOOING, yxadxcysana, hocobnss,
ynpaeasnacs, nocosimyeant.

2 PosmndpoBka 3anucis MONBOBHX AOCIIIDKECHb, MPOBEICHHX B Mexax npoektry CaHKT-
Tletepbyp3bkoro yHisepeutery «HoBbie A3BIKM HOBBIX TOCYJApCTB: ABJCHHA HA CThIKS
G/IM3KOPOACTBEHHBIX A3BIKOB Ha MOCTCOBETCKOM NpocTpaHcTae» // http://old.eu.spb.ru/eth-
no/projects/project3/interviews/EU_ha_2003_OK2.pdf.
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V cnoBi eocnimamenvka TOEXHAHO poOCifcbKUiT KOpiHb i3 cydikcom
YKpaiHCBKOTO BiNIOBIIHUKA guxosamenvka, ajle BUMOBIEHHM 3 IIOM’fK-
IIEHHAM.

Be3 ananrailii BXXUTO pociliceki cyioBa i cioBodopMH gocemHadyamom,
YemupHaoyamoeo, yCiogis, yOayHo, y4acmox.

HaToMicTe y HpyroMy TeKCTi NepeBaXxaloTh HeajanToBaHi pocifichbki
CJIOBa i ciioBoOpMM: cMewmanuil, 8 MOROOOCHI, 3aMYdIC, 3AHIMANACD, BOCEMb
JEM, YKPATHCKIT A3UK, WKONE, OYEHb XOPOULO, MAUUHICIMKI, 3HAYUM, BU308,
HA3HAYEHIE, ROMOMY WO, 8 OCHOBHOM, NOTIOIME, PACHOPANCEHIE, HA PYCKOM,
nposcpim, omnevamana, Hem, OHA, 2080pim, HE 3HAID, OEEUbOHKA, OECAMUIL,
00IHaOYamul, NOMEWANCR, PA32060D, KOHEWHO, HAOO0, OYMAMb, NOHIMAEUL,
pYckitl A3UK, RO-PYCKOMY, NOMOM, 8 0BWeEM, cMeCh, unu, 6e306pasHul.

VxpaiHchkux JekceM 3Ha4Ho MeHie. Lle: euduna, y mene, sin, nanuwe,
piwiennn, po3nopaddcenns, cina, cepousca, dyoice, nidem, MeHi, oye, HeMae,
odHe.

IiGpuasi cnoBodopMu NpeACTaBieHi HOOIMHOKHMH YTBOPEHHAMM: rpu-
Odembca, 3aKaAHYYaambs, po32asapiosand, pycsie.

IepepakaHHs €N€MEHTIB pocilicbkoi MOBH B IPYroMy 3 HABEACHHX BUILE
TEKCTIB Moxe OyTH pe3yJLTaTOM NPHCTOCYBaHHA iHGoOpMaHTa [0 pociichk-
KOMOBHOI'O iHTepB’I0epa, MOp. CAMOKOPEKHil0 PECTIOHAEHTKH: «po3nops-
OoiceHHs, Hy, pacnopsdcenic — ye Ha pyckom». lle 3ayRaxeHHS, IO pedi,
MOXHa afpecyBaT Maiike BCbOMY MacHBY MOJIBOBHX 3alHCiB, 3p06NEHHX Yy
Mexax npoexty Cankr-IletepGyp3bkoro yHiBepcuTery «HoBbIe A3BIKHM HO-
BBIX TOCYNApCTB: ABBUICHUS HA CThIKE GIM3KOPOACTBEHHBIX A3BIKOB Ha IOCT-
COBETCKOM TIPOCTPAHCTBEN, € CIIOCTEPIracThC HACTiIbKK BHpa3He JOMiHY-
BagHA POHETUIHUX, TEKCHIHHUX i MOPOOJIOriTHEX pHC pocifickkoi MOBH, IO
MOBY ITHX 3alHCiB CIif KBani(bixyBa'm HIBUJIIE HE K CYPXKHK, a K yKpaiHi-
30BaHHil BapiaHT pociiickkoi MoBH.?

Benuke po3MaitTTs po3MOBHHX (opM, 0 MobyTyroTh y 6l.ﬂlHl‘BaJIbH1H
VkpaiHi, YCKIagHIOIOTh COLIOMIHIBICTHYHE 3aBAaHHA ix Kiacndikauii, xoua
KilbKa Takux cnpob yxe 3poOneHo. Tak, MoBo3HaBelp Biraniit Paguyk Bu-
Zifse ' 9Tk iXiOMiB, 10 KOHKYPYIOTh B yKpaiHChKOMY HpOCTOpI: YKpaiHChka
nitepaTypHa MoBa, pociiicbka JiTepaTypHa MOBa, CYPXHK, 3pociiilieHa
yKpaiHCbka MOBa i ykpaiHChKUil TepuTOpiaJibHUI BapiaHT pocificbkoi MOBH
(PAYYK 2000).

3 http://old.eu.spb.ru/ethno/projects/project3.
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JlinrsokynsTypoaor Poman Kice pospisHse cepen Tak 3BaHOTO pocifick-
KOMOBHOI'O HacelleHHs YXpaiHM 3a MOBJIEHHEBUMH O3HaKaMH BiciM THMOJO-
riygo-gpyHkuionaabHux rpymn. Ilpu oMy cepen THX, SKi MOXHA BiAHECTH
A0 MimaHux (KKpeoJi30BaHMX», 3a TEepMiHONOri€l0 AOCTiAHMKA) Tpym,
P. Kich Buginge napa tumnu. Jo 0gHOro, Ha HOTO OYMKY, HAIEKHTb «IIOBEPX-
HEBO KpeoJiizoBanuii (Ha piBHI YacTkoBoi JekcHUHO! iHTepdepentii) Bapiant
YKpaiHCHKOrO MOBIEHHs. «Mo3aitiHo» Yy MOBIEHH:A BKPAIUTIOIOTECA IepeBa-
XHO Ti pocilickki nexcemu, fki Haltqacrilre BxHBaHi Ta OB’ 43aHi 3 QyHKILI~
OHAIPHO 3HAYYIIMMH aCleKTaMM JKUTTEMIsIBHOCTH Ta 6Ge3nocepeaHboro
pedoBoro JOBKiNIA («CTpoiiKa», «mofiyuka», «dypaxka», «mignay»). Ilpu
1bOMY 30epiracThcsi OCHOBHE JIEKCHUHE PO yKpaiHCbKOI MOBHM, rpaMari-
YHa CTPYKTYpa, iHTOHaniiiHa Ta opdoenidHa cTpykTypa». JIo Apyroro THIry
JOCTIJIHNK BIZHOCHTH «TIMOHHHO KpeosizoBaHHWii T MoBneHHA (i3 abco-
JMIOTHOIO MEpPEBaroi0 pPOCIHCHKHMX JIEKCHKO-(pa3eoorivHuX OAWHHIL) 3i
30epeKeH M JeAKUX IPaMaTHMHEX CTPYKTYp Ta (POHONOTIUYHMX CKIaJOBHX
Mmozinenns. Came Liel THI MOBJIEHHA Maibke 3aBX/IH OJXHO3HAYHO KOPEJIIOE 3
€THIUHOI 3MapriHaNi30BaHICTIO MOBLIB Ta KyJIBTYPHOIO iX KpeonizoBaHi-
cio. Takuii THIT MOBJIEHHS YacTo CHiBBiZHOCHUTBCA i3 TIHOOKOIO KPH30I0
HalliOHANBLHOI iIEHTHYHOCTH, ONHAK [ie He o3Hagae il BTpaTy (To6TO MOBHY
acumMinaio)» (KICh 2002, 41).

JIBi cipobun cucteMaTH3yBaTH PiSHOBHIM CYPXHKY HajleXaTh YKpaiHChb-
KoMy MoBo3HaBleBi Onexcanapy TapaHeHKy Ta aMEPHKAHCLKOMY aHTPOIO-
sory Jlani Binamok. B ocHoBy knacudikauii O. TapaHeHka NOKIaNEHO TICH-
XOJIHIBICTHYHMI NPUHLMI CBiflOMOTO/HECBiZIOMOTO BUKOPUCTAaHHS MOBH, B
OCHOBY ADYroi — ApOCTOPOBO-4acOBMI MPHUHLMN (AeTanbHimle au. YME
2004 ta BILANIUK 2006).

O6uasi xnacugikauii, gxi Bxe AicTanu xpHTHYHiI ouinku (CTaBMubXa
2007, Bpauxi 2007), ciix BBaXKaTH NEpeayacHUMH, SIKINO BBAXATH CYPHKHK
KOHTHHYYMOM iionexTiB, HepexigHuX Bif ykpaiHOMOBHOro A0 pocilichbko-
MOBHOTO CHiJIKYBaHHA, TO MpoGJieMaTHYHOIO JIMINAETECA cama MOCTAHOBKa
[IUTaHHS PO CUCTEMATH3aLiO Horo pi3HOBUIIB.

OueBUIHUM, TIPOTE, € HACTYTHUI BUCHOBOK.

CypXHK BHHHK B COLIOKYJbTYPHHX YMOBAaX HEpiBHONPABHOIO CTaHO-
BHINA ABOX Pi3HOMOBHHX IPYI COLiyMy i € MOBHHM IIPOSBOM IIPONECIB Map-
rinanmizanii HociiB ykpaiHcekoi MoBH B ypGaHi30BaHMX pPOCiACEKOMOBHHX
cepeoBuiax Ykpaisu. ITommpeHHs mimagux GopM MOBEHHA AK Nepexif-
HUX BiJl YKpaiHCBKOT 10 pocilicbkol MOBM CINIKyBaHHA CHill PO3IJIANATH B
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KOHTEKCTi IMIepchkoi caMoJepXkaBHOI, a Mi3Hille paigHCLKOI MONITHKH
pycudixauii i reHanionaizauii ykpaiHLiB.

MaiibyTHs JONIA CYPXKUKY 3ailexaTHME Bij 3acajl HalliOHAIBHOT TIOJiTHKH
i MOBHOTO IUIaHyBaHHsd. YCIIIHE BIPOBafXKEHHA YKPAaiHCBKOrO MOBHOTO
CTAHAAPTY B KOHTPONBOBAHI JepkaBoro cepy ynpasiiHHa # OCBiTH Ta ymo-
TYXHEHHS KyJAbTypHOro i iHdopMauiliHoro noreHuiagy ykpaiHChbKoi MOBH
37aTHI CYTTEBO BIUIMHYTH Ha 3BYXKEHHS NPOCTOPY MOOYTYBaHHA MillaHOTO
cybkony. HatomicTs BiICyTHICTS MOBHOTO IIAHYBaHHS i MOJANbIa eKCIIa-
Heig Pocii B ykpaincbkuit iHpopManiliHo-KyneTypHHH MpoCTip Ta MacoBy
KYJILTYPY MOXYTh HPU3BECTH N0 HOJANBIIOTO PO3POCTAHHA CYPKUKOMOB-
HHX CEepeROBMIN KOLITOM 3BYXEHHs cOLianbHOi 6a3u i chep 3acTocyBaHHA
YKpaiHChKOI 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 beyond 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 research 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-
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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 iJkrainisation 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

36



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, shows that the processes of mixing elements
of the two languages have an unstable, spontaneous character.

This accounts for the characterisation of surzyk as the sum of Ukrain-
ian-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. Me&kovskaja 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 surZzyks?

If modern Ukrainian literature began with the publication of the first parts of
Ivan 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 of Ukrainian 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 ZaporiZZja, 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
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,
have remained remarkably consistent. It is this presumption of lmguxstlc
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 SurZyk 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. suriyk). 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; Vysnja, Chvyl’ovyj, and
VynnyZenko 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 Ku¢ma’s office in 2000. Surzyk
has also been recorded from televised proceedings of the Ukrainian Parliament, and popular
television shows like “Verka Serdjucka”.
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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
purity”, 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
label “Ukrainian” to refer to standard Ukrainian together with all of its dia-
lects, “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 which 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 SurZzyk 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 msoma 3aiiusmu). 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):
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Holochvostyj. TloroMy 3meck y MeHsd (points to his heart) Takoe
CMEPTEJIBHOE BOCTIAIEHIE 3aBEJIOCh, INTO aX LIUITUTD.
S potomu zd’és’ u men’a takdje smert’él’noje vospal’én’ije
zavelés’ §to az Eypyt’.
E  Because here in my heart so deadly an inflammation has
flared up that it even hisses.

Pronja. Korna 6 3arisHyTh MOXkHa 6yJio BaM y cepile.
S kohdé b zahl’4nut’ mézna bul6 vam u sérce.

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

Holochvostyj. To Bu 61 TaMm yBimini, ITO' 30I0THMH CJIaB'STHCHKUMHM
6ykeamu Hammcauo: [Ipons IlpoxonoBHa CepkoBa. AX, HO exeni 6
3070TO# KIOY OT BALIOTO CEpIif Ta JiexkaB Y MO€eH Oynli y kapMaHi, BOT
6n a OuB macnumit! S OM KOXHY MiHYTYy, OJMHKaB Bame cepue i
cMoTpen 6u; He MHBcs 6, He MoMamuBcs 6, He NHB, Jaxe He Kypus Ou
10 TpH fHi, T2 Bcko 6 cMoTpeB Ou!

S t6 v¥ by tam uy'id’il’i §to zolotymy slavjans’kymy bikvamy
napysano prén’a proképovna s’erkdva. ax né jézel’i b
zolotéi kI'i€ ot véaSoho sérc’a td leZdv u mojéj du¥i u
karmén’i, vét by ja biv $aslfvyj. j4 by kéznu m'indtu
odmykdv va¥e sérce i smotr’él by ne mjvs’a b ne
poméd§vs’a b, ne p§v, ddZe ne kurjiv by po tr§ dn’i ta vs’6 b
smotr’éy 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. I 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,o0] are pronounced as such, instead of more centralized [A],
[i], or [3]) 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 [¢] and [¢’].° We cannot tell whether the form [aZ] is actually
Ukrainian (because the [2] remains voiced) or Russian (because devoicing is
not indicated in the orthography). The final verb form is purely Ukrainian,
however, with Russian [8yp’it] replaced by Ukrainian [§ypyt’], with the
unique front-higher-mid Ukrainian [¥] instead of Russian [y] and [i],
respectively; the hard Ukrainian [p] instead of [p’]; and the Ukrainian 3"
person morpheme {t’} in place of the Russian {t}. Pronja’s response is
virtually all Ukrainian with the exception of the first word, [kohd4], 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], [§to], [smotr’él], and
[daZe]. In the case of close cognates, Holochvostyj favors the Ukrainian-

4 Full palatalization (softness) 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 phone) it represents is symbolized with a deresis (e.g.,
and [¥]). The Russian letter b1 is transliterated as <y>, and the high, central Russian vowel
phone it signals is transcribed as [y].

5 Strictly speaking, it is impossible to tell whether unstressed o, a 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 ['anaxBacros,
suggesting vowel reduction (in this case akan'e) for the first two instances of o, and an
intentionally replaced stressed o with @ to avoid the reference to xvosz “tail’, but introducing
a new association with the root xvast- ‘boast, brag’, thus [xalaxvéstof] or [xalaxvastou].
With unstressed e, however, he does occasionally write <i>, which suggests that reduction
is possible, but not consistent, e.g., ysigini [uv'id’i’i] from underlying uv'id’el’i, xapmani
[karmén’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 ¢” and d” are rendered with phonetic assibilation,
as in Russian {t° ] and [d’?], or without, as in Ukrainian [t'] and {d"].
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accented Russian forms with uniform o or e to the Ukrainian counterparts
with the alternations o ~ i or e ~ i, respectively, e.g. R [proképovna] 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’irké]. 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 continuesin 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 SurZyk from mod-
emn 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 syncretlc 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

Type of | 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%¢. 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 for 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 ZaporizZian 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 bahidto prac’Uje v meis’t’i
S brat moéj mného rabéta u hoérod’e

R  brét mé6j mnége rabétajitv  goérad’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 astajéc:a  tam
Gloss he remains there
E  ‘He remains there.’

U preijizdzaje dodému to vzé vin po-ros’{js’ky pocynaje
S preijizd dodému t6 vzé vin po-risky nalyna
R prijiz:4jit daméj tagda uzé 6n  pa-rask’i nag’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 [¢’] and hard [&] vs. R hard [c] and soft [¢’], and inconsistent reduction
of unstressed non-high vowels, e.g., [mn6ha], but [hérod’e] instead of
[horad’i]. The Ukrainian morphophonemic alternations / ~ o and / ~ 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 ~ 1714
tends to be replaced by zd ~ # (or 2Z). Likewise, Ukrainian A is retained in
preference to Russian g, e.g., S [mnohs] vs. R [mndgs]. 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 V,j V,with V,if ¥; is unstressed, as in S rabdta-& from underlying
rabét-aj-o-t®, nacynd-@  from underlying  nacyndj-o-t 2, This
morphophonemic alternation, the result of the historic loss of intervocalic j,
vowel assimilation, and contraction, is well documented in AUM 1 (map
258). Note that the 3".person non-past morpheme —t ? normally rendered as
@ with first conjugation verbs, is retained if followed by the clitic —sa, 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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[ostajoc’: a].’ 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 surZzyk

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 surZyk, 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 difference of degree of borrowing such words rather than major
structural distinctiveness. 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-
ian. Lexical transfers are Russian-based forms otherwise not found in
Ukrainian, e.g., S hvozd’i ‘nails’, na strazi ‘on guard duty’ (in contrast to U
¢ '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
Jjidal’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-surZzyk
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-
jan). 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 apparent 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 SurZyk (U/R) or Russian-Ukrainian surZyk (R/U). The
latter surZyk 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
typically suspend the phonetic rules of Russian vowel reduction, thus
producing Russian forms such as [hoérot] 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 n6 v nafej réd’in’e s’t’ilky l'udéj jakei I'ubl’at’
Gloss but in our homeland so many people who like
S ta slixajut’ vazku serjéznu muzyku i
Gloss and listento heavy serious music and

S tak malo informicyj 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 heavy, 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
nadej réd’in’e]" is uttered, the sentence is rendered in Ukrainian-Russian
SurZyk containing two lexical transfers, S [informécyj] 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 eo,a to [a] or [o] after hard
consonsants and [i] after soft, a common feature of Russian with a Ukrainian
accent, e.g., [naSej réd’in’e] instead of Russian [naSsj 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 [3] 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 [naSej rod’in’e] instead of Russian [nasaj réd’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
surzyk 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 ¥as vykonijemo zav’ét lén’ina  veiddajémo
Gloss so we now carry out will of Lenin we return
S zéml’u sel’dnam i xto s’ohodn’i préty  c¢’6ho
Gloss land  tothe 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 [$¢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 (URY), 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/PY) on the one hand, and from one with a Russian base and a Russi-
anized Ukrainian admixture (R/UY) 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 ideology 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 interference.

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 SurZyk, 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] 2
[nokam’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 [pobagyly] is equivalent to Bilaniuk’s urbanized peasant’s
[rabéta] for [prac’tje]. 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 probdc 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 langnages, one of which must
be Ukrainian (cf. STRICHA 1998, 636).
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Pe3ome

HcenegoBateny, ONKCHIBAIOIINE COBPEMEHHYHO S3BIKOBYIO CHTYaLHIO B
Vkpause, Aal0T pa3Hble ONpeAcIeHHs YKPAHHCKOTO CypKUKa (SBIAIOIIErocs
NPEUMYLIECTBEHHO A3BIKOM YCTHOTO oOieHus). C TOUKM 3pEeHUs ITypPHCTOB,
3TO MEIUaHMHa, HCKOBEPKAHHBIN A3BIK WM XaOTHU4HBIH cndHr. bosee akapne-
MHUYecKad TEPMUHONOTHA TATOTEET K NOHATHUAM BPOAC IIMHKUH» MM «Kpe-
OJIbCKMI A3bIK». Bylyun HENOOLICHCHHBIM Kak J0Ma, TaKk M 3a IpaHHLel,
CYPXHK JIO CHX ITOp HE MMEET 3aKOHHOI0O MeCTa Cpe/id APYTHX A3BIKOB, pac-
NPOCTPaHEHHBIX B YKpa#He, U BIUIOTH A0 MOCIEXHEr0 BPEMEHH HE IOJyYu
CKOJIbKO-HHOYAb CUCTEMATHYECKOTO OITHCAHHA.

HecMoTps Ha TO, YTO Ha HEM TOBOPAT MIWLIMOHbI YKPaWHIIEB, CYPXHK
UTHOPHUpYETCA B OQHIMATLHO HPOBOJAMMBIX IOCydapcTBOM ompocax. OaHa
M3 3a8a4 COBPEMEHHOM JHHIBUCTHYECKOH HAayKM COCTOMT B TOM, 4TOOBI
NpH3HATh CYINECTBOBAHME CYPXHMKa, OIHCATh €r0 CTPYKTYpY, ONpPEleIuTh
€ro MeCTO M CTaTyC B IMHIBHCTHYECKOI nepapxun. Panee B cBoux pabotax s
HOMBITANICA AaTh TPEABAPHTENBHYIO CTPYKTYPHYIO THIIOJIOTHIO CYDP)KHKA.
Hacrosmas paGoTa nocameHa ONpeeieHHIO JHHIBUCTHYECKHX 0COBEHHO~
cTelf CypKHKa. .

IombiTka faTh ONpeaeaeHue CypXKUKY [PENNoaraeT, B 4aCTHOCTH, MPo-
BEPKY pacnpOCTPaHUBIIMXCA B IOCIEAHEE BpeMs KOHUEMIMM, COMIacHo
KOTOPHIM TIPHUMEPH! CYPXKHKA, OTHOCALIMECA K DPa3iNYHbIM XPOHOJOTHYE-
CKMM TIEPHOJAAM M Pa3IMIHBIM PErMOHAM Y KpauHBl, Jy4HIe BCEFO paccMar-
pHBaTh HE KaX NPOSBJICHHE OJHOIO M TOTO XK€ A3BIKOBOro. (peHOMEHa, a Kak
OpUMephl pasAMYHBIX JHANEKTOB — T.€. PasHBIX, M30JHPOBaHHBIX APYr OT
Jpyra cypKukos. Mexly TeM THIOJIIOTHA 3THX PasfeleHHbIX BO BPEMEHH K
MPOCTPAHCTBE A3BIKOBBIX CHCTEM, HAlPOTHUB, MPEANONAracT HATHIUE €IH-
HOM CHCTEMBI HEPapXH4eCKMM 00pa3oM OpPTaHM30BAHHBIX 3JIEMEHTOB M HX
B3aHMOOTHOIICHHUH.
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Capezeil 3anpyocki, benapycki 03apocayner ynieepcimam (Minck)

MayneHuasi akamaaanbis i nepaKkiOYIHHE KoJay y npamnjce

. Y] L3 . l*
MDKKYJIBTYpHal KamyHikanbli: Beinagak benapyeci

0. YBoasinbl

TpabneMa MayneHualt akaMananpli 3’1yIgeL(1a afHOCHA HOBEIM HampaMKam
CaUBIUTHIBICTBIMHBIX JacnenaBanuay. s ¥ 1996 r. ayraps! amybnikasa-
Hara ¥ QyHIaMeHTaILHBIM BbIIaHHI [1a KAHTAKTHa#l JIHrBiCTBILbI ApTHIKYIa
«MoyHas akamamaupsLty, Hauci Hamsenncki 1 ToBapa [pxaitne nagani ceato
mpaiy 3 BbIka3BaHHA NMAI3ski HA ajpac pIjfakTapay 3a Toe, IITO TIOPhIA ka-
MyHiKaipiiHall akaMananeli «npanbauniBa» Yxmouana ¥ Tom (NIEDZIELSKI
& GILES 1996, 332). V icHyIOUuBIX MaJpy4Hikax I1a CaUbIAJiHIBICTBIIbI, Haj-
pykaBansix y Benapyci, Pacii, Ykpaine, rata 3’4Ba, 31aenia, He pasrasjael-
11a — BLIKIIFOYIHHE CKiazae, Ganali, Tonbki xanamMoxHik H. Baxniuna i 5. Ia-
nayxo (.. BAXTUH & I'OJIOBKO 2004). 1 ¥ Genapyckaii HaBykoBaii JiTapa-
TYpHl Jan3eHas npabrneMa aTpeIMalla akynb MiHiMambHae acBATIeHHe. [1b1-
TaHHE MEePaKMOYIHHA KOAAY, AKOe HEKATOPHIA ayTaphl JMidallb IIHTPaTbHBIM
y OacnelaBaHHsX, IPHICBEYAHbIX JBYXMo¥io («the central issue in bilingual-
ism research is code-switching») (MILROY & MUYSKEN 1995, 7), y 6enapyc-
KiM MOBa3HajCTBE TakcaMa 3°AyJsellia qacneubllkall uaniHoH, Ha raTy 13-
My TOJBKI HayblHAIONG 3°AYIINla eplIbls MyOnikampli (MapayH., HalphIK-
aan: JIAHKEBIY 2007, JIAHKEBIY 2008). 3 3amMexHBIX Aacienybikay-6enapy-
cicTay Tpoxi 3akpaHyy mpabaeMbl akamMajfanbli i MepaKIoYIHHA koJay y ai-
Ho¥i ca cBaix Haapykasaubix npan Kypr Bysxaitsep (WOOLHISER 2001), sxki,
aKpams Taro, CrelbIUIbHA | Maapabsa3Ha, 3aiiMayca NepakIIou3HHEM Koaay y
HEHa/IpyKaBaHLIM Nakyb nacnenasandi (WOOLHISER, y ApyKy).

*  Yacrxa BHIHIKaY raTara apThIKyJa ctana MardeiMali Ha acHOBe aryibHara npackra na ja-
clefaBanHI0 Genapyckali TpacaHKi, AKi cyMecHa MpaBOA3ALL CYNPALOYHiKi CIABiCTBIKI
VYuisepcitara ¥ Onpaanbypry i Benapyckara asapxayHara ynisepcitata. [aTet npaext ¢i-
Hancyenua pynnausiai dGonbkeparen (Volkswagenstiftung). fanzeHs! apTeiKys pasymeent-
112 AK YKIaR y IITh! MPAcKT.
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MixkynsTypHas kaMyHikalbld ¥ Benapyci BeiBy4aeniia napayHanbHa Hs-
JiayHa, macisg Taro, Ak y 1990-1 rags! Obini 343€iCHEHBI aNaBeIHbIsA {HCThI-
TYHBIMHANBHBIA P3(QOpMBI, Yy MpBIBATHACLi, CTBOpaHBl Kagenphl s
BBIBYU?HHA KaMyHikaupli. Ilaxyns acBaeHHe ratara Hanpamky ¥ benapyci
yKImo4ae MaJpbIXTOYKY HaBy4YalnbHbIX AalaMoxHikay (IapayH., HanphIKAaL:
CIENoBuY 2006), a TakcamMa NpanyriedxKBae BBIBYUSHHE MiXKYJNBTypHaii
KaMyHiKalpli Ha MaT3pblsiie 3aXOMHIX i XyT4sH y HA3Ha4YHall cTymeHi Msc-
LOBHIX pyckaif i Genapyckaif moy. IlapayH. y I3ThIM IUIaHe, HanpBIKIAZ,
360pHiki: CEPEJA et al, 2007, 3A{BOPHASA et al., 2007. IlagobHa na
nacneqaBaHHAY iHIIBIX ayTapay (Hanmpsiknaa: TUBBS & MOSS 1994; nanzena
nasoie: RODRIGUEZ-YANEZ 1997, 197), manfuue MDKKYNBTYpHall kKaMmy-
Hikaupli ¥ Hamall mpampl ykmiodae He TOJNBKi ThiS BhIMAAKI, Kl ¥ axacui
KaMyHikaHTa§ BBICTYMatOLb Heiikia HochOiThl Oenapyckail abo pyckail (Ha-
UBITHANIBHBIX) KyJbTYp, ajle i BBINaAKi, Kali Takas (HalbgHaIbHAs) abide-
POHIBIALBIA BbIpa3Ha He MPacovBaella, 3aT0e MOXKHA KaHCTaTaBalb I3YHYIO
calpIIbHa-9KaHAMIYHYIO PO3HILly kaMyHikaHTay. ¥V mnpatpce mayneHuaii
KaMyHikalpli KyJbTypHasd KaMIaHEHTa MOXa IPHICYTHIYaLb YO TaMy, ITO
OaMik MOYHBIM i KyJbTYPHBIM aclekTaM KaMyHikambli icHye lecHas
j3aeMacyBs3b: «4acTo ObIBaET TPyAHO (U HAKE HEBOSMOXKHO) ONpENEIHTD,
rae KOHJaeTcs OAHO M HaudmHaercs ppyroe» (JIEOHTOBMY 2007, 39).
Cnenpiika MayneHuait kaMyHiKalpli, y IpbIBaTHACLI, Tasd akaJliyHaclp, [ITO
napamMeTphl KAMYHIKaThIYHBIX akTay mpafyrieUKBaloUb 3yciM acabiBs! ThIM
SKCIUTyaTambli MOBBI («3aJal0T COBEPIIEHHO .0COOBIM THUN JKCIUTyaTaLUH
A3bIKa»), bl SKiM MOBA BBICTYIIA€ K CYKyIHAcIb MaYIeHUYbIX N3eAHHAY i
«CYZHUTCS» IO COBEPIICHHO MHBIM 3aKOHaM, YeM «i3bIK Boobme» (KJIOEB
2002, 255), aus XyTydit HeZacTaTKoBa YiiuBaelua. ¥V LBJBIM BBIBYUIHHE
mpabneM MayneHualf akaMajmaubii i MEpakiIOYIHHA Kojay y KaHTIKClE
MDKKyJIbTypHall KaMyHiKanpli § Hamait mpaus! HOCILb YBOAHBI XapakTap.

V pasnsene | npaus! Mbl aOMapKoyBaeM npabnemy BBUTyY3HHA ¥ KaMyHi-
KaThiyHa-Maynendail cicroMe Besapyci KaHKp3THBIX Komay, pa3risaaroubl
CxJiaziaHacup ix igoHThIGiKaLbl § kaHTIKCLE chelpidiki pasBilua cyyacHait
Genapyckait cauplliHIBiCTHIKI. AcabniBas ¥Bara mpbl raThiM 3BApTacLlia Ha
OpHIMAHAIBHACHE 11 Oenapyckall ciTyalsli maHAuus «ayraHOMHae ABYX-
Mo¥e», Ha HeabxoAHaclpb aABIXOXY af pacHpaLoyKi MBITaHHAY MOYHall KaM-
NETIHLKI ¥ fie HIKONbHA-AbIAaKThIYHaH TPAKTOYLBl Ha KaphiClb qaciielaBaH-
HA npabiiem kaMyHikaThIYHal KaMIETAHIBII K CalbILTiHIBiCTEIYHArA (HeHO-
MeHa. V mepImsIM pasjsese Takcama MpajcTayieHsl aCHOYHBIA PHICH TaKora
KOZa AIK «TPacAHKa».
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V pasmsene 2 kopaTka XapaKTapbI3yloliiia NaHALL MayneHyal akamana-
upl i mepaxmiousHHA Kojay, abMsApkoyBalonua npaGieMbl BhIKAPEICTAHHA
BEpPArofHLIX «KOHay-macp3fHikay» npbl kaMyHikaueli monaseH, HochGiTay
po3HbIX kofay. Ha 3akaHYsHHE NPaACTayNsAoNLa i KAMEHTYIOLIA WJpar Ka-
MYHIKaTBIYHBIX NI3f3€H, AKis LIFOCTPYIOLb MayNeHUyIo akaMaIaublio i nepa-
KIIOY3HHE KoAay.

1. Maynenunist Koabl, ITo ObITYIONL Y benapyci

1.1 CeeayanHi JiTapaTyphl

MepkasaHHi macienubikay-6enapycicray aqHocHa HaGopy icHyrO4bIX y Be-
napyci MOYHBIX / MayleHUbIX KOJay HacaM iCTOTHA aApoO3HiBalOLUa, i raTa
TAyMadbiliua He TONBKI PO3Hillalf pakypcay aHamisy, MPBIHATBIX y IIpauax
posHeix aytapay. «IlyHKTaM CYTHIKHEHH» 3’AYJIsUUa AbITaHHE BHULYYIHHA
caMacToifHara «3MeillaHara» kopa (komay). Axpams Taro, (axTblYHa HE
TIpBIIIYANINAcs aryJbHaNphIHATasA TIPMiHANOrid, AKo# OBl callifapHa Kapbl-
cTanics po3Hbld ayTaphl.

Tak, HanpblKia/, XapaKTapbl3yloubl 6enapycki MOYHb! Nanawagdr, pacii-
cki macnemusik JO. Kapakoy mima, mro ¥ «acHoyHaiiwMoyHall ciTyanupli
Yi3enpHivaOLb A13B€ MOBBI: pyckas i Genapyckas «ca CBaiMi IblslieKTa-
Mi» i3MemaHae MayneHHe («cMelaHHaA peun), abo «TpacsH-
xa» (TYT i JaJieii HearaBOpaHbIs BBUTYYSHHI § HerTatax — Hamsl. — C.3.). Ia-
THl ayTap CLUBApIKae, ITO, KIPOMEXKYTOdHas (opma CMEMIAHHOH pevmny,
«tpacsHkay ¥ Benapyci icHye «HapoyHi 3 pyckaii i Genapyckait Mmosami (KO-
PSIKOB 2002, 112, 115).

Hpyri ayTtap, crenplatict y ranine METOAbIKI BhIKIafiaHHsA Oenmapyckai
MOBBI, BhLTyuae ¥ Benmapyci macne igsiémay: 1) «Genapyckyto Hapon-
Ha-IbIAJEKTHYIO MOBYY, 2) «Genapyckylo nitapaTypHYIO MOBY», 3) «kBa3ibe-
Napyckylo MOBY», 4) «PYCKYIO JTapaTypHYIO MOBY», 5) «KBa3ipyckylo Mo-
BY» i 6) «kBa3inomsckyio MoBY» (SUIEHCKI 2005, 81).

V mpauax paciiickait gacnequsinsl Iperab Jlickasen rasopka inse npa
naue Kojxay, mro BeKapeicToyBatonna ¥ Mincky: 1) Genapyckas MoBa;
2) «TpacaHka» (iHauaii: «3MelIaHbl Genmapycka-pycki xom»); 3) Gemapycki
«HALBIANEKT» PYCKail MOBBI, YNacliBbl CelbckiM Mirpantam; 4) Gemapycki
«HALBIAIEKT» PyCkaill MOBEI, YJIacLiBbl ITATOMHBIM rapajkaHam; 5) pyckas
mosa (JINCKOBELL 2006, 11).
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XapakTaphI3yio4sl MOBY CydacHalt Gesiapyckait BEcki, Anskcauap Jlyka-
IaHell BbUIyyae M3CUb ThiNay MayneHHA: 1) TpamsiupliiHae Abid-
nexTHae, 2) Genapyckae JiTapaTypHae, 3) pyckae jitapaTypHae, 4) «BycHae
MaylieHHe, SKOe alPHbBaella i YcuprMaela sK OBIAICKTHAE, Xald MOXa
icroTHa agposHiBalua af cicTaMB! TpaJbILbIHHall raBopki», 5) «BycHae May-
JieHHe, AKOe YCIphIMaena i aiHbpBaenia 1k benapyckas JriTapaTypHasd Mo-
Ba», 6) «MayneHHe, aKoe HaGNixaenua fa JiTapaTypHara CTaHAapTy pyckai
MOBBI». AYTap XapakTaphi3ye Tpbl NIEPLIbIA ThINbI MAaYIEHHA 9K «UBICTBIAY, a
TPhI anomHisA — AK «3Memanbia» (JIVKAIIAHEL 20064, 48).

V cBaéit uanayusait mpausl Hina Msukoyckas mitia mpa 4aThIpBl Bi-
Aut inpiémay, akis ¥ Benapyci Moryip ObILs MaTYBIHBIMI ifBIEMaMI i ac-
HOYHBIMi MOBaMi JapocneIx rpamanssH benapyci: 1) «pycuduuupoBaHHbIi
Gesopycckuit AHANeKT WM rOPoACKoe MPOCTOpEUHe, TO eCTh TPaciHKay», 2)
Genapyckas girapaTypHas MoBa, 3) JiTapaTypHas pyckas MoBa bemapyci,
4) «TpacaHOYHEIN pycckuit a3b1k» (MEYKOBCKAS 2007, 31).

V iHmBIX mpanax cycTpakaeMmcs 3 TIpMiHaMi «CiCTIMbI MOYHBIX CPOZ-
kay» (KYPLIOBA 1989), «systemy jezykowe» (JANKOWIAK 2007), «iiHrBic-
ThIuHbIA cicTaMey (BYA3BKO 2007), «kody jezykowe» (LUCEWICZ-NAPAL-
KOW 2007), «<koOMMYHUKaTHBHBIE KOAB» (JIMBHUHA 2007).

1.2 HekaTtopbis acabjiBacili IansipdaHsira BIBYUIHHS ABYXMOya §
Benapyei

V HaByKoBa#i JiTapaTypsl Hea/Hapa3oBa ObLIi -BhIKa3aHbl MOIVIA/bL, 3TOAHA 3
aximi ¥ Benapyci mbipoka pasBita aByxmo¥ye. IIpbI ThIM, IITO aryJIBLHBIX al3-
Hak ciTyaupli i XapakTaphICThIK IBYXMOY4 i mMaTMoY4 ¥ Genapyckix campis-
JIHTBICTBIYHBIX Mpaniax He Opakye (HNpa cTaHOYUyI0 KBamihiKaLBIIO T3TBIX
ampHak .. MSYKOVYCKAS 1998), Gonbin m3TalizaBaHbil XapaKTapbICTBIKI
CycTpakalolilia aKyJb HAYacTa.

Sk Bsimoma, BhIpa3 «OiMiHrBI3M» 3’AYnseHUa TOpMiHaM-IIapacoHaM, naj
AKIM MOTyLb XaBalllla NaBOJi PO3HbIA (heHOMEHBI, i ¥ Oesapyckait carpis-
JIHrBicTHINB! Yk0 pabinacs 3ayBara HakOHT Taro, IITO YXKbIBaHHE TIpMiHa
«aBYXMo¥e» ¥ amHociHax na Genapyckal ciTyausti «6e3 gafaTkoBara BeI3HA-
ysHHA Aro crnetbldiki He 3’Ayndenna anpaynansiM» (BLIFTOHHASA 1996, 10).
Masoane A. INagnyxHara, y Benapyci ¢yHKUbITHABaHHE pycKaii MOBbI «Be-
posiTHEE BCEro MPHBOAHUT K JUTNIOCCHH, HO He K GHITHHTBHM3MY B CTPOTOM I10-
HMMaHHH 3Toro TepMuHa» (ITATYXKHBI 1997, 13).
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BenbMi aGarynpHEHbIS XapakTapbiCThIKi Oenapyckara OuTiHIBi3My, 3acs-
pOKaHACHb Ha MOBE, a HE HAa MayJeHHi, mameipansl ¥ nparax Genapyckix
JHHTBiCTay ycénarjbiHANBHb! I3CMATHI3M ifdaly «IpaBinbHalf» MOBbI, CTOM-
Kaclb TpajbilbliiHa «IplAJIeKTaariyHaray NaabiXoxy ¥ calbissliHrBiCThILbI,
nphl AKkiM Yacam M3Talf JaciaefaBaHHA 3°AYNAeIlia He CTOJNbKI BBIByUIHHE
poanbHara MoyHara y3ycy, KOJbKi DPIKAHCTpysBaHHE IDYHBIX IIyKaHBIX
«CTpagBeYHBIX» NpathopMay, 3aXalUleHHe MaKpay3poyHeM Ha IKOAY Mikpa-
¥3poyHio 3’ ayimonia myHal nepamkoAai i 6onbiu ribidokara BEIBy4Y9H-
Hfl K pa3HacTalfHBIX KaHKPAITHBIX JBYXMOVHBIX IPAKTBIK, IUITO iCHYIOUb Y
Benapyci, Tak i meITaHHA iCHYIOUBIX Y Bemapyci Maynenusix xonay. 3naenua,
Hea/Ha3HayHB! YIUIBIY Ha pasBillig raThIX HampaMkay naclieflaBaHHAY aka3a-
Ja TakcaMa BhIKaphicTaHHe ¥ Oenap yckall callblssliHrBiCTHIILI HEKAaTOPHIX
(HemacTaTKOBA MPBIAATHBIX) T3APITHIYHBIA MAIDISY.

1.2.1 AjyTaHomMHBI VS cyMelI4aHpl OiTiHrBi3M

Taxk, HanpeIKAaz, JaBoJi BIpOKa KyJILThIBAaBaHbIM Y GeNapycKiX cauplsiHr-
BiCTBIUHBEIX Mpailax 3’ayyisdeniia nactyiar ab icHaBaHHI ajTaHOMHara i cy-
MelryaHara IBYXMOVs, MepaHeceHbl 3 Ipall aMepbIkaHcKix ncixomaray Y.
Ocryna i C. Opein-Tpein (y ix: coordinate bilingualism, compaund bilin-
gualism) i caBenkara By4onara JI. 1lIusp6sl (napayH., Hanpeiknan: CYIIPYH
1974, 25; CyripyH & KIIIMEHKA 1982, 76-79; CYITPYH 1996, 194-199). ITax
ayTAHOMHBIM JBYXMOYeM IPBIHATA pa3syMeLlb CiTyalbli, kKasi GimiHresl Oyxy-
I01Ib MaylleHHe Ha KOXHail 3 MOY, BBIKapbICTOYBAIOYbl CPOMKi TONBKi aama-
BeIHall MOBBI, y TOI yac, K MpHl CyMeNryaHsIM JByXMOYi MayyieHHe Ha TOH
MOBe, fAKYI0 YalaBeK Beiae ropi, OyAyelua 3 BRIKApbICTAHHEM CPOAKay
nepiuaif (acHoyHajt) MoBel (MEUYKOBCKAS 1996, 171).

3pomurThy, ayTap, Aki agHBIM 3 nepirblx y Benapyci cray nicaus npa nsyx-
MoVe, A. CynpyH craBiycs fa MaHANLA «CyMeNrMaHbl GiTiHrBi3M» i 1a caMo-
ra majgsefdy Ha ayTaHOMHBI i cyMemnyaHsl OiIiHrBi3M Tpoxi amGiBajeHTHa.
Suras ¥ 1974 r. €H MepkaBay, wrro HibbITa ynaciibBas xaapIblHaBaHaMy Thl-
my asyxmo¥s ¥ pasyMenHi Y. Ocrynma i C. DpBiH cyaqHeceHaclb MOYHBIX
aeMeHTay namix caboii Ig mpauscay npagykaBaHHS TIKCTAY «gK Obluam
tiepaarpubBaeiuay (CYIPYH 1974, 23). Haypaneim A. CynpyH i I'. Kitimen-
Ka JIYbLT i caM TopMiH «KaapapiHaBaHae (abo cyagHocHae) ABYXMoYe», na-
KOJBKi, Ha iX XyMKy, acabniBaclLiio raTara ThIy 3’ 4yjgella He Toe, AK Cyal-
HocsAula maMixk caboit MoYHbIA cicToMBl ¥ cBsaoMachi iHObIBinyyMa, a Toe,
ITO «IpafykaBaHHE TIKCTY Ha KOXKHalt 3 Moy afObiBaeLia ¥ I3THIM BhINAI-
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Ky aqHOCHA 2y TaHOMHA... TIKCTHI Ha KOXKHaM 3 MOY NMpafyKyroLLa HE3alex-
Ha aj Apyroit Moe» (CYIPYH 1974, 26; CynpyH, KIIIMEHKA 1982, 79).
askeii A. CynpyH pa3siy i yraxinaaHiy cBaro KpeITEIKY CyMeUI4aHara IByX-
Moya (CYIIPYH 1996, 194-199), y LpABIM, alHaK, HE CTABAYB! Al CYMHEHHE
icnapanHa aben3BIOX «mampayn3e BBHI3HAYAIbHBIX» XapPaKTaphICTHIK ABYX
BHII3€NEHBIX Bigay mByxMoya (197).!

Mix THIM BeparoJHacih anasilibli «ayTaHOMHBI OiMiHIBi3M —~ CyMeIIYaHs!
GLTiHrBi3M» MOXa MaIAralb KPHITHILBL.

MarysiMacilh icHaBaHHA ¥ ajHaro GiiHrBa ABYX anacoOJICHBIX KOAay y
3aXOHAM JIHrBICTHILBI cTaBinacd maj cyMHeHHe Amrys ¥ 60-1 raabl mMiHy-
Jlara cTaro[iss, mpa mTo masHel 3 agabpanHem micay I'yra Batanc Bapac-
mop3 (DIEBOLD 1962; mam3ena maBomie: BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982, 103-
104). NMasomne V. JlamGepra, 3aMecT amasilpli «CyMeIlYaHbl — KaapAblHa-
TeIYHBI GiTiHrBismMy Gonbmn napayxa 6buT0 6 JyMalb Npa KaHTBIHYYM, Y AKiM
an3id i Tol xka yaNapek y mpampdce MIYHBIX A3CAHHAY a60 ¥ MIYHbIA nephis-
Ibl XBINUA MaBOA3ils c20e To Ha Y30p kaapiablHaThiyHara OiniHrea, To Ha
ysop cymenmanara 6imiarsa (LAMBERT 1969; TyT mnpbiBeiseHa NaBoje:

" BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982, 22-23). V sitapatyps! 3BfpTanacs yBara Ha
Toe, MTO Kiacipixasamp JroA3el maBoiue MphIHATEKHACLi Ka KaaphBIHA-
THIYHBIX a60 cyMemryaHbiX OiniHrBay LKKa; BhIKA3Banacs AyMKa, LITO ana-
3ilBIA cyMelnyaHara i kaapAbIHaThiyHara OininreisMy yaymse caboil mayHsl
KaHIPNTyanbHel apr3daktT (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982, 23-24). Pasrns-
Jiar04bl ABIXATaMil0 CyMenriaHara — KaapjelHaTeIyHara 6itiHreisamy, P. Ben
NpPHIAIIOY A2 BHICHOBHI, IITO SHA NaJphiBae BAXKHYIO aKCiEMy MICKPBITTHIY-
Hail miHreicThiki a0 HemaazesbHacli MoyHara 3Haka (BEJUT 1980, 170). V
1990-1 IT. MEBHITOABI amnasilibli «CYMELTJaHbl — KaapIbIHATBhIYHBL GinmiHr-
Bi3M» abmsapkoysani ¥ ceaix mpanax, npsiHamci, I'eopr Kpamnin i [enenona
Tapasep-Xnopac (ri.: SINNER 2001, 129; GARDNER-CHLOROS 1995, 32). 3
Haronw! nagzeny V. Baitnpaiixam GiniHrsay Ha ayTaHOMHEIX, CyMEIIYAHbIX i
cyGapnpiHaTeIyHBIX (M. BeRi) JI. Minpait i I1. Maiicken 3ayBaxani, mro
«psycholinguistic research has not confirmed empirically anything like these
distinctions» (MILROY & MUYSKEN 1995, 5). Tyt nap3us! 6yzaze YCOMHIlp,
mro i JI. Illysp6a 3ayBaxkay, MTO Mamix «HBICTBIM» 1 «3MEHIAHBIM» JBYX-

1 Tasopausi pa ayTaHOMHB! | CyMelHaHs! 6iniHreisM, 6enapyckia ajTapsi 3gpI4aiiHa He cria-
chialoNa Ha KiaciuHyio npauy Y. Baftupaiixa 1953 r., y axora Teimanoris GiniHrsay
yKmouana ayTaHoMHbIX (co-ordinate), cymemrdansix (compound). i cyGapAbHATBIYHBIX
(subordinate) Giniureay (TyT AapseHa masogne: MILROY & MUYSKEN 1995, 5) i uniit
nanzen, ax saaoma, 661y ymiuansl 4. Ocrynam i C. Tpem (BEJIN 1980, 157).
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MOYeM «y XBINUI cycTpakaemnua 6jSCKOHNAas KONbKaclb NEPaXORHbIX BhINA/I-
kay» (ILIEPBA 1974, 315), i, 3Haubllp, Niubly NMpanaHaBaHywo AbiXaTaMmilo ¥
3HayHaii Mephbl abcTpakTHail.

[actynsasante ¥ Genapyckix yMoBax anasilpli «4bICTae ABYXMOYe — 3Me-
aHae OByxXMoye» Mena crielbl(iuHbia HACTYNCTBHL AHO, HA Hally TyMKY,
CHpBIYBIHIAACA [a Taro, LITO Nk anicanHi Genapyckait MoyHaili cityausli Ha
Makpay3poyHi anopa pabitaca mepagyciM Ha «4bICTae JABYXMOYe», a «3Me-
[IaHae JBYXMOYe» Hpbl MITHIM 3acTaBanacs ¥ LeHIO, GaKkTeluHa irnapapanacs.”

Mix TBIM 3 «YBICTEIMY» ABYXMOYeM Ha Y3po¥Hi BycHall npakTsiki ¥ bena-
pyci daxTeiuHa He CYThIKAaeMCs, IITO aji3HadaHa ¥ miTapatyps! § mepiuyio
yapry 3aMeHpIMi Jacnefusikami. IMapayH. y raTeiM miane aymky [Ix.
Jleiarai ab ThiM, mito ¥ Benapyci mpakThika caf3esHHs pyckail MoBe NphIBSA-
na na Taro, WTo «neither language is known properly»® (DINGLEY 1989,
186), i mornag C. I'ycraycana, 3rofHa 3 AkiM y Benapyci écub TonbKi BeabMi
HeIIMATIiKiA JByXMOYHbIA 6Gesapychl, sikis raBopanp Ha afed3BIOX MOBax
6e3 inrapheparusti (GUSTAVSSON 1995, 54). Ilasomne C. I'ycraycana, y
Benapyci Griskae nagaGeHcTBa I3BIOX MOY MepayTeapbiia iHTIpGEpIHUbLIO
Ba «Y3aeMHYI0 phicy aben3srox Moy» («a reciprocal feature of both langua-
ges») (GUSTAVSSON 1997, 1924).* J1. BbiroHHas Jiubiib, HITO CyMelIYaHae
ABYXMOVYe «ThilIOBac M HalIall TIPLITOPBI», sHO ¥ Benapyci «3’ayngenua
amans mTo nepumacHeiM»y (BITOHHAS 1996, 10). 3anaBerHas Mapa 6enapyc-
KiX JiHrBagpIakThIKaY i 3py4Hbl a0’eKT AIA alepeipaBaHHs, «ayTaHOMHEI
6ininrsism» y Genapyckait ciTyalibli kKaHTakTy A3BIOX OMi3KapogHACHBIX MOY
Mae, BiJalb, aTHOCHYIO KaITOYHaclys. EH MiXBOIIi criphisy HeaaLpHLb! BbI-
BYYSHHA (3MEINaHara ABYXMOYs», i ABICKYCisi CAPOX JiHrBICTay HAKOHT Ta-
ro, y sixoif Mepsl ¥ Geapyckix yMoBax CycTpakaella «ayTaHOMHBI Gifiur-
Bi3M», HandYHa, Marfa 6 ObILib KapbICHAM.

2 Tlpa takoe irnapasaune ¥ manarpadii T. M. Mikyniu «Mosa i 3THiuHas camacBaAOMACLp)
(Minck, 1996) Ham yxo maBomsinaca micaus (SANPYACKH 1996, 241). Hacynepak Tamy,
IITO 3roAHA 3 AacneaaBaHHeM 1976 r. IHCTHITYTa MacTauTBazHaycTea, sTHarpadii i hanbk-
7Opy cApOJ rapajickora HacenbHilTBa benapyci MHoris pacnanasuTsl ksatidikasani csaé
MayaeHHe sk «3Meiuanae», y 1980-n rr., nasoane T. Mikyniy, Takoe 3mei1aHae MayneHHe §
Benapyci yaxo He dikcapanacs.

3 Tyt macuua Ha yBase, Bifaus, wrTo ¥ Benapyci He yMeroup rasapbllb Hi Ha
«usicTaity Genapyckafi, Hi Ha «4pICTaii» pycKaii MOBe.

4 Inrapdepsnupia Moka Gbils HOpMail y rpaMajicTBax, J3¢ ¥ 3HOCIHaX Hacra cyThikaiouua
JIBYXMOYHBIA MAapTHEPHI, napayH.: «with the bilingual partner interference may be the norm,
particularly for registering familiarity, solidarity, etc. » (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982, 40).



1.2.2 MoyHas vs KaMyHiKaTbIYyHasi KaMIETIHUbIS

Jla niky HejacTaTKOBa JaciefaBaHbIX HanpaMkay CauplAMiHIBICTBIKI, ¥ ThIM
niky Genapyckail, Hanexxaub Takcama npabnemsl (ABYX)MOYHail KaMIETIH-
Ibli, HANOYHara BaiogaHHsa OiiiHreami apyroif MoBail, He BeIBYJarouL@ Ilbi-
TaHHi mavatkosara (incipient) 6iniMreismy, ceixomHara (recessive) ABYX-
Moy, «HanayMoysay» (semilingualism), npabnems! «HaAymensix» (non-fluent)
Gininreay, «Hanaymoyuay» (semi-speakers) i iHu.

Cityausis yckiagHAeLla ThiM, WUTO ABYX-, TPOXMOYHas KaMIIETOHLbIA HE
3’Aynsgela BbIHIKAM MMPYHara MexaHiyHara «CkJialBaHHS» I3BIOX Wi TpoX
aJHAMOYVHBIX KAaMIMETIHLBIA, AK HAPIAKAa AyMaloipb; LIMaTMOYHas KaM-
MIETAHIIA MK CBal0 BhIpasHyro cnelpldiky (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982,
99-101, 106).° Axnmapenna, npsl YcTaHaYaeHHI MOYHAl KaMIETOHLbI Heii-
Kara 6iniurea aro koJ naeiHeH OblLb BHI3HAYAHBI | arficaHbl XyTU3H 3 MYHKTY
rnepKaHHa Aro YHyTpaHail macnspoyHacui (intermal consistency), UbIM Lins-
XaM Chachllak Ha MaBOA3iHbI agHaMoyHbeIX (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982,
104). Axpams taro BhBy4YSHHe npabieM MoyHail kamneTaHupli (Ha gymky C.
a5, He BenbMi LiKaBBIX MUIA calbIANiHrBicThIKi — GAL 1989, 349) y cyuac-
Hail calBISNiHrBiCTHILE! JanayHsellla BEIBYYSHHEM KaMyHikaTe Y Ha it
KaMmeT3HIbi. Jacneayiousl «3melaHa-MoyHbIA» cynonbHacli (mixed
language communities), JI. I'atimc (D. Hymes) amua ¥ 1972 r. Beikasay aym-
Ky ab ThiM, LITO KAHUPHTpaLbls Ha YblcTa MoYHall xaMOeTsHUbI Heam-
3KBaTHas JUIA TIYMausHHA OBYXMOYHbIX MmaBoi3iHay monseif (rm.: HYMES
1972, TyT naskauana napomte: BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982, 108).° IMasoa-
ne T. Batanc BapacMmopna, Oynyus! «npaMalliHeHHBIM», NaHALLE MoOYHai
KaMIIeTIHLBH MOXa cacTymilb cBaé Meclia KaHIPMUBI KaMyHikaTbiyHaii
KamreToH1bi (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982, 38). Ha nymky A. JleaHToBiy,
MOYHas# KaMOETIHLbIA 3’sA¥/gelila afHOCHBIM MAHAILLEM, «B OCOOEHHOCTH
NPUMEHUTENBHO K MEXKYIbTYpHOH KOMMYyHHMKauuu» (ra.: JIEOHTOBHY
2007, 45). Tanauue kaMyHikaTblyHall KaMTETIHLBI, 1Koe a3Bajide YKIo-

5 Tlayxara BbikAaay npabnemMbl MOYHall KaMneTsHUSI 3Mymana 6 HAc cTaBile Ha pasrian
TaKcaMa fIbITaHHE «IHT3p-MOYHal» kamneTsHUBN (interlanguage competence) y ayxy JI.
Coaninkepa, agHak y Aaf3eHbl MOMAHT MBI HE FraTOBbI IITa pabillp.

6 [IlpeiBeaseHan Bhilnaii 3ayBara C. I'ycraycana a6 inTapdepanubti Ak y3aemHait peice Gena-
pyckaii i pyckaii MoBb ¥ Benapyci na3sanse craBiils NbiTaHHe ab Xapakrapbl Genapyckaii
MOYHaH cynonbHacll Ak y Helikall Mepsl «3MelaHa-MoYHaM) CynmonbHacL, «CynobHaci
3mewanaii Mosb» (mixed language community). Kani 6 Takas nactaHoyka neiTaHHs akasa-
nacst 6 aGrpyHTaBaHal, Taabl ThiM GOJNBLU Y CALBIANIHFBICTBIMHBIX AAcNefaBaHHAX MeY Obl
C3HC 3aliMalla MEHaBiTa KaMyHiKaThIYHal KaMIICTIHLBIAN.
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YBIl{b Y CBAK BHITIIYMadajbHYI0 Mam3/b IIMAaT CalbISAiHIBiCTBIYHA paJe-
BAHTHBIX J2[3€HBIX, Nae IIBIPIHIIYIO CiCTIMY KaapHbiHAT, UbiM YBICTa Ipa-
MaTblYHae TaHAuue MoyHall kammersHupIi (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982,
108). Ha mymky C. PamaiiH, sikas Takcama anemoe fa «yrpyHTraBaHail y cy-
HOJbHACII KaMyHIKaTbIyHall kamneTsHupli» («community-based communi-
cative competence»), masAule «iHABIBiAyanbHalt» MoYHall KaMIET3HLUBI
MOKa Mellb Majia c3HCY 0e3 yJliKy KaHTIKCTY MeTajay BbinpabasanHg» («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 bilingualism») (ROMAINE 1989,
147; Ty npeiBen3ena maBosie: URCIUOLI 1995, 529).

Hacynepak tamy, mro ¥ Genapyckail JTiHPBa/IbIIaKThILbI NbITaHHE KaMy-
HikaThiyHall kaMneT3HUBli He abMiHaella, y L3AbIM yBara ratamy naHsio
ajiaenna Maias. benapyckisa MeTagbiCThl BBLTy4alOLb MOYHYIO | KaMyHika-
THIYHYIO KaMOeTdHUbli. [lag kaMyHIkaTblyHall KaMIET3HUBIAR IPbI ITHIM
pasyMerona «yMeHHe i BOTIBIT BhIKapbICTAHHA BY4HAMI BycHal i micbMoBaii
JiTapatypHail MOBBI ¥ PO3HBIX cdepax MpakThldHail MayneHdail x3efHacui».
(TTPOTYAHKA 2001, 43). AxgHak Tak 3pasyMeTas KaMyHiKaTblyHas KaMIeT3H-
it (B. TIpoTuaHka, 3p>LUITHL, araBopBaellia, MTO EH pa3Baxae § paMkax
METOABIKI HaBy4YaHHs POIHAI MOBE) MOXa He Mellb acaliBara 3Ha43HHS Na-
3a MexaMi (papManbHara HaBy4aHHS MOBE.

Benapyckas nAplnakTelka anepye HeabXoJHACLIO BY4bllb BYYHAY BhIKa-
phIcTOYBaLG Y Po3HbIX cepax MayneHyait A3eHHACLi JiTapaTypHYIO MOBY,
Mix TeiM y Benapyci icHye samana cep mpaxTeiuHalt MayneHuait (3efdHactH
i cityanstii 3HociHaY, n3e matpabaBaHas MeTajbICTaMi NpasinbHacub Gena-
pyckara I pyckara JitapaTypHara MayneHHa (yaacHa, MOYHas KaMIIETIH-
Ibist) BeITIAZae (Ui MOxka BBHIMNIAZAlb) HeaapsdHa. I'ata § nepuryiro wapry
chepa HeadinmiiiHbIX 3HOCIH. 3rofHa 3 TpamplubIfgil y raTail cdepsl yacTa
GQakThiyHa ABLIKTYe€LIa, NMpaAamicBaenna He Helikae «y3opHae»
(6enapyckae ui pyckae) MayneHse, a ¥ bonbiuail abo MeHall cTyneni 3me-
IaHae; NagoOHBI iMIepaTsly 3’ayndeulia cBoeacabniBail HAnicaHail caupl-

7 Binaup, cyanHOCHsIM 3 MaHALLEM KaMyHiKaTeiyHal KaMNeTIHULN 3’ynsenua YxbiBaHae
HEKATOpPBIMi ayTapaMi NaHsuUe «iHTIpaKTeIfHal KaMmneTIHUsH» («interactive competen-
cen), skoe Yayase caGoi cknaaHik aBanoaBaHHs MOBAH. [HTOPAKTEIVHAA KAMIETIHLbIA aX0-
M1iBae CaublAKYBTYPHY!O, CAUbIAMHIBICTBIMHYIO | MOYHYIO KaMreT3HUbl (napayH.: MIYA-
ZAK12001, 39).
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sNbHa-KaMyHikaThIyHai l-lopmaﬁ.8 BoikapricTanHe § 3HOCiHAX 3 afNaBeAHBIM
cypasmoylaM Heiikara 3melllaHara Komy, ki MecUilb y caGe phICH A3BIOX
MOY, He 3’Aynsenua ybIMChLi A3i¥HBIM CAPOJ iHilara Tamy, WITO Takid ma-
BOZ3iHbI BAMYLb JIa NAWILIPIHHA KaMYHIKallbli; IIPbI [3THIM raBopka 3yciM He
inse npa marapuisHHe kaMyHiKatibli, npa WTO Ax npa 6aHanbHACLb raBOPHIL-
na ¥ BuInaaky pasrisgy inapdepanusii (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982, 40).
V mo¥HbIX ciTyalbiax MOYHae 3MELIBAHHE MOKa pasrIajania sk 3Hak BETJi-
Baclli, AK KpaiiHag gopMma akamagaupli (npa akamajamplio nagpabs3Hed ri.
HiXoH), 9K N3YHas gacuinHas, akupHTaBaHas ¥ pa3MoBe, BhIXadka («a witty
and emphatic conversational ploy») (POSNER 1993, 64).

Kani abmexasanua yxpiBaHHeM BycHail Geslapyckail jgiTapaTypHail Mo-
Bbl, TO MOXHA CKa3alp, IITO 3 MPBIYLIHLI CBOeacabiiBara «Tapopy acapol-
I3s» 4acTa A3eiiHivae HaAnicaHae «Taby» Ha sie myOjiyHae BBIKapBICTAHHE.
TapayH. y r3ThIM [UIaHe HACTYIHAE NPbISHAHHE HAaBYYdHKi riMHasii 3 r. Jls-
xaBiubl Bpacuxait BoGnacui: «5 6 Mo i rasapeina ma-6enapycky, ajie MmsHe
aKpy)XaroLlb JIO/3i, AKiA MaraloyHa CTapalolla raBapblllb «AK MPbIHATaN,
na-pycky, aje aTpbIMiIiBaelua i § Maue, i Ba Ycix «TpacaHka», HeMPHITOXas
MOBa. Alle 3a Takylo TPacSHKY He copaMHa, a Boch kal s 3araBapbuia, akpa-
Ma ypoxay Gemapyckaii MOBBI i ricTopsli, A3e-HeOyn3b na-6enapycky, 3 MaHe
cMsasanics 6» (USMEP 1999). Hepassitacup pasmoyHait popmel Genapyckaii
niTapaTypHaii MOBbI af3Hauaelua Ak aifupiHHbIMI (TTAJUTYXKHBI 1990, 7, 14),
TaK i 3amexHeIMi ninrsictami (GUSTAVSSON 1997, 1924). V nitapatypel
3BApTacLUa Ypara Ha Toe, INTo, ObIybl abmexaBaHalt HeIMATIIiKiMi
ctepami, HapMaThIyHas pasMoyHas Gopma Genapyckal MOBBI MeJa HALUMAT
mannay (OpeiHamci aa capaasinel 1990-x rajmoy) mns Taro, xab aTpeiMalb
Goneiiae mamsipaHHe («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 Me1lp Ha yBase, mro dhapManbHae HaBydaHHe ¥ Genapyckix mKosax
Mae, Ha Hallly ZYMKY, XyT43# YCKOoCcHae faublHEHHe Ja (papMipaBaHHA HaBEI-
Kay KaMyHikaTblyHalf KaMIeTI3HUbII (aMHAK HATIEA3A4bl Ha IITa NepaBaxHas
6onsiacup Genapyckix kamyHikaHTay 3a3Bbldait 3yciM folpa crpayndenua
ca ceaimi kamMyHiKaubIHBIMI 3a0auaMi), To TpaBa NpeI3HaLk, IUTO ¥ LJIBIM
KaMyHIKaThiyHas KaMOETIHIBIA § ThIM BBHIFAA3E, AK SHA BbIKNAA3eHa ¥
Genapyckail IbINAKTHIE], Mae He BeJIbMi MHOTA ary/pHara 3 ¢apMipaBaHHeM

8 HecymHenua, Genapyckas MoBa He 3'aynseuua yHikansHail y ThIM fjlaHe, WTo ¥
HeaiubHHBIX 3HOCIHAX HA & KETCKa Npbinanagenua gitapatypsas gopma mosst. Capon
iHIUBIX CAABAHCKIX NagoGHai 3’ ayaseLa TakcaMa, NPBIHAMCI, Y3IICKas MOBA.
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HABBIKAY poalbHAM KaMyHiKaTeIyHAM KaMIEToHIsI.” AIKY/b %a ¥ maauei i
OapocibIX y3Hikae KaMyHikaThIyHas kaMIeToHUbA? Sk Bsnoma 4neHbl May-
JieHyail cymnoybHaclli 3acBOMBAaIOLb KaMYHiKaTBIYHbIA 3BBIYKI MACTymoBa i
HeyeBsaaomnena (BAXTHH & I'OJIOBKO 2004, 31), He abaBsa3koBa ¥ paMkax
tapManbHara mKosibHara HaBy4aHHs. Kaii npbl kaHTakie 3 iHIIbIMI JTIOA3b-
Mi BONBITHB CalbIANbHBI BbIKaHayua CyTblkaella 3 HeaGXOOHACIRO BbIOI-
palb 3 AT0 pPANEPTyapy HaBbIKaY Takis posii i KoL, AKiA HANHNETIIbIM YbIHAM
agnaBgpaii 6 sro MITaMm, TO TYT MOXHA KaHCTATaBallb HasyHAaCcHb anopst Ha
yMeHHe BrIOipallb, SKO€ JISDKBILG Y acHOBE Mpaudcy caublanizaueli Jobora
maimsni (BEJUT 1980, 141). V Genapyckait cityausli mKOJbHAsA AbIAAKTHIKA
MOXa BY4YbILlb a/fHaMY, a JKbILIIE — HeyaMy iHmamy. V cityausli, kani agbsl-
Baelllla CyThIKHEHHE 3aCBOEHBIX Y Kb KAMYHIKATBIYHBIX 3BbIUAK €A 3BbIU-
KaMi, HakiqBaeMbIMi mikonait, Gemapyckas mWKoa ¥ se CEHHAIHIM BLICISA3E,
6apaif, Mayia HITO MOXKa [IPOLIiNAacTaBillb 3BBIYKAM, BbIXaBaHBIM HECBAAOMA i
Ha mpauAry poyrara yacy. CyThixaioubics 3 BeiGapam (IITO MapyLibllb: ca-
LBIANbHa-KAMYHIKaTHIVHYIO i MOYHYI0 HOpMY?), HOCBOITBI (Y TBIM JiKy
IIKONBHIKI) afiaiolb fepaBary HapyusHHIO, HECYMHEHHa, MOYHBIX HOpMay,
60 mapyldHHE calbislIbHA-KaMyHikaTelyHail HOPMBI MoXa Melb Ui iX
Cyp’€3HbIA HerarblyHbIA HACTYICTBEI | 4K MiHIMYM IepalukoA3ilb BbIKaHaH-
HIO KaHKp3THaH KamyHiKkaTeIyHalt 3a0a4sl.

KamyHikaTslyHasd KaMIETIHUBIA MpafyrielPkBae He TOJbKi YMeHHe i Bo-
IBIT BHIKAPBICTAHHA JliTapaTypHail MOBBI (Takis YMeHHI i BOMLIT Ma 3pazyMe-
JBIX OphrdbiHax acabuyiBa MajkpaICliBaloLua Mphl 3aCBacHHI 3aMexHall Mo-
BBI), ane i ¥Bacabnge «crocoOHOCTH peraTh... 3agaud obuieHns u3 ObiTo-
BOH, yue6HOI1, TPOM3BOACTBEHHOMN M KYJIbTYPHOM XU3HU; YMEHHE. .. TIONIB30-
BaThes (akTaMH A3BIKA U peyM I peanusauuu neneit obmenus» (A3UMOB
& HlykuH 1999, 109), «ymenue 3¢¢eKkTHBHO MOPOXKAATh ¥ BOCTIPUHUMATD
CHUTHABl B NpoLiecceé KOMMYHHUKAlM{ M 3HaHME MpaBui «Iomobaiolei»
KOMMYHHKAIIMH, «paBuia g3bIKOBOTO NoBefeHus» (BAXTHUH & I OJIOBKO
2004, 18, 31), BanonaHHe KaMyHiKaTBIYHBIMI MexaHi3MaMi, mpbsiEmami i
CTpaTarifaMi, HeabXxogHbIMi I 3a0eCHAU3HHA 3(EKTBIYHBIX 3HOCIH
(CAOXMH 2004, 277; T'PUIIAEBA & LIYPUKOBA 2004, 387). V mnpausi
Kmoesa magkpaciiBaenua, LITo Ba yMOBax paajibHara kaMyHikaTblyHara ak-
Ta BeNaHHs MoOBbI (r. 3H. MOVHail KaMIET3HIbI) HeNacTaTkoBa, 3aToe
naTp3a0Ha NajKIYIHHE MIYHaH CiCTIMBI «HABLIKOB 06paLEeHUs C S3bIKOM)

9 'V cpagit Hapayusit npaust 5. Hopman niwa npa «cnabocts KOMMYHHKATHBHON KOMIIETEH-
g coupyman (HOPMAH 2008, 298), annax Hespasymena, ITO JakiajHa TyT MacULa Ha
yBase.
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(KMOEB 2002, 256). 3ayBaxbIM, 10TO ¥ NPBIBEA3EHBIX A3QiHILBIAX BaJIOfaH-
He MoBaii (TeiM OoJbII NiTapaTypHail), MOYHas KaMIET3HIpbIA YaMiHaloLLa
3 po3Haii cTyneHHIo abaBA3koBacHi (3pAUITHI, SHbI, Oafail, nanpasyMaBalOL-
ua). ThiM Gonblu MOXa He Melb acabiiBara 3HaUYSHHA JUIA KaMyHikaThlyHali
KaMIIETIHLb aKLPHTaBaHHe Ha MOYHall KaMIIeTIHUB (AKoe HasipaeM y npa-
L1ax Ma JiHrBajblAaKThILbI) NPl 3HOCIHAX Ba yMoBax OnizkapoaHacHara (Oe-
napycka-pyckara) 6i1iHrBi3MY, IpBl AKIM MOYHas KaMIIETIHUbIA NpBIHAMCi ¥
Heilkall cTynmeHi Hamepan «3aknai3eHa» ¥ KaMyHikaThiyHylO ciTyauplio, i
KaMyHikalpld, TakiM YblHaM, 3ZaBajbHA0oMa Moxa anObiBaull@ npst MiHi-
MAJbHBIX HAMAraHHAX MOYIay GBILL MOYHA KaMIeTIHTHbIMI. '°

1.2.3 3naeuua, y Helikail Mepsl abcaloThi3aLblsl ayTaHOMHAra AByXMoy,
a TakcaMa HayBara na mpabiieM KaMyHiKaTbIVHall kamIeTsHIbl | MayieHHs
¥ WAABIM CHpbIYBIHiNiCA Ja Taro, wmro ¥ Oenapyckix mpauax npa Habop
KaMyHiKaThlyHa-MayneHuybIX kKopay qacaM Qirypyloub He CTOJNBKI pIabHbid
KaMYHIKaTbIYHbIS KOJBI, KONbKi iX TIYHBIA [PLIBBIMHBIA, «idanbHa-
aBCTPaKTHBIA» PITPIICHTAHTHI: «MOBBIY i «abisnekTly.'' [Ipaynananobua, y
3HaYHall CTymeHi MeHaBiTa raTajl akajliyHaclIo MOXHA NaTiyMadbllb TOE,
LITO Taki KOA fAK «3MelnaHae Oenapycka-pyckae MayneHHe» (Yo i amicaHsl
¥ aitapartypsl, napays: IIpIXVH 1998; CYCHUN 1999; LIbIXYH 2000; JIUCKO-
BEII 2002; HENTSCHEL & TESCH, 2006; TSYKHUN 2006; TEHUS/Ib & T2l
2007, MEUKOBCKAS 2007) Moxa He Mellb 3KCIUTiLbITHAara fnpaacTayleHHs ¥
maYyHBIX Knacidikauplax abo, y AemusM BHINAAKY, ObILb IKCITiKaBaHbIM Yc-
KocHa. Y I3THIM IUIaHe 3BApTae Ha ca0e ¥Bary ajcyTHaclp y NpbIBeN3eHal
BuIAH Knacidikaupli A. Jlykamanna panbHa «3Memanara» kona. Lii Tpaba
maj «plajbHa 3MellaHbIM» KofaM Y kiacidikaubli ratara ajrapa pasymens
BBUTYYaHBI iM 4alBEPTHE THIT MayJIeHHA: «ByCHae MajJieHHe, AKOoe al3HbBa-
enna i YcnpbiMaenUa SK JAblsJIeKTHAE, Xalld MOXKa iCTOTHa afpo3HiBaula aj
cicTambi TpaablublitHaii rapopki» (JIVKALIIAHEL 2006a, 48)? V iHmaii cBaéii
npaust A. JlykamaHer| cUBspDKae, INTO Jaj3€HB! THII MayieHH: ¥ paaib-

10 Yacteia anensusi ga Genapyckail MiHFBaAbIIAKTHIKI ¥ manapajsix naparpadax, Ha Hamy
JYMKY, MIOLLb CIHC Y THIM NJIAHE, IITO ABIAAKTHIYHAN aphlEHTaBaHacs Genapyckaii catpia-
JUHrBICTHIKI, (HemaxkaqaHe!) YHbIY NbIAAKTHIKI HAa CalbIUIIHIBICTBIKY ¥ Hefikail cTynesi
3axo¥Baioup CBalO cifty Ja Hawara vacy. AJHOCHAa Mecl@ JiHrBicThiuHal nexaroriki ¥
Genapyckix pyciCTBIYHBIX TIpaLiaxX NapayH.: «y pYyCHCTHKH B Benapych — 3aMeTHBIN YKAOH B
CTOpPOHY NUHTBOAMAAKTHKH H KYAbTypbi peun» (HOPMAH 2008, 294).

11 3powThi, rsTa AaBosti HaTypanbHa A8 JHTBICTBIKI SK T3ApIThIuHAM AbICLBIMMIHEL Sk
3aypakada, «linguistic theorizing has been largely based on standardized
(Beim3enena ayrapami 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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HACIi NpajcTayeHbl HEKalbKIMI pasHaBigHacLsAMi, capon axix &cub i «Oena-
pyckae AblANEKTHae MayieHHe, AKoe YTphIMIiBae aneMeHTH Genapyckal i
pyckait sitapaTypHeix Moy» (JIVKAIIAHELL 2006b, 209).

1.3 HasiyHacup y KaMyHikaTbiyHall npacTophl Benapyci «3amemanaray
Koay («3MelIaHbIX» KoAay)

VracHa, HagyHacUup y KaMyHikaTelyHaii npactopst benapyci «3melliaHara»
kofy («3MeIUaHBIX» KOay) MOXa BbIHiKallb 3 PHIBEA3€HAra BBIIIIH yKa3aH-
He ¥ miTapaTyphl Ha HasyHacup y MayneH4al ciryausl benapyci Hexambkix
Konay, n3e npeinamci dateipsl aytapsl (Kapakoy, SAnencki, Jlickasen, Msu-
KOYCKas) Ha3blBAIOLE I3THE KO (MIThIA KOMBI) SKCIUTIbITHA. A. Jlykarmanen
CXiNpHBI, Gajail, Ja IMIUTIHBITHAra Yka3aHHA Ha iCHaBaHHE 3MELIAHBIX KoJay.

Tas akaniyHacus, wto pacifickas macnenusiua I, Jlickasen safiManaca ¥
cBaéli npalkl TONBKI MiHcKall (rapafckoif) cityatpisi, a Gemapycki gacnen-
ypik A. Jlyxauasen — (y Aag3eHbIM BBIMAJKY) TONBKi BACKOBaH, CNIphISe Cy-
KylHall [oTanésacli npaacTayIeHHs BRUIYYaHpIX kogay, y AKiM 3 naTpaGHati
axyparHacuio i 3 pacilickaif, i 3 Genapyckail mepcrexTyIBBI Maj yBary 6apai-
1A AK rapajackas (npblHaMmci, MiHCKas), Tak i BACKOBas May/ieH4as MpaKThiKa.
IlixaBa 6ynse cyanHecui mamix caGolf, yMOyHa «IIpbIBecli Ja arynpHara
HasoyHika» Beutyudansis 10. KapakoseiM, M. Snerckim, 1. Jlickasen, A. Jly-
kamaqoaM i H. Msukoyckalt «imbtEMbI» 1 iX Bifpl, «KOABI» | THIMbI
MayJIeHHA.

Taxkas cripo0a 313¢eiicHeHa Hami § Tabninel 1, A3e, akpams Taro, Jan3eHsl
Ham acabicTsl morIsa Ha kiacidikausio icHyoublx y benapyci MayieHbIX
KoAay.

1.3.1 3ayBari anHocHa «3MellIaHara» Koy (3MelIaHbIX KoaAay)

3MemaHnae Gemapycka-pyckae MayimeHHe («TpacsaHKa»)
(nan sxiM pasyMeeM MayieHHe, Y fAKiM ¢ikxcyenna aJHOCHa BbICOKas A0Js
«ApIpEPIHUBIUIBHBIX? 3IIEMEHTAY I3BIOX MOY) y AKacui calpifjibHa 3Hay-
Hara 37e€MeHTAa KamyHikaueli Ha aryjisHabenapyckiM yspoyHi adopminacs
Magyac BBHIKIIOYHA IHTIHCIVHAll Mirpalpli BACKOBBIX 6enapyckaMOYHbLIX
KBIXapoy y mepaBaxKHa pacifickaMoyHelsa rapaast § 1960 — 1970-a .y
COpHIsSBHA iPaNariyHa-naniTelvHail ciTyaubli Ak criocab npeicTacaBaHHsA

12 3paeuna, I'. LpixyH cXinbHbl gyMallb, LITO «TpacsAHka» yTeapeinacs ¥ BEcub! i anTyns
6bi1a nepadeceHa y rapaast (CYCHUN 1999, 5).
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GenapyckamoyHara (an na4aTky MAbisJIEKTHAra) MayiexHs ga paciiickara
MayneHHs ¥ rapanckim acapoA3i TpacsHKa BenbMi XyTka passinacs ¥ gkacui
acobHara cTelisBora parictpa abo HaBar cBoeacabniBara caupisiaekTa capos
moa3el 3 Hi3KiM Y3poyHeM kamneTaHUBI ¥ Oenapyckail craHfapTHaii MoBe i
3 Hi3kiM y3poyHeM agmykaubli. «TpacsHka» Iblpoka pacnayclomxaHa ¥
KaMyHiKalpli BACKOBBIX BApXOY i rapaickix Hi3oy. Y ropanse sHa Moxa
BHICTYNAlb AK CPOAAK caubianbHail «3mOeMbl» (HanayHix) mirpanray 3 Béc-
ki ¥ ropan, Ak cimBan rpynaBoit im3HThIdikaLbl i canigapHacui HiXHIX ca-
LbISUTIBHBIX cNaéy, a ¥ BEciml — AK cBoeacabiBbl «Mapojib» y 3HOCIHAX MaMixk
BACKOBbIMI Bsipxami. 3MelnaHae Oenapycka-pyckae MaynleHHe 3’aynsentua
iHCTpyMeHTaM iHT3rpalpli KOMIIHIX «ublcTa» OenapyckaMoyHbIX Joaseit y
paciiickyio KyabTypy i Moxa YBacabnaie caboit Meplsf 3Tan MOYHara 3pyxy
an Genmapyckait MOBbI a pyckail. «Tpacsnka» He Mae crabinpHail GopMbi i
XapaxTapbl3yelila Balikai BapbIsHTHACLO ¥ 3anekHacli aj ckiaady cypas-
Mo¥1iay, iXx MayaeHubiX HaBbIKay, KaMyHIKaTBIYHBIX iHTPHUBIHA, TIMaY, ai-
pacatay, cityaubiif 3HOCiHay, afykallbli, HallbIIHANBHACLI cypasMmoyuay, ix
naxojkaHHA, MoVHbIX Gisrpadiit i r. 1. V creuticThluHa-kaMyHikaTbIVHal
cicTaMe rapajckora HaceNbHIUTBA 3aliMae BaXHYIO Hillly HeailpliHBIX
«daMinpApHBIX» 3HOCIHAY (rapajckoe mnpacTamoye, yTBOpaHae, ajHak, Ha
acHoBe «BfACkoBait» Oenapyckaii MOBbI), @ ¥ kaHTaKTax maMik BAckoYUami
BhIKOHBae QYHKUbIO OONBLI BbICOKAara CThUIICTBIYHAra parictpa, IMTO
crpbise e NacTasHHaMy Y3HayJIEeHHIO.
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3Memanae Oenapycka-pyckae MayjieHHe YMOYHa MOXHA Ha3Balb «Tpa-
caiHkali Ha Oenapyckalli acHOBE», «yJdacHa TpacaHKah», «Tpa-
csHKal-1». «ViacHa TpacsHka» MoXa YenpbIMallla K «BebMi ApaHHas Oe-
napyckas MOBa» — 3 MPbIUbIHBI TAro, ITO MOYHak acHoBak HockbiTay Tako#
«TpacAHKi» (HArIe3A4bl HAa CBANOMAE iMKHEHHE MOLHA HaChILilp s pyc-
Kimi phicaMi i Ha p3aisHYIO NMPBICYTHACUb y €M BaMikail KoNbkacui pyckix
pricay) sacraeuua Genapyckas MOBa, LITO HAJIEXHBIM YblHaM 3ayBakaelLia
HaBakoIbHLIMI. V knacidikaupii 3Memaneix Gopmay MayieHHs, JaA3€HBIX Y
xanekThlyHail MaHarpagii « THUnogorusa ABYA3bIYHA U MHOros3bluus B bena-
pycu» (Minck, 1999), nansenaMmy cybxoly aanapsaiac «MOBa, 3aCHaBaHas Ha
Genapyckail, ane 3 Bsimikail KOJbKacLiO po3Hay3pOYHEBbIX jIeMeHTay pyc-
Kkaii MmoBbI» (BYJILIKO & KPLICHH 1993, 93).

«Tpacsanka Ha Genapyckall acHOBe» Mae CBOH KaHTBIHYaHT Y BbITJIA/3€
pycka-Genapyckara (HabGwiTara pyckara) MayneHHH,
«TpacaHki Ha pyckaifl acHose». CaupisnibHaa 6asa mia y3vay-
NeHHs HaGbiTara pyckara MayjleHHS paryjspHa faubipacuua A3sKyubl
NEMIIaMy 3aCBacHHI0 Ha MPALATY SKbILUEBAra LLIKTY pyckad MOBbI
KoMimHiMi GenapyckaMoyHbIMi Moa3bMi (HockOiTami «TpacsHki Ha Genapy-
‘cKkail acHoBe») abo ix HaumyapkaMi. MarysiMa, (anoniHiM yacam) nepaxon Aa
«TpacsiHKi Ha pyckall acHOBe» MOXa afOblBalll@ i HemacpIHa 3 Y3pOYHIO
Genapyckara AblsUleKkTHara Maynexns (acabnisa ¥ Tex BbINajkaX, Kajli Takoe
MayneHHe ¥ 3HauHall cTyneHi namneraa pycigikaupli), 3 «nepackoKBaHHEM»
npas3 Tan «TpacsHki Ha Genapyckaif acHope». I'3Ta AblHaMixa 33AHCHAEILA
¥ ciryausii aryiapHara mpaipcy MoyHara 3pyxy, WTo anOeBaenna ¥ Besa-
pyci. Pycka-Genapyckae (HaObITac pyckae) MayneHHe YMOYHa MOKHA Ha-
3Ballb «TPAacAHKail-2», «He BenbMi ApoHHAH pyckall MOBai» — 3 NPHIYBIHbI
Taro, WITO aCHOBail TAKOM «TpacAHKi» (A3SKyHOYbl NMPLICYTHAcUi Banikaii
KOJIbKACH pyCKiX, HaliTtepIul JIEKCIYHBIX, phicay) 3’ a¥ngenua ¥xo pyckas Mo-
Ba, WITO YyacHa i 3ayBaxkaeLilia HABaKOJIbHBIMI.

«He BensMi gpanHail pyckail MoBait» (a He «BeJbMi ApIHHai» Gemapy-
cKaif) Takoe MayneHHe MOXa YcrpsIMalilia TaMy, WTO A1 ATo payLaHTay
pyckas MoBa — Apyras, HaOblTaf; y TaKix BhIMafixax narpabasaHue Ja Bao-
J@aHHA Y30pHBIM JIITapaTypHBIM CTaHapTaM 3 OOKY HaBaKOJBHBIX MOXa
6u111b 3HiXaHa. Tla-Apyroe, y napayHaHHi 3 «TpacsHkall Ha Genapyckaii ac-

13 T . Biaep niusie KapbICHBIM aAPO3HIBALLL 112 METALBIYHBIX MPBIYBIHAX «TPACAHKY-1» i «Tpa-
CAHKY-2», afHaK 3BApTac yBary Ha Toe, WTO Ha MpakThilikl Genapyckyilo abo pyckyro
ACHOBY TPAacAHKi BbI3HAUBILE LKKA. ANOIIHSASA aKa/i4Hacly CIPBIYbIHACIIIA 12 Taro, WTo
He Yce ayTaph! MPbIMaIOLb YWISHEHHE «TpacaHKi» Ha 1isa Bifel (BIEDER 2009).
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HOBE» I3Thl CYGKOA yc& x Taki Mae GOJIbII Li MEHIU aKp3CjleHb! KaHOH, af-
HOCHa GIi3Ki Ja pyckait cTanzapTHaii MoseL ' Tla-Tpaise, capon HocwGiTay
ratara KoZy agHOCHa Ooibllas KOMbKacub JIOA3eH 3 HAAPIHHBIMI 370Jb-
HaclAMi /ia 3acBacHHs Apyrofl MoBhI, i raTa akanmiyHacuk yBacabngenua ¥
GoJbII PITYIPHEIM YKbIBaHHI ¥ napayHanHi 3 HochOiTaMmi «tpacsHki Ha Ge-
napyckait acHope». ITimrydsr mpa ymmely 6emapyckait MOBBI Ha pyCKyro i
3acApOMKBAOMBICA Ha «OenapyckiM akipHHe» ¥ pyckait moee, H. Msu-
KOyckas, 3 amHaro 6oky, cuBApmkae, WTo Genapycki YIby y LBIBIM
MOXHa amicalb y BbIINAA3e clapajkaBaHara Ia CycrpakaibHAacLi cricy
acabmisacugy, 3 Jpyrora, nagae IMAYHH crnic aanapemHslx 3’y (MEY-
KOBCKAS 2003, 39-40). Hezanexxna ax rtaro, mrto H. Msaukoyckas He mia
TYT Mpa 3’4BY, [[akaM aHANaTi4yHyO Hallai «TpacsHIbl Ha pyckajl acHOBe»,
caMo YKka3aHHe Ha pO3Hilly MaMix npagykrami Genapyckara YIibIBy Ha pyc-
KYIO MOBY i pyckara YTuibIBy Ha 6enapycKyro MOBY 3 MYHKTY IJIE/KaHHA iX
adopmieHacli Ham 3jaellla, TEHHLIM. Y knacidikaupli smemanbix hopmay
MayiieHns, JaI3eHbIX Y KaneKThlyHalt MaHarpadii « TUronorus AByA3bIYus U
MHoroa3siuus B Benapycu», nanseHamy cyOkozy MOXa allaBsialb «pyckas
MOBa, ‘TIepaHachliaHas 3JeMEHTaMi pO3HbIX y3poyHAY Genapyckai» (BYJIbl-
KO & KPBICUH 1999, 93). 0. Kapakoy mnima npa HeagHo/NbkaBae BaloaHHe
¥ Bemapyci pyckait nitapatypHail MoBaif, 3¢ MOXHa CYCTpaub i «MoLHa
3MelaHae MayieHHe, sKoe Yo xyTusi anHocinua aa «rpacsHkiy (KOPSIKOB
2002, 114). Jina b. HopMaHna «TpacsHKai» 3’aynsenua ¥ nepuyro 4apry,
nmpaygananobHa, «pycckas peub ¢ CHIBHOH NpPHMech0 GelopyCccKHX
snementoB» (HOPMAH 2008, 294).

Taxora xoxy, afHak, He Beiazsnge 1. Jlickaseu. V aitaparypst icHye ms-
po4YaHHe aJHOCHA Taro, INTO JUIS pycka-Oemapyckara smellaHara MayiaeHHs
MOKHA BHIKapHICTOYBallb TOPMIH «TpacsHKa», 74 Aro nmpanaHyelua 3Haicui
inmyro HasBy (TSYKHUN 2006, 70).

V seim3anenHi nagobHara xony (Ui AByX cyOxonay) HenpamapubIsHaibHA
Ballikae 3HAY3HHE MAOLb ncixanariyseis ¢axrapel, A3eiHiuae «HACTPOri»
caupif-ncixanariynst KpuiTapbiil ycrnpbiManHsa. Ha wamy nymky, mopyd 3
nasoni iHTAHCiYHa 3MemaHbIM Oenapycka-pyckiM (abo pycka-Genapyckim)

14 AnHocHa cypbika Ha pyckali acHOBE JBa BeHrepckin ayrapsl HajgayHa 3pabini nasosni
napanakcalsHylo 3ayBary: «Cypkuk Ha 0ase pycckoro si3bika HE Tak AQleko ywen ot
CBOETr O JMTeparypHoro cranaapTay (AJATAIIN & MIBAWIKEBUY 2007, 233). Hesanexna
aj TAro, Ui HacamMp3u ayTapsl jiyaub, WTO CYPXbIK HA DYCKail acHOBE Mae YNacHb!
NiTApaTypHb! CTAHAAPT, Y iX BBIKA3BAHHI CLUBApMKAcUL, WITO riTas (Gopma MayneHHs
JaBoni Gmi3kas na pyckara jlitapatypHara MayneHHs.
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MayneHHeM («TpacaHkall Ha Genapyckalf acHoBe» i «TpacsHkaii Ha pyckai
acHoBe») icHye i HeiHTIHCiyHa 3MelaHae Genapycka-pyckae (abo pycka-
Genapyckae) MayneHHe, SIKOE ThIM HE MEHIH Yy MA3YHBIX CiTyaupiaXx MoOXa
crBapanb «3dekT 3MellaHara MayaeHHsA» 1 AaBONi 4acTa Moxa KBaii-
cpixaarua my6nikaii (i HaBaT ninrsicTami) AK «Tpacsukay.'”

Sk «TpacsiHka Ha OeJlapyckail acHOBe», Tak i «TpaciHKa Ha pyckaii ac-
HOBE» ¥ 1Idpary BhINAaJKay MaclsaxoBa BLIKOHBalOLS (QyHKubl (HeHTpaib-
HBIX) «KoJay MiXKKOIaBbIX 3HOCIH» (IJl. HiX3J1), mITo cTaHOYYa YruTbiBae Ha
iX KyJIbThIBaBaHHE i HITOpa3 HOBae Y3HayneHHe.

AKkpams r3ThIX HaifOOJNbI Ba)KHbIX BbiNajkay iCHaBaHHA «YjacHa» 3Me-
IaHbIX KoAay, y MayieHuail nmpakThilbl YacTa CycTpakaeMcs ca WMaT/ikimi
iHImIBIMI NMpaMeXxKaBbIMi 3°ABaMi, AKig Y3HiKalOLb Npb! 3MEIIBaHHI PO3HBIX
kozxay namix caboi.

2. Majnenuas akamMaganbid i nepak/arousfnre Koaay

2.1 Hekaabki TopmiHajariussix 3ayBar

V npawpce MixxacaboBait kaMyHikanbli cypa3smMoyie! (L npriHamci af3iH 3 ix)
Moryus ¥ OGonpmiaii abo MeHmail cTyneHi ajanTaBalb, TNpblMagabHALD,
«akaMajgaBanb» cBaé MayneHHe na criocaby MayneHHA CypasMoOyLUBI.
Tapminanoris npeiaara yenen 3a: NIEDZIELSKI & GILES 1996; TRUDGILL
1986."

V Genapyckail kaHTakTHalf JIHTBiCTHILBl T3PMiHaM «akamajalpifsy» Ka-
peictaeuua rakcama I'. Llpixyn (LIbIXVH 1998, 84; CYCHUN 1999, 4), nan
AKOil €H pasyMee «3axaBaHHE KO)KHall MoBaii cBaéif MaTiphbli Iphl 3MeHe
¢opMbl afHOI 3 iX maj ymisiBaM Apyro#l wi y3aeMHbIM GONbILbIM abo MeH-
mbiM 30abkanHeM iX ¢dopmey (LBIXYH 1998, 84), «ujednolicanie sie w

15 Ha Toe, wTo Nan HaliMEHHEM «TPACAHKI» 4acTa PasyMEIOLLA BebMi HemafoGHbIA 3°ABb,
yBara 3BApTanacs HeamHoiubel. Bonbiu mappaba3Ha npa ncixanariubsis acnekrsl § Bbi-
J3ANCHAI i kBanidikaupli «rpacsHki» rn.: ZAPRUDSKI (y apyky).

16 Y csagit paHeiimali npausl ana aba3HaudHHA npbinafabHeHHsa MoYUam cBaliro MayieHns 1a
MayNeHHsA CypasMOYLbI aA3iH 3 BBIAATHBIX TIPAACTayHIKOY caubisinHail neixanorii Mosst I
Joxalinc KkapeicTajca TakcaMa TIpMiHAM «KAHBEDTreHLUB A» («convergence»)
(mapays.: GILES 1977; Tyt nprieaseHa nasoqine: BAXTHH & FONOBKO 2004, 104). [Tl sk
TIpMiH (speech abo language convergence) nasHeli BbIKapbiCTOYBani i imuuels ayTapsl,
napayH., Hanpeiknan; BOURHIS 1984. TNMpaua I1. Tpamxsina Ham HexacTynHas, nanei cna-
CHifIKi Ha fie po0sLLa Npa3 nacpaAxiuTBa; WOOLHISER (y ApyKy).
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wigkszym lub mniejszym stopniu formy kontaktujacych jezykéw przy za-
chowaniu materii kazdego z nich» (CYCHUN 1999, 4). I'. Lpixyn naxn-
KpaciliBae, WTO pasrifaHas iM «TpacsHka» AK Bill KaHTaMiHausll afpo3-
HiBaenma i aj aciMingupli, i an akamagausli. Toe, mTo ¥ Hac Oyn3e iMeHa-
pauna axkamagaueiai, y I'. IpixyHa npeibnisHa annassnae (MoyHaMy) «KaH-
dapmizmy» (LIpIXVH 2000, 52; TSYKHUN 2006, 67, 69). Haamsapor, Heca-
CTymniBacub y MaysieHYbIM IUTaHe Y KaHTaKTaX 3 iHmbIMi moasemi JI.
Macenka ycnen 3a A. TkausHKaM pasriafac K MOYHYIO «CTOHKacUpb», ara-
BOPBAIOYBICA, @JHAK, [ITO YTl BHIPA3 HE HaleKblUb Ja JIKY
TapMinanariuusix (MACEHKO 2004, 143)..

3aBspiuaioubl FaBOPKY Apa iCHYIOUbIS TIpMiHANariyHela HaHMEHH], MOX-
Ha cracijauna takcama Ha Capy TomacaH, Akas cApoA csAMi MexXaHisMay, mTo
COpBIAIOLG Y3HIKHEHHIO 3MEIUAHBIX MOY, Ha3bIBae TaKCaMa «repaMayieHHe»
(«negotiating»), nax sKkim sHa pasyMee «mpanac (y mHorix abo ¥ Gonsiuacui
BBINAJKAY, BiNalb, HECBAZOMBI), NPl JANAMO3€ AKOTA MOYLBI aJIHOH MOBBI
3M3AUCHAIOLb MOYHBIA 3MEHbY, HAKOJBKI AHBI MOTYLb pacKa3ailb, 30/1bKarous!
CTPYKTYpY aIaHOM MOBBI ca CTpYKTypail iHirail MOBbI, 3 MOYLAMi AKOM AHbI
3Haxom3AUUa ¥ 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 MepkaBanni Moyuay ax-
HOCHA CTPYKTYPBI iHIIAH MOBBI IPABiNbHBISA, TO BbIHikaM Oy13e ChIXOKaHHe
(convergence) y HanpaMKy Ja iHinait MoBbl (TaMcaMa).

[laBoane cBeAqaHHs aqHAaro 3 3acHaBalbHiKay TIOpbI MayneHual
axaMapgausli I. Jxaiinca, yeaasenne iM y 1973 r. Mamni «mabinbHaci
HAIliCKy», afl AKO0M MoXa Beclli CBO# a/TiK TI0phIA MayneHyal akamanausii,
OBLIO N3YHBIM KAHCTPYKTHIYHBIM KPBITHIYHBIM ajika3aM Ha mapanpirmy Jia-
6oBa» (NIEDZIELSKI & GILES 1996, 334). T'. JDxaiinc naniusty, mwro rasnoy-
HyI0 poimo ¥ Bap’ipaBaHHi, fa AKora 3BspTaelllia facneaBaHbt ab’exT, irpae
e adiupiitnpl vs HeadilbIHHBI KAaHTIKCT, fKi, nasoane Jlabosa, Mae Bajlikae
3HaudHHE ¥ BHIGApBl «IPICTbDKHAra» abo «HEMp3CThhKHAra» MayieHyara
CTBIIIO, aJie XYT4dil MayneH4bl CThUIb CypasMoyLb! i, HaliGonelt, HecBamO-
Mas abo cBagoMas pIakibld JacnefaBaHara ab’ekTa Ha raTsl CTHib. Y ai-
MaBefHacHi 3 TIOpHIAil MaylieHuall akamanalbli «MOYIBI Bifa3MAHAOUL iX
MayNeHdbIsA CThULI, p3arylodsl He Ha KAHTIKCT Maj3ei, ale ¥ afkas Ha cmolib
adpacamay («speakers modify their speech styles not in response to the con-
text of the event, but in response to the addresee’s style») (Bbiny4ana aj-
tapami. — C.3.) (NIEDZIELSK! & GILES 1996, 334).
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Mayctae nbITaHHE: HAKOAbKI iCTOTHBIMI MoOryup Obllb I3ThIA Bifa-
3MAHEHHI?

3 agHaro GoKy, AHBL HandyHa MOTYLb Obllb MiHiMasbHBIMI @00 HeicToT-
HBIMI, LITO aJHAYACOBA Jae MarybiMaclih KaHCTaTaBalb HagyHAcLb BifasMs-
HeHHd 1 Ja3Baifse MoylLy ¥ Mpandce KaMyHikaleli 3axaBailb CBaK0 MayieH-
4YI0 (INPHTBIYHACLEY, YJIaCHa, 3aCTallla Npb! «CBaiM» Kox3e.

3 npyrora 60Ky, Tl Bila3MAHEHHI MOTYLb akasallia HacTONbKi iCTOT-
HBIMi, IITO T3Ta MO’Ka MAacTaBillb NaJ CYMHEHHE YTpbIMaHHE «CBairo» Kony,
A0 iIPHTHIYHACIL, TAKiM YbIHAM, afnbyx3elLua Iepaxoa Ha iHIIbl Ko, Koxa-
Bae NepaKiouIHHE.

[lepaknousHHeM KOAay HasbiBacula «¥xkeplBaHHEe HefikiM an-
HBIM MOVlaM Ha MpauAry agsol pasMoBbl G0Jbll, YbIM afHaro MoyHara Ba-
peisiray («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-
TO# Tpaup! Ha ATYI0 TIMY TaBOPhILA Npa crpakThikaBaHslx (fluent) Gininr-
Bay, AKis yacaM yuarsamouia ¥ nepakimousHHe koaay, NpafyKyroubl «Ibic-
KYpCBI, fKisi, ObIYIIBI YacTkal agHaro i Taro » Bblka3BaHHs abo iZy4bIX afHO
3a aHBIM BbIKa3BaHHAY, YK/IIOYalonb Map(deMbl 3 A3BIOX Li G0Nbill pa3HaBi-
Hacuay ixuara MoyHara pamneptyapy» («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 MayseHuyad akamazaubis

V cityaipii HenmacpagHara KaMyHiKaBaHHS A3BIOX aco0 MayneHuas axama-
Jalpld MOXa CYCTpaKaillia HacTONbKi, HAaKONbKi ¥ Takix BbIMafkax MOTyLb
CyTHIKala HOChOITHI ABYX pO3HBIX MayneH4bIx koday. IlcixanariuHait nepa-
JOyMOBail [t Maynenuait akamananpli 3’ aynsenua iMkHeHHe na kaMmdopTHaii
i adpexTHIYHAN KaMyHikalbli, 2 «T3XHajariyHai» — Tasg akani4Haclib, WTO ¥
Benapyci macraTkoBa Bsslikas KOJbKaclp JMIOA3el BanoJac He TOJbKi CBaim
«acHOYHBLIM» KonaM, ane i Helkim(i) inmemm(i). Bagoma, mwro Moyust 3BbI-
yaitHa cBsagoma abo HecBifoMa xo4dylp cnagabanua cBaiM cypasMoyiuam
(BOURHIS 1984, 176). Brirojaii akaMafanbIMHBIX MayJIeHUbIX MaBOA3iHaY
3’ayndenua Toe, WTO ¥ BHIMAAKYy ix YyBacabyieHHs, mnpaynanagobHa,
nassjiiuBaenna ycnpeiMaHas V3aeMHas NpbllranbHacle Moyuay, npai-
KasaibHACUL i Y3aeMHas MaATphIMKa, MaBbillaelllia Y3poBeHb Mixacabopati
VIMIrHYyTacll, criaclirabHaclb i 3pasyMenaciib, a Takcama, ITo HafiBaxHel

~
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y MOYHBIX KaHTaKTax, 3A0J1bHAcUp Moyuay nabiauua sroast 3 Goky 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») (NIEDZIELSK! &
GILES 1996, 335). V ThIX BbIMajgkax, Kajli aasiH 3 cypasMoyuay BbIXaBaHB! i
no6pa MampheIXTapaHbl ¥ pasHaCTalfHeEIX MOYHEIX MPAKTBIKAX, TO MayiIeHYasd
akaManansls 6yase, npaynanago0Ha, amans HenazbexHall. Sk mima anHa cy-
yacHas Oejlapyckas Jacienubllia, «HATypanbHa, IUTO YalaBeK BbIXaBaHbI,
MHrBiCTRIYHA JacBeA4aHbl 3H0Jiee MaiNaf3ilia rmajJ MOYHBl CThUIb CBaiiro
cypasmoyuby (HABACEBLABA 2007, 96). Xapaktaphi3ylouel KkaMyHika-
IBIAHEI TABOA3IHBI CY4acHBIX IOJBCKIX BACKOBBIX bIxapoy, I'. Kypak
3BApTae YBary Ha Toe, IUTO AHBI BeNbMi yyHHa i akaMafalplitHa paaryiolb Ha
MayeHds! KOJ, Ha AKiM fAa ix 3pApTaoiia cypasMoyusl (KUREK 1994, 109).

V gxacui imocTpaupli ncixanarivHail akamapgaueli, skas Bblpasimaca ¥
MepakiIIou3HHI Kojay, MoXHa criaciania Ha fobpa eaaomae aricanHe ba-
pricam Byp’siHam MOYHbIX 3HOCIHAY y MiHCKY NMaMix MACLIOBBIMI XbIXapami
i BeI3BaniLENAMI-Balickoyuami HanpeikaHup! Jpyroit cyceeTHail palinbel. ¥V
AKacHi «yKMovaHara» HasipajbHika 4anaBeK y BaliCKOBBIM aj3eHHi (ayTap
amicaHHs) KAHCTaTaBay HapMaibHae («AK HeEIUTa HaTypajbHae, 3BhIKJIAE,
#sIBoey) ObiTaBanne ¥ Mincky 1944 r. 6enapyckait MoBel («Ha Cypakckim
peIHKY a60 ¥ HaToyme BakoJ MpRIBaK3albHal L@APKBLL... CAPOJ NaMIETKaY»).
Aune BoCh EH 3arasBopBay Aa karocbui (Ha pyckaii MoBe) ~ i § BBIHIKY aTpbIM-
_mimanacs «30AHTIKaHas MMaj3a», «BiHaBaTas YcMellkan: «aapyiue, S TYT na-
CBOIMY, AK MBI $KO NpBIBBIKALb NMadaai NMpel HEMLAX, d BH X pasyMeele
TOJIBKI MMA-PYCKY, Ma-Mackoycky... | yanapek nérka nepaxonsiy Ha «mpoCTH-
Ten, «Gnaronapio Bacy, «nepxureck 6epera Caucnoun» (LUKASANEC, PRI-
GODZIC & SIAMESKA 1998, 69-70).

3amicanb! ¥ 1994 r. ycnamin b. Byp’sHa BeIkiIanseHsl, 30aella, 3 Helikait
Jon4i 3431yIeHH MOYHBIMI MaBo3iHAMi MiHCKiX naaneTkay. AjHak, citya-
B0, NPBI AKOH MIHCKI XIOIMibIK y30py 1944 r. y 3HOCiHax 3 canmaTaM-Bbl-
3BajileNeM He npbicTacoyBaycs 6 Aa MayieHHs amoLiHATa, MOXHa 6biio 6
NpeI3HaUb HaTypambHai, 6axail, TONbKI ¥ TeIM BHIMAAKY, Kali 6 &n He Mey
HABAaT MIHIMANBHLIX HaBbIKay MayNieHHA Ha pyckail MoBe. Yce acraTrHis
napameTpbl fanszeHaif KaMyHikaTeIyHaH CiTyalieli (3HOCiHBI Manojimara ca
CTapaiilliIM; 3HOCIHBI ABYXMOYHara 3 agHaMOYHBIM; 3HOCIHBI MACLOBara 3
Yy)KaKOM; 3HOCIHBI JKbIXapa akyrnasaHall TOPHITOpBI 3 BalCKOYUam-BbI3Ba-
JiueneM; 3HoCiHbl PaacTayHika NpeIBaTHAra JiakallbHara >KbIULS i peIBaT-
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Haii ipanorii 3 Hocs6iTaM dyHAaMeHTaNbHAl calblAIbHA-NANiTEIYHAN Micii
i «ycromplicHail» indasnorii; 3HOCiHBI MpafcTayHiKa «MajloW» KyJbTyphl 3
HOCBOITAM KyNbTypbi «BsiTikait»; 3HOCIHbI YaNiaBeka, AKi He Mae Ja4blHeHHs
Ia ynanpl, 3 yajasekaMm, ki ¥ moyHeIM cauce YBacabnse caGoil HoBYIO yia-
Iy, i Man.) ceeayalb Mpa Toe, IWTOo ¥ NaJ3€HBIM BBITIAAKY CTPATIris NpbicTa-
CaBaHHA Ja MayJeHuEIX MaBOA3IH Cypa3MOyubl BeIrNiAfana GoMbil, YbIM Ha-
TypaJibHai.

TIpbi MikacaGoBbIM CYTHIKHEHHI HOCBOITay ABYX PO3HBIX KOJAy Mardbi-
Mbl SIK PO3HBIA Bifbl KaMyHikailbli, TaK i BeIOpaHHe po3Hara KoLy (PO3HBIX
Kofiay) MixacaGoBbix 3HociHay. Habop MarybIMbIX CTIaly43HHAY KaMyHiKaH-
Tay, BEparofHbl «KOJbl MiXKKO/JABBIX 3HOCIH» ab0 BEparoAHbIs MayJIeHbIA
MaBO3iHBI i KBanidikalpia ajnaBelHbIX Bilay KaMyHikaLpli IpLIMAHANLHA

[a MOIHA J3KAHTIKCTYyali3aBaHbIX Genapyckix ciTyaupli npaicraynenst ¥
Tabmims! 2.

Beparonnbi(s) Ksanigixaupisa
kon(e1) Bifly KaMyHiKalpli
«MDKKOH@BBIX ¥ THIM BbIHTIAJKY,
MarusIMbIA 3HOCiH» a6o KaJi Hi
kaMOiHapli BEparoJiHbIs aKaMmanaibi, Hi
KaMyHikaHTay MOY HbIA HepaKIOYIHHA
MIaBOJ3iHbI Kopay He anOyn-
KaMyHikaHTay 3eLua
1 Ben sgit. | ben. mir. = KaMyHiKailbIs
Il Ben. nit. | ben. apl- Ben. Tpac. KaMyHiKalpla
AL
I Ben. nir. Ben. Ben. Tpac. KaMyHiKaLpIs
Tpac.
v Ben. mit. Pyc. Pyc. Tpac. HanaykaMmyHika-
' Tpac. usist'’

17 Kpanidikausia aan3eHa ¥ annaseHaclii 3 NPaKThIKai Ha3bIBalb TaK 3HOCIHBI NaMiX A3BIO-
Ma acobami, AKia ¥ MkacaGoBbIM KaHTAaKLE KapbICTaloLLUa cBaiMi MoBami, napayu.: HAU-
GEN 1972; BUDOVICOVA 1987. TTasoane I'ycraycana, Gniskacup Genapycxaii i pyckait Moy
pobiue mobyio cymech mamix iMi 3pasymenaii («makes any suc h m ixing i ntelligible»)
(HockGitam abeassiox mMo¥) (GUSTAVSSON 1997, 1924). Ancions moxra 65110 6 3paGiuk
BBICHOBY a0 ThIM, LITO KaMYHikaupls 3 y3enam mo6ora 3 Binay «Tpacauki» (Ha Genapyckaii
acHoBe a0 Ha pyckaii acHoBe) éclib KaMyHiKaubis, a HE HanayKaMyHiKalibls, aIHaK Ml na-
KyJib actieparaemcs pabilib Takyto BHICHOBY (Tl HiXKOH).
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\Y% Ben. nit. | Pyc. nit. - HanaykamyHika-
LBEs
VI Ben. mel- | Ben. mwI- = KaMyHiKaubia'
S SUL
VII | ben. mpi- Ben. ben. tpac. KaMYHiKalbisa
AL Tpac.
VIII | Ben. mpl- Pyec. Ben. tpac. amaib
. Tpac. KaMyHikaupisa'
IX Ben. mei- | Pyc. miT. ben. Pyc. amarnp
L. Tpac. | Tpac. KaMYHiKailpls
X Ben. Ben. = KaMyHiKalpIA
Tpac. Tpac.
X1 Ben. Pyc. = amanb
Tpac. Tpac. KaMyHiKalibis
XII Ben. Pyc. miT. ben. Pyc. amab
Tpac. Tpac. | Tpac. KaMyHiKaLpla
X Pyc. Pyc. = KaMyHiKaLpIg
Tpac. Tpac.
XV ‘Pyc. Pyc. mir. - KaMyHiKaIpbIsg
Tpac.
XV | Pyc.uit. | Pyc. mir. = KaMyHiKalpbIs

Tabniua 2. HaGop MarysiMbix CRANy4IHHAY KaMyHikaHTay,
BEPAroHbIA «KObl MDKKOAABBIX 3HOCIHY a60 BEparoAHsis
MayNeH4bIs NaBO3IHb! | KBani(hikaubls aanabeHBIX Biaay
KaMyHiKatpi

DT, — AiTapaTypHae (MayneHHE), AbIAN. — QelANEKTHAE (May-
JICHHE), TPAC. —«TPACAHKA»

= — BRINAJKI, Kani Hi MayaeHyas akamMaaaLbia, Hi Nepakmo-
y3HHe Koaay He natpabyioutia

- — BBIMAAKI, KaJli BRICOKaA BEPAroAHacLib Taro, ITo
NpbIHAMCi aA3iH CypasMoyiia MOXka HE akamanasauua, 3a-
CTalua fpbi CBaiM KOA3E

18

19

V BeinafKy CyTsIKHEHHs HocsBiTay NaBosi ampPO3HBIX ABIANEKTAY, «KOAAM MiKKONABBHIX
3HOCIH» ¥ JAI3CHBIM BHINAAKY Maryia 6 cTalb, BEparoaHa, Hannepi «TpacaHkay.

Tyt i naneii kpanidikaupia «aMaib KaMyHikaupia» (a He «HanaykamyHikalpis») faeuua Bbi-
nagkam, kajli ¥ 3H0CiHaX y/izensHivalous npaacTayHiki (1aBoni MouHa pycidikasausix) be-
napycKix ABIANEKTAY, a TakcaMa BbITAAKY, Kalli CYTIKAKOLIA HOCKEITh «TpacaHki Ha Gena-
pycKail aCHOBE» | «TPAcsHKi HA pycKaii aCHOBE».
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[Ipsr Ycéit criexynsuplitHaclli NpbIBEA3EHbIX Y TaOMilbl JaJ3eHbIX SHA ThIM
He MEHII MOXa flakasallb, LITO Mpb! CYThIKHEHHI HOCLGITAaY pO3HBIX Komay y
Oenapyckaii citTyaupli § BhInaaky A3esHHA MayieHyall akamaganbli kaMmpa-
MICHBIM «KOZIaM Mi*KOAaBbiX 3HOCiH» JABOJI yacTa MoXa Obllb TOl abo iH-
bl Bil 3MeliaHara mayneHHs (kamGiHaueli kamyHikanray [, III, 1V, VII,
VI, IX, X, XI, XII, XIII; He BeIkmouaHa Takcama VI). Axcrons MokHa 3pa-
6inb BbicHOBY ab Bsulikalf npakTeiyHaifl xapbicui ¥ Genmapyckail cityaibli
YMeHHs ¥ 3aiexHacli afx po3HbIX KaMyHIKaThIYHbIX napTHépay i cityaublii
3MelIBalk y ThiX a60 IHIIBIX NMpanopuplix 6enapyckyio i pyckyro MoBbi. Sk
sayBaxay I1. TpamkoLl, 3 LsAraM yacy akamazalpls MOXa CTaHaBilla nepMa-
HEHTHal 3’sBaii, I. 3H. MOYL(Bl MOTYLb YBOA3ILb PbICHI, fAKif SHbI KYJBLThbl~
BYIOLb Y BbiNaJlkax akaMajalpli, y cBa& MayJeHHe NMpbl 3HOCIHAX 3 HOCLOI-
TaMi cBaiiro ynacHara koxy (WOOLHISER, y npyky). Ilpaynanano6Ha, y Bbl-
NafIKy 3 «TpacsHkai» cyThlkaeMcd 3 TakiM peHOMeHaM.

2.3 IlepakrousHHe Koaay

[TepaxmousHHe koaay y MixacabOBBIX 3HOCIHAX NaMix HE3HaAEMbIMI JTIOA3b-
Mi, fiKoe MaBoJie MeplbIX ManmAp3AHiX Hazipanuay (ra. JISHKEBIY 2007,
JISHKEBIY 2008) y Benapyci He 3’saynsena BenbMi malubsipanail mpaxkTeikai,
MOJXa Mellb Bslikae calplssIbHAae 3HAUIHHE: YXKbIBAaHHE ¥ MayNeHHi 3neMeH-
Tay iHmai MoBBI Moxa kBani(ixkaBalua, 3rofHa 3 gacnenaBanHeM H. Ta-
canpMa madatky 1970-x rr., ax 3usuue npabnembl MOYHail HanpyskaHacli,
ckapaudHHe MoyHal neictaHubll (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982, 105), sx
M3 HBI «GACTIEYHbI KNIanaHy», AKi 3aXoyBae 1ynacHacupy KoxHalt MoBbl («safe-
ty-valve that conserves the integrity» of each language) (WOOLARD 1989;
npeiBea3eHa mnasoane: POSNER 1993, 64). Ilakompki ¢deHoMeH nepa-
KIIIOY3HHA Kolay He abaBsA3koBa BbIKJIikaella KENCKiM BajloJaHHeM NayHai
MOBaii, IpB!I AT0 BRIBYY9HHI acabiiByl0 kapbiClib Mae anopa Ha MaHAlLUe Ka-
MyHikaTblyHall kamneTHIpH (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982, 108).

Ha appo3nende an MayneHuail akaMangaupli, Axas 3°ayjasenua nepagycim
ncixanarigynsiM (eHoMeHaM, KoJaBac NEpakloudHHe Mae 06araTyrlo Tpaibl-
HBII0 pasrigy He TONIbKi CalbIsIbHBIX acnieKTay raraif 3'4Bbl, ajie i MOYHBIX.
V T2apaThIYHBIM IUIaHe WiKaBbIM 3’Ayifelila MbITaHHe, NepakmousHHs aa3i-
HaK AKora MiHiMaybHara y3poyHio ¥ MayneHuall mibiHi JacraTkosa, kabd
MokHa GBLTO raBapbilb a0 HasyHaclli NepakiousHHA Kojay y NphIHUbITE, 3
HyHKTY IJ€UKaHHS NaBEepXHEBail CTPYKTYpPhl KOJaBae MepakiIioudHHe Moxa
yxmoyalpk BelkapbicTaHHe acoOHBIX clioy, Bbikniunikay (HELLER & PFAFF
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1996, 598). 3 npeiBenseHait Bpimdit Ho¢iHiNGI KogaBara nepakaoYdHHA
K. Maep-CxotaH (. 2.1), BeIHiKae, IUTO NepaKiOuIHHE Kofay Moxa aalbi-
Ballla Ha y3poyHi MapdeM. AxHak KoIdaBae NEpakMIOU3HHE MOXA afbbl-
BaLlA i UTIAXaM YBAA3CHHA ¥ NBIHL afHOH MOBBI MiHIMANILHBIX a3iHAK Thi-
Oy acoGHbIX rykay (acobHara ryxa) iHmail MoBel, i ¥ r3ThIM IIaHe, 3]aBa-
nacs 6, He 3aycénpl MOXa OBILb BiJABOYHBIM, Y YbIM MAyArac po3Hila mamix
KOZABBIM IEPAKIIOUIHHEM i, HalphIknaj, iHTIpdepaHubiail. Posxina mamix
rTeIMi 3°ABaMi BHICBATIAENNA Npbl AanaMmo3e YcTaHayJIeHHs MeXaHizmay
«3anmycky» (triggering) agHoif i Apyroif 3’ABBI: y Toif yac, K IHTIpdEpIHLIbIA
A3eifHiuae Ha HECBAAOMBIM Y3POVHI, Nepakimo4YsHHe KoAay 3A3sicCHAELLA
Onixxoif Ja naBepxHi cBAZOMAacui i Mae TIHIIHIKGIO MaHidecTapaup csa6e
TOMNBKI § TBIX CiTyauplsX, Kajli SHO MajaJaelia iHTIpNpITaLsli 3 6oky cypas-
Moy st (BAETENS BEARDSMORE 1982, 110-111).

2.4 LmrocTpaneli MaysieH4ail akaMagausli i nepakaoyIHus Kogay

V 3axmoyHail 4acTIB! apThIKYJIa Mbl TPBIBOA3IM 3 MiHIMAIBHBIMI KaMeH-
TapaMi HexanbKi NpbIKIagay pycka-Genapyckara i Genapycka-pyckara koja-
Bara NEpakMmoOYIHHA, a TaKCaMa BHIKAPBICTaHHE ¥ kaMyHikaupli riGpbIAHBIX
dopmay.”’

2.4.1 Pycka-Geslapyckae nepak/iouiHae

(1) R: Bepuynack g u3 Y3uel, a Uropek mue rosopur: «Hy, uro,
BepHynach, BATAL[YKT A»?

(2)  L: OH He sBuiICA Ha KOH(EPEHLIHIO
R: [la, ox B nocnenHee BpeMs BooOiue 3HIK

(3)  L:Cxonbxo mue 1e04 xaatb, KIABAPAI?

(4)  L: Jlena, npuset! Kax JKBILILIE?

(5)  A:Cnymaii, IIPBITYPKABATAZA, 3AB’10!

(6)  A:Hy, nasait yuucs u MHOTO nocy st He ITDLIKAM
Ba jcix BeIIUNpPBIBEA3EHBIX NPBIKNAAaX 3HOCIHAY maMik n0GpeIMi 3Haé-
MeIMi (1 1 2 — BymiuHeis ryrapki; 3-6 — TanedoHHbIS pa3MOBbI) Mepakio-
Y3HHI 3 pyckaif MoBb Ha Genapyckyio (2, 4-6) i Ha «Tpacanky» (1, 3) aby-
MOY/IEHB! SKCIpICiyHBIMI MaTp36ami MoYLAY — HacTONbKI MOLMBIMI, 1UTO ¥
npeixnanse (1) moyua R He cribiHseLLa iepag CTRApIHHEM AABOJ WITYUYHait

20 YMoyHbia aGasuaudusi r1. y ganatky.
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dopmbi BAJIAL]YKTA, sxyro § 3BbIaiiHbIM Xbillli Ha§pan nadyeut. (Popma
BAJIALIVTA 3’saynsenua naakpacieHa Oenapyckad, i TyT ana nayHarsl
KapliHel 66110 6 HaTypanbHa Yakaub HapMaTthiysara Genapyckara ¢pbika-
TeiyHara I y BuiMayiieHHi, a He pyckara BsiOyxnora I'.)

Pranisanpno akcnpaciyueix natpsbay Moyuay Moxha dikcapaub i ¥ BbI-
najkax, Kali KaHCTaTyeM amnacpoKaBaHbl KaHTAKT, HANpBIKNAL y BBICTYII-
NeHHsx KipayHika m3spxassl A.I'. Jlykammski na Tane6auansi (7) i (8), a
Takcama paJaKTapa agHo¥ 3 JBApKayHIX raseT na paapié (9) (y anouHim
BBINAJIKY, aKpaMs Taro, HasipaeM NpbIOi3Hae UbITABAHHE ajiHAro 3 Kiacikay
Gesrapyckaii JliTapaTyphbl):

(7)  P: Y uro xe Gouio? Bzaxne6, TBAJITAM kpuyanu, uto Geno-
pycckuii 361k OyneT yHuuTOMeH. Yto momyuunocs? [locne 06-
BAILHOIO HACAKACHUSA GeNopycckoro A3pika ObUIM TPHHATEI
KOHTpMephl. CeTONHA MO HUCCICIOBAHUAM HE3ABHCHMBIX yue-
HBIX, B TOM 4pciie MUHICTEpCcTBa 00pa3oBaHus, HOATBEPKACHO:
TBEpHO ycTaHoBunoch 40 % ko ¢ 6enopycckuM a3eikom 06y-
YeHHUA.

(8)  P: Ouu yxe roroesl Boesatsh 3a HE3AJIEJXXKHACLb Benapycu.
OHM OpraHu3yrT HaLMOHANIbHO-0CBOGOAUTENbHYIO UNM BbI3-
BAJIEHYVIO Boiiny.

(9)  J: KoHeyHo, 3TO HEKOHCTPYKTHBHAs TIO3MLMA, KOTa M30 JHA B
leHp npu3biBaloT k demy-to TMna «XJIOIILbI, BAPBIIE
CTPJJIbBBI! » u ToMy nogobHoe.

Mpbiknags 10-12 3amicanst ¥ 2004 r. nagdac xaurpaca Acambei noMakpa-
THIYHBIX HAYpaaBeixX apraHizauplil Benapyci (y wsnepauisi MOMaHT He ic-
Hye), y paMKax AKora KaHTakTaBajli 3HauHas KOJbKacHb JBYXMOYHBIX acol 3
pO3HLIM Y3pOyHeM XaMmeTsHUbl § Oenmapyckaih mose. Ilakonpki aprasi-
3aTapbl KaHIp3ca BHICTYIAN NepaBakHa na-0enapycky, i ¢Apojl «CraHTaH-
HBIX» MpamoyHay Osuia BsNikas KoJbKacip OenapyckaMOyHbIX IOA3EMH, pyc-
KaMOYHBIA ¥3eabHIKi MepanpbleMCTBa HAP3IKa akamajaBailics Ja acapoi-
N34, BBIKApHICTOYBatoubl ¥ cBaiM MayneHHi Teia abo iHmbis Genmapycka-
MoOYHbIA (pa3bl aG0 acCOGHBIA CIOBbI, IITO YacaM CKIajana iM nayHels npab-
siemel (ipsiknan 12).

(10) D;: Moxer, U JHTOBLB! MOACKa3amu Obl HAM 4YTO-TO CBOMM
JOCBEIIAM.

(11) D,: Beem Bam BSJIIKI JI3AKYH, notoMy 4TO KHIKKA yXKe Bbl-
XOIHT.
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(12) Dy [y aoxa3 wna ponniky Ha Oenapyckai  Mmoge,
sannyyunies]...cwxy B BEJIAPYCKIM ACSIPOJI3I, yxe He
MOTY II0-pYCCKH CKa3aThb
Brinazki akaMangaupli ia cypasMoyLbl i BEIKApHICTaHHA KOZaBara Iepaxio-
Y3HHA Y IKCIP3CIVHBIX MATaX, HaTypajbHa, MOTYLb CyCTpakaula 3yciM mo-
0ay y pamkax afgHoif i To# xa pa3MoBBbl, SK MOXHA Ha3ipaup Yy NpPbIBEI3€HBIM
Hixo# nppixaagze (13). Tyt apa ao6pa 3HaEMBIA BBIKTARYbIKI-TyMaHiTAPHI
(X — nepaBaxHa GenapyckaMoyHbl, Y — IepaBakHa PyCKaMOYHBI) pasMmay-
nsEonb npa maesaky Y ¥ amsiH 3 ykpaiHckix yHiepcitaTay (X Mphl I3ThiM
HEpaKIIoYbIycsa Ha aCHOYHYIO MOBY Y, PYCKYIO):

(13) X: U kak che3nmmu?

Y: HopmansHo. BripoueM, He odeHb uHTepecHo. Kadenpa tam
cnaboBartad. ECTb TONbKO OfMH JOKTOpP HayK, 3aHUMAacTCd, Ka-
KeTesl, [Haseana nagykosasn cneywvianizayvia]. Tpu kaHIuOaTa U
MOJIOJEKD.

X: 51 3Hal0 TaM ecTh AOKTOp [Ha38ana KakpamHae npo3giwyaj,
0Ha HanKcala JYCCepTaLlmIo 0 [Hazeana mamaj.

Y: [eifcTBHTEIbHO, eCTh Takas. S mpuBe3 ¢ coboit HECKONBKO
CBOHUX CTaTe, [yMall, MOXeT, KOMy-HHOYb MOAapIo, HO OKa3a-
JIOCh MM 3TO HeHHTepecHo. MoJoexb HUKakoit ocoboit Haykoi
He HHTepecyeTcs, OHUM OoJbille CTaparoTCs Kak-To NpoXuth. U,
KOHEYHO, yIpy4aeT, 4YT0 y HUX (pakTHUECKH HET PYCCKOTO f3bl-
xa. S MIEPIIVIO TAJIBIHY CBAEW JIEKIIBII [TPAYBLITAY
MTA-BEJIAPYCKY, IbIK CTVJIDHTHI SIK Bbl YBAXJIIBA
CIIYXAJIL A JPYIVIO TA3IHY S YbITAY HA PYCKAM
MOBE, JblK SHblI K BblI PA3I'YBUIICA. PACYA-
PABAHBLA, 3AIICALIL HE YMEIOLb. BEJIBMI MOILHA
HACTPOEHBI CYIIPAIIb VCAT'O PYCKATA. '

X: MHe npuxomunoch CIbIIATE MHEHHE, Y4TO TaM yxe He 6o-
PIOTCS € PYCCKMM fA3BIKOM. 3ad4eM ¢ HuUM GopoThes, ecin Mo-
CKBa UM YK€ HUYEM He yrpoxaer?

Y: Oro He Tak. Bpar Bceraa HyxeH, U Poccus odeHs xopomia B
9TOM KavecTBe. MoOJNOAEXb TaM OYeHb CUIBHO HAaCTPAHBAIOT
npotuB Poccun, U oHa 3Ty nponaraiay BocnpuHUMaeT. S Obln B
Tearpe, e MOKa3bIBAIK CHEKTAKIb 10 MOTHBAM MPOU3BEIEHU
IlleBuenko. Tak oHM BeIOpanu e€aBa JIM HE TOJBKO Takue, T
ObUTM aHTUpYCCKHE MOTHBBI (OHM y LlleBueHko AeiCTBUTENBHO
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ectb). Jto Obuto Takoe HarpomoxaeHne IIPA T'OThIX
JIP3HHBIX MACKAJNEY, AKI HE JAIOL[b BOJIBHA
XblLb VKPAIHE. BbIY TAM D3II30/1, KAJI ¥ I'JIBIBIHI
CUDPHBI MAIAE TIOMHIK ITATPA 1. V 3AJIE IIOVHAE
3AJIABAJIBHEHHE, POV, LITO TYT PAJJABALILIA, I'3TA
X KVJIbTYPHbI CIMBAJI?! 3JABAJIACS, 3APA3 XTO-
HEBYJI3b I'VKHE «XAJI3EM BIL[b MACKAJIEV! ».
[Maguac ratail pasMoBbI NIpbl HA3MEHHBIM CKJIajg3e KaMyHikasTay i xamyHi-
KaTbIyHail citTyaupli cypasmMoyua Y JBoifdbl Nepaximoubiycs Ha Oenapyckyio
MoBy. Ilepuisl pas — xaznaroysl nepaxasallb MaKciMaibHa af3KBAaTHBIMI MOY-
HbIMi cpoixami ¢akT npaybITaHHS JIeKUpli Ha Genapyckait MoBe (abo npocrta
TaMy, WTO ¥ pasMoBe y3Hixia T9Ma Oenapyckail MoBbI) i, npaynananoOHa,
paaryrousl Ha GenapyckamoyHyio acoby cypasmoynel X. Y ApyriM BeINagKy
HepaxiIousHHe Ha OelapycKyro MOBY affbliocs, BEparoHa, A3efs 3KCHpa-
ciyueix MaTay. Ha anpo3HeHHe aj mepluara BbIUIafKy TYT HE ifze raBopka
npa MOYHBI pIani3M, 3aToe TIpHI JkapTayiBa-ipaHiyHbIM alicanHi MaBoA3iHay
yKpaiHCKiX Ifiefadoy Ha CTeKTaKsIi angiyaHa JapIYHbIM BhIKaphICTallb MEHA-
BiTa Oenapyckyio MoBy.

HatypanbHa, mro npel nepakillOudHHI 3 pyckalt MOBBEI Ha Genapyckyro
MaTbiBaM HAp3Ka BBICTYNAE KajaHHE NpaiupiTaBallb HaLbITHAJIbHA Harpy-
’aHbls nanAuli abo npeiBecHi KyJIbTYpHa 3Ha4HBISA BBIPa3bl, K Y MPBIKIAA3e
3 TIpaMoBbl Ha MiTbIHTY (14):

(14) Cronbko ner Npo Hac TOBOpUIH, YTo MBI Takue ITAMSP-
KOVHBLA, CLITIIBLA

2.4.2 Beaapycka-pyckae nepakiiousHHe

V npriBensensix HibkoH npeiknagax (15), (16), (17) i (18) (3amicanb! naguac
ceMiHapa i kaHrpaca Acambiei JdMakpaTeIUHBIX HAYpafaBBIX apraHizanbrif)
MepakIoYsHHi 3 Genapyckait MOBBI Ha pycKyo Gblli BbIKITiKaHbI, BEparoaHa,
’aJlaHHeM IIPBIBECLi Ha MOBE apbiriHana Hedikis Ycrolinisbia ¢passl abo BbI-
pasbl, 3 SKiMi MOYIIBI CyTHIKAIOLA HafNepil, Bialb, Y pyckaMoyHbIM adap-
MIIeHHI, ab0 HeraToBacIO XyTka Jalp Oenapycki SKBiBaneHT:

(15) M: YBOI'VJE 3PABILb I'OTA SUIYD PA3 BbUIO b KA-

PBICHA. IToBTOpEHbE — MaTh YUCHBDS.

(16) F: HAM TP3BA BbI3HAUBILIIIA, I3E MBI 3HAXO-
JIBIMCS, SIK KAXV1b, 3aech u celfuac.
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(17) F: Mbl 3ALIIKAVJIEHBI, KAB BbIJIA [TPA®ECIHHAS [PA-
LA — ckanbnenb Jo/mKeH ObITh 3aTOUEH!

(18) F: Y I'DThIM BBIAVIIAELILIA CIIEJIACLIb APTAHI3ALIBII,
SKAS TIPBIMAE ynpaBieH4YecKoe peHieHue.
V npeixknamse (18) nagatkoBa MoOXHa MepkaBanp ab agcyTHacui § Oena-
pyckail MoBe ymanara i 3amauaBaHara ¥ MayyieHHi aamaBefHika pyckamy
CIIOBY ynpagneH4eckuil.

Yacam nepaxon 3 6enapyckall Ha pyckylo aabeiBaeLua ¥ ciTyaust, kami §
Helikara MOYUpl ¥3Hikae M3yHad cknafaHas KaMyHiKaThIYHAA Kafisid, sAKy0
€H IMKHelllla BBIPAILBIIL Y ThiM JiKy Ipa3 NepaklioYdHHE Ha PYCKYIO MOBY,
skas ¥ Gombuiait ctyneHi, 9biM Genapyckas, yBacabnse caboit ynany. V ci-
Tyausl (19) npancrayneHsl agpacaBadsl myOuinpl (MepaBakHa CTYAIHTAM)
myO6JIivHB! DBIAJIOT Mepajl MavaTkaM TaBapbickail rynbHi § BaneiiGon mamix
BRIKJAMUbIKaMi 1 CTyIO3HTaMi ¥ agHBIM 3 MiHCKIX yHiBepciTaTay. S — Bagyusl
raTara AplUIOry, IpajcTayHik agMiHicTpalpt afgHaro 3 dakynsratay; D — ki-
payHik raTara ¢aKkyJabT3Ta.

(19) S: CEHHA ¥ HALUAW T'VJIBHI VJI3EJILHIYAE JOKAH
HAIIIATA ©®AKVYJIBTOTA, SKI, SIK BAHOMA, I'VJIALb
HE YMEE...

D: YAMY HE YMELIO? 4 S114D ¥V LIKOJIE...
S: [nepabigarouwn, scapmoyua] 1 BAM CJIIOBA HE IIABAS"...

D: [nepabisaiouwt ¥ adkas, 3 nagbruarnem mory] 5 ewe B uKo-
JIe UTpaJl 32 COOPHYIO IIKOJTLI.
TyT pyckas MoBa Obina BelGpaHa A Taro, kab nepaxarine «BajogaHHey Ci-
Tyalplall, HeHaBA3/iBa [MACTABILb BAfyuara «Ha Meclay, Harajaub AMy Ipa
HeabxomHacHb 3aXaBaHHA cybapAbIHALbI.

2.4.3 IlepakaouinHe «benapyckas MOBa — TPACSHKAY,

Hspanka HockGiThI Genapyckail MOBBI, Xa/laloubl [aXapTaBallb, 3BAPTAIOLLA
A3 BBIAYNECHYBIX MaripiMacilay «TpacsHki» (yce HiXAHNpHIBEA3eHbIA Mphl-
KNaJbl 3amicaHbl Magdac MepanpbleMcTBay AcamBiei [9MaKpaTHIYHBIX HAY-
pajaBbiX apraHisarbiii):

(20) F: YBOI'VJIE MbI CTAPAJIICA AKTHIBI3BABAIIL ABMEP-
KABAHHE, PACCBUIAJIL VCIM JICThl 3 PO3HBIMI
ITPAITAHOBAMI-TIPABAKALILIAMI, AJIE BOJAT'YK BbIY
MIHIMAJIBHbBI [ ObICKYCIA BIATAIIAJIVUHA 3ATHY-
JIACh
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(21) F: Bbl XALIEJI] B HATTICALb BOJIbIN? KAJII JIACKA, HA
JI3EJIA TIATIEPA ¥ HAC ECIIb.

(22) F: A HA XAJIEPY MHE HA BAC [TEPABOJ3ILDb 5YMAT'Y!
YacaM KynbTbiBaBaHHE «TpacsHKi» anObiBaclua, Oanaii, HE3Hapok, AK Y
npsixnaznse (23), n3e HoceOiT Genapyckail MOBBI ¥ afika3 Ha pamiky pycka-
MOVHall %aHYbIHB! BETJIiBa MEPAKIIOUbIYCA Ha PYCKYIO JlEKCiky, ajle He mepa-
KIIOYbIYCs Ha PyCKYIO (paHEThIKY:

(23) Z: Yuraere nu Bbl KypHan «Acambnes»?

N: YBITAIO BPOMA AT BPOMEHI.
2.5 I'a1a npaua 3’dyngenua ToJNbKi HalbIM TEPUIBIM NOACTYNaM Ja TOMBI.
Jacnenasanni ¥ Benapyci Maynenyait akaMajanbli i nmepakiiousHHa konay
HaKyJb Maiollb HETJIBIOOKYIO Tpaapllblio. 3akpaHyThis § npaupbl npabiaembl
narpabyroLb narsieidiieHara JacielaBaHHs, 3 MAaJKJIIOYIHHEM Ha iX BbIBY-
Y3HHA KaJEKTBIBAY Aacie4ubikay 3 PO3HBIX YCTaHOY.

JanaTak

Ymoyubis a6azHaudHHI:

Pyckas MoBa;

BEJIAPYCKAS MOBA;

TIBPBRITHBIA (« TPACAHKABBIAY) @OPMBI;
KI" — BeIOYxHHI r'yk [ y paMkax riGpeiaHex GopM;
[pamapki HasipanbHika]
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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 I 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 frasjanka 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 scholarly 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.
It 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
deyxmoye, cymemuanae 0syxmoye) 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” (ITIPOTUAHKA 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
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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 existence of coordinate bilingualism by Belaru-
sian authors, as well as a general disregard of communicative competence
issues, have resulted in a situation where often usual, “ideal” and “abstract”
representatives of real 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. Luka%anec and N. Mja¢-
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-
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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 basis for 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
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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. I 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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Gerd Hentschel, University of Oldenburg (Germany)

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 they constitute 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 surZyk (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 scems 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 janguages”, that
could be an (over-) generalization which perhaps is justified for “lexicon-grammar splits” of
the “structural prototype” of mixed fanguages (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.

100




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 languages, 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 fimes 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).
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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-
motika” 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,
2401).

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 point of view in investigating linguistic variation will be cho-
sen following socio-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 IL.

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 y’-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 BaranaviCy 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 hetae | éto | hétaja éta hetyja | éti
héta héta
gen. | hétaha | étogo | like heétaj étoj hétyx étix
dat. hétamu | étomu | masc. sg. hétaj étoj hetym | étim
acc. like nom. like nom. hetuju étu like nom.
or gen. hetu or gen.
instr. | hetym étim like hetaj(u) | etoj(u) | hétymi | étimi
loc. hétym étom masc. sg. hetaj étoj hetyx étix
Br. R. Br. R. | Br. R. Br. R.

(2) Demonstratives of the distal deixis: comparison of Br. und R. Forms

Case Masc. Sg. Neut. Sg. Fem. Sg. Plural
nom. tof tot toe to | taja ta tyja | te
gen. taho togo like toj toj tyx | tex
dat. tamu tomu masc. sg. toj toj tym | tem
acc. like nom. or gen. | like nom. tuju tu lgt: nom. or
instr. tym tem like toj(w) | toj(w) | 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 4, there is an entire series of other consonant or compositional morpheme prothe-
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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 & GIRUCKI 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/~/r’/ op-
position in R. while the Br. counterpart only has the non-palatal /r/, or the
consistent palatal /t8’/ pronunciation of ¢ in Russian, while in Belarusian it is
non-palatal; cf. also the so-called Br. Cekanje, [¢’] (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 fegarded 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
arole in this study. Demonstratives that etymologically do not go back to historical # 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. {hét-/t-} and the R. {ét-/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 the proximal and distal deixes), but the R. endings begin either
with -i- (proximal deixis) or -e- (distal deixis); e.g. Br. hét-yja / t-
yja—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. hét-y
/ t-0j — R. ét-ot / t-0t."® (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 fuf» which
according to the laws of sound change produces for. The ¢ is an originally expressive
prothetic particle, which was contracted in the pronominal form. The Br. variant of this par-
ticle was he. Similarly, the Br. form of the distal Deixis fof has developed from the compo-
sition of two demonstrative (definite) pronouns z0j «— v plus jb.

16 It is, of course, a simplification to describe the R. -of here as an ending. (The alternative and
usual practice is to assume a stem éfot- 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/. (c) 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. Aét-uju — R. ét-u. By contrast, apart
from the prothetic 4 the short Br. forms are identical to those of the
corresponding Russian: e.g. Br. Aét-u. 17

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 4. 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 It 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 KRIvICKI;, MICHNEVIC & PODLUZNYJ (1990, 150) cites
them as alternative forms. The BRS (2003, s.v.hégy) 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.
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(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 | it/ 1t'-, ¢’/
singular 84 | 100.0% 0.0%
plural | 15| 86.7% | 13.3%

The R. stem forms /et-/ and /et’-, ec’-/ 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 #&/ (thet-/, /et-/; 25.4% plus 28.4%, i.e.
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.
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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-, [3] are preferred to the typi-
cal Russian frontal vowels -/~ (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: hétyja'®, étyja, éti / éci or tyja, te / ce. While hetyja und
tyja represent morphonemically “perfect” Br. word forms, and éti / éci and te
/ ce conform to Russian (the variant ce with the phonetic Br. Cekanje), etyja
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 / éci with 39.6%. The Br. tyja 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 *heti, i.e. 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 a 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. héty with 28%, but the R. (like) éta* is con-

siderably more frequent with 51%. The Br. ending -y and the R. -0t (-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 (» = 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: > = 5.47. In other words, while in the nom. sg. the Br.

endings with the forms (h)éty clearly dominate, in the acc. sg., état is domi-

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, *heérat, is absent.

20 The R. (like) forms from the trasjanka dialogues are cited in a broad transcription which
also reflects the clear specific phonetic interference by Belarusian; in this case, the Akanje,
(état instead of étoz), which is similarly pronounced in Russian, but not reflected in the Rus-
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, étava, the other ten the Br. ending with -A-.
Among the latter there are only two entries for the Br. form hétaha (with a
prothetic 4), i.e. the most frequent form is the hybrid from the R. stem with
the Br. ending, étaha. In the distal deixis (» = 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 -h- is shown in the corpus of ordinal num-
bers and indefinite pronouns (# = 9 and » = 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="176). (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 /-em/ 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 ace. sg.
endings of the demonstratives 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. éza fem. and éto neut. are also homo-
phones.
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(5) Long and short endings of nom. and ace. 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% | 28.2% 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. —, 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, ezy.

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 éto / (h)éta 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 / (hjéta
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 ﬁroximal
and distal deixes as well as in the sg. of the feminine and neuter of the
distal deixis

Case Long | Short |
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 Baranavidy 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)

Case | Masculine Singular Neuter Singular
nom. | heéty étot ety hétae éto éta
héta
gen. | hétaha étogo étaha like masc.
dat. hetamu étomy | étamu like masc.
acc. hety (inan.) étot éetat like nom.
hétaha (an.) étogo étaha
instr. | hetym étim étym like masc.
loc. hétym étom étom
Br. R. Tras. Br. R. Tras.
(8) Comparison of paradigms in the proximal deixis (B)
Case | Feminine Singular Plural
nom. | hétaja éta éta hétyja éti etyja
héta
gen. | hétaj étoj étaj hetyx étix étyx
dat. hetaj étoj étaj hétym étim | étym
acc. hétuju étu étu heétyja (inan.) | éti etyja (eti)
hetu hétyx (an.) etix etyx
instr. | hetaj(u) | etoj(w) | etaj hétymi étimi | étymi
loc. | hetaj étoj etaj | hetyx atix | enx
Br. R. Tras. | Br. R. Tras.
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(9) Comparison of paradigms in the distal deixis (A)

Case | Masculine Sg. Neuter Sg.
nom. | toj tot toj toe | to tojer
gen. | taho togo | taho like masc.
dat. | tamu tomu | tamu
acc. | tof (inan.) | tot toj (tot) like nom.
taho (an.) | togo | taho
instr. | ym tem tym like masc.
loc. | tym tom tom
Br. R. Tras. Br. {R. Tras.

(10) Comparison of paradigms in the distal deixis (B)

Case | Feminine Sg. Plural
nom. | taja | ta taja | tyja te tyja
gen. | toj toj toj tyx tex tyx
dat. | tof toj toj tym tem tym
acc. | twju | tu tyju | tyja (inan.) | te bja
. tyx (an.) tex tyx

instr. | toj(u) | toj(w | toj tymi temi tymi
loc | tof toj toj tyx tex tyx

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-
ever it occurs, not only before /a/ and /u/ as overtly reflected in both languages by the Cyril-
lic letters 2, s0, but before /e/ and /o/ as well, reflected implicitly by the Cyrillic letters e, ¢.
This means in the case indicated that trasjanka foje phonetically and phonologically equals
Br. toe.
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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 4 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 [eta]), is preferred (at least initially in the genesis of
trasjanka) to Br. héta 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 should 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 (hjétaja, (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 kartofe! ‘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 lackingthe 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 *eyy, 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 — épyja.
The establishment of a plural form *éty instead of éfyja (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, at least 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, 184ff.) 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 éfo, 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 accommeodation 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, oni’®
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 adjective 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 4) the preference for the
Belarusian-like form éfy 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 j, 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 quitc similar to Belarusian [a], only stightly 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 étar, 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
Baranavity investigated here.
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Moreover, HENTSCHEL & TESCH (2006, 226-240) have shown that some-
times other contact phenomena such as interference of Belarusian in the use
of Russian (i.e. a current inter-language phenomenon) or borrowing (in a
narrower sense, apart form “nonce borrowings” or insertional switches of, as
a rule, just one lexical element) can also be present. In addition to that, it is
not clear whether trasjanka will ultimately become a conventionalized “fused
lect” of some substandard type or only 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 phenomenon discussed here, the strong or
stronger dominance of the Russian like éfat (éro) but also éfi in acc. sg.
masc. inanimate and the inverse preference of the (in principle competing)
Belarusian like forms in the nom. case, (h)éty 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

LlenTpanbHEIi BONPOC JaHHOH CTAaThH — a MMEHHO: BO3MOXHO JIM Pa3BUTHE
«coGCTBEHHBIX) (IEKTMBHBIX NApaJurM B cMelIaHHO# Genopyccko-pycckoit
peun, 0OBIYHO Ha3bIBAEMOR TPAcAHKOM, OTIIMYAIOWIMXCS OT 6eNopyCCKHX H
PYCCKHX — COCTaBifeT 4acTh Gonee oGIIMX BOMPOCOB, KAcalOWMXCA (opm
«BOCTOYHOCJIaBAHCKOM» cMemanHo# peunt B Benapycu u Vkpause. B ravane
CTaThH aBTOP 3a/aeTcs BOIPOCOM, YTO MOXKET O3HAYaTh B NPHUHLMIIE, T. €. Ha
METaTeopeTHIECKOM YPOBHE, YTBEP)KACHUE Pa3NMUHBIX MCCIEAOBAaTENEH B
Benapycy u YkpanHe (resp. CypxHuka), 9TO TpacsaHKa SBIAETcH «GeccucTeM-
HOM», €CJIH axe He XaoTHIHOH dopMoii peun. IIpu 3TOM, eCTECTBEHHO, HU-
KTO He 3afBJISET O TOM, YTO BCA CMEMIaHHAg peyb «OeCCHCTEMHAY WM «Xa0-
THYHa» (Ha Hell BeAb He TOJBKO TOBODPAT, HO €€ U NMOHMMAIOT, T. €. OHa HC-
HONB3YeTCs Kak CPelCTBO KOMMYHMkanuH). Pedb ckopee maeT o «beccuc-
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TEMHOMY BEIGOpe MEX Ty OEJIOPYCCKUMH M PYCCKMMH 3/IEMEHTaMH, T. €. 3Ha-
KaMH (JlekceMaMH, MopdeMaMHt) U KOHCTPYKLMAMH, a TAKKe — KaK AOTOJ-
HUTENIBHO MOAYEPKUBAETCA — 3EMECHTaMK, OOIMMH 1J11 060MX A3BIKOB, K
TaKMMH, KOTOphble CHeLMUIHBI I8 TPACAHKH. DTOT BHIGOP, Kak BHIHO C
GIEPBOTO B3AANA», NETEPMHUHHPOBAH HECTPOrO, T. €. HE MPOMCXORUT CO-
TMacHO «6e30roBOpOYHbIM» (WM «KATErOPHANbbIM) IPABMIaM, KOTOpHIE C
TOYKH 3peHHs CTPYKTYPHOI'O A3bIKO3HaHHA (M GONbIIMHCTBa GoNee MO3MHUX
JIMHTBACTHYECKHX MOJXOMI0B) COCTABIAET CYTh A3bIKOBOM CHCTEMBI, CHCTEM-
HocTH, Ho 3T0 — Kak apryMeHTHpyeTcs B JaHHOM CTaThe — OTHIOAb HE 3Ha-
YT, YTO BEIOOP ABNIAETCA XAOTHUHBIM, T. €. UHCTO Cly4aiiHbim. CKopee Clle-
AyeT 3MIMPHYECKU MPOAHANUIMPOBaTh MNpeAnoYTeHus (mpedepenuun) s
FaHHOM BbI6Ope Ha OCHOBE HabMOAEMOTO S3BIKOBOTO MOBEAEHHUS, IPU MO~
MOIIH KBAHTHTATUBHBIX METOLOB. Jlpyrumm CjloBaMH, CleLyeT MPOBEPHTS,
HE CYINECTBYIOT JIH B OMpELEEHHbIX KOHTEKCTaX (CTPYKTYPHBIX H KOMMY-
HUKAaTHBHBIX) TPEAMNOYTEHHA YMOTPeGNeHHs GENOpyCCKMX HIM PYCCKHX
anemeHToB. Ilpy 3MmupuyeckoM o6HapyeHHH TakHX mpedepeHumit cTa-
BUTCA Apyro# Gonee oGuiuii BOMpoc, Kacarommuiics Kak TpacsHKHM Tak U cyp-
KUKa: ABIAETCA JI CMELICHHE B PEYM «YHCTO)» CIIOHTAHHBIM, WIH CYIIECT-
BYIOT OCHOBaHWs NPEATONIONKHTh, UTO B ONPENENEHHON CTeNMeHH. yXke Hpo-
usouIa KOHBeHUMOHATH3auuA? [1py wammanu npedepeHuuit B penpesenTa-
THBHOM Mepe UMEET MECTO MOCNEIHU BapHaHT.,

TpacsHka ¥ CYpKMK NPERCTAaBIAOT COGOH, Kak H3BECTHO, CMEIIAHHYIO
pedb, OCHOBaHHYIO Ha KOHTaKTe ABYX [EHETHYECKH GIIM3KOPOACTBEHHBIX W
CTPYKTYPHO OY€Hb IOXOXHX A3LIKOB: OENOpycCKOro M PYCCKOTO MM
YKDaUHCKOTO H PYCCKOro. 3a MCKITIOYEHHMEM acMMMETPUYHOTO TIOJIOKEHHS
COOTBETCTBYIOIIHX KOHTAKTHBIX A3BIKOB B [UIAHE COLMANLHOTO IpecTHXa (B
T0JIb3Y PYCCKOTG S3BIKA, resp. YKPauHCKOIO C HepeMeHaMM, MpOM3OIe-
My B 1990-€ IT.) 3TOT A3BIKOBOH KOHTaKT MOKHO CKOpPEE CPaBHHUTEh C KOH-
TAKTOM JHAJIEKTOB.

B Espone BO3HMKHOBEHME HOBBIX CMEIIAHHBIX AHANEKTOB M3 Gojee
CTaphiX KOHTAKTHBIX JHUAIEKTOB HacTO TNPOUCXOJHIO B KOHTEKCTE MH-
AyCTpHANH3aliy, ypOaHM3alUHd ¥ COMPOBOXIAIOWEH aHHBIE (EHOMEHbI
MHUTpalMy U3 ceabckoif MecTHOCTH B ropoi. [omoGHbie oOIecTBEHHbIE
IpOLECCH UMEH MecTo M B Benapycu B 60-x 1 70-X IT. MpOLLTOro Beka, H
HMMEHHO ¢ HHUMH CBSI3aHO TOSBJIEHHE COBPEMEHHOTO BapHaHTa CMEINAHHOM
6enopyccko-pycckoit pev.

Hccnenys nogoGHble CUTYyallMM HOBBIX CMEIUAHHBIX JHUANIEKTOB, 4acTo
HOBBIX TOPOACKHMX AMANEKTOB, 6puranckuit a3sikoeen P. Trudgill ykazan na
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TOT (aKT, YTO KOHKYPHPYIOIIHE A3BIKOBbIC 3HAKH M KOHCTPYKLIMH H3 PasHBIX
KOHTaKTHBIX AHAIEKTOB OY€Hb JOJTO MOTYT CYIIECTBOBATL KaK CBOGOIHBIE
BapHaHTHl, ¥ cTalunusanus, T. €. Gonee YeTKHe OrpaHMYEHHA B MOJLE3Y
OJIHOrO I JPYroro BapuaHTa BO3MOXHBI JIMIIb B TPEThEM WIH YETBEPTOM
noxkoneHnd. Jlopora k Tako# CTaGMIM3aLMM JNEXUT Yepe3 npedepeHuun /
NpeAnoYTEHH A, T. €. Yepes Oosee BLICOKYIO HITH Gosiee HU3KYIO YaCTOTHOCTD
B YNOTpeONEHHH OHHOrO WIM ApYroro Bapuauta (-oB). B 3ToM acmekrte B
BBICIIE} CTeNleHH BapHATUBHBIN XapakTep TPacAHKH, T. €. ee BAPbHPOBAHHE
MeXTy 6enopycckuMH, PyCCKMMH, OGIHMMM M CrieUH(DMYECKAMH 3NEMEH-
TaMH H KOHCTPYKUHAMH, NPEACTaBAgeTCS aGCOMOTHO HOPMATBHBIM.

OMnupudeckyio 6a3y Ais MPeicTaBIeHHOrO B JAHHOM CTaThe aHaIM3a
COCTaBJIAIOT CIOBOGOPMBI yKa3aTeabHBIX MECTOMMEHHUH, B3AThIE M3 KOpPITyca
CEMEHHBIX Pa3TOBOPOB MEXIY WIEHAMM CEMbH M UX 3HAKOMBIMH M3 Oelio-
pycckoro ropona bBapaHoBHYM, KOTOpHIE (KOpNMyc) K MOMEHTY aHalu3a
oxsareiBai 21.000 crmoBodopm, 3 mux Gonee yeM 400 ymorpe6nenmit
yKasaTeNnbHbIX MecTouMmeHui. T. e. 3T JaHHbIE ABNAIOTCA PENPE3CHTATHB-
HBIMH JIMIIb JJI1 CEMEHHOro «JIEKTa», XapaKTepH3YIOIErocs SBHEIM COCY-
IIECTBOBAHHEM GENOPYCCKHX M PYCCKHX OEMEHTOB ¥ KOHCTPYKLIWH.
Hudopmantsl MOryT GbITh OXApaKTEpH3OBaHbl KaK HOCHTENH TPACAHKH B
TIEPBOM U BTOPOM IOKOJIEHHUH.

Ha ocHoBe 3T0ro Matepuana MOXeT ObITh YCTaHOBJIEH LENBIN SN Mpe-
TMOYMTAaEMBIX (OPM ¥ CBOKCTB yKa3aTeNIbHBIX MECTOMMEHHH B «TPacsaHOY-
HOH» pe4H:

A. JlomunMpoBaHMe KODHS, KOTOPhIH, C ONHOMN CTOPOHLI, (4) He JEMOH-
cTpupyeT mpoTetudeckoe g /h/ (kak B GeIOPYCCKOM sI3BIKE, HAMp. 23-
mur) ¥ (6) He MMeET KOPHEBOH aIIOMOP(HH, KOTOPas B PYCCKOM BbI-
paxaercs B aJIbTEpHALMH MEXKAY MajaTadbHLIM /t’/ BO MHOMKECTBEH-
HOM YHCJie ¥ TBOPHTENILHOM Nafexe €. 4. MyXCKOTO M CPEHErO po-
Aa ¥ HemajnaTagbHOM /t/ B OCTaNBbHBIX CiryuasX. Taxum obpazom npu
«OMDKHEM» M «JaTbHEM) ASHKCHCE OTMEYAIOTC] HapaiMIMel, OTIH-
YaolHecs Kak OT PyCCKOTO, Tak H OT 0€JI0pyCCKOro, ML YaCTHHHO
COBIajaloNIHe ¢ 6eNOPYCCKUMH HIIH € PYCCKAMH [IapaJiurMaMHu.

B. B OmmxHeM Jneiikchce B MMEHHTENLHOM NafieXe €f. Y. OTHAETCS
npeanoyTeHue o6pasiy TUna sme! M. p., ama XK. p., sma cp. p. (T. €.
«KpaTkuM» GopMaM B XK. H CP. P.; B X. P. TAK)Ke B BUHUTEILHOM Ta-
Jexe: smy) B OTINMYHH OT MHOXKECTBEHHOTO YMCJa, Ie OTAAeTCA
NPEANIOYTERNE «UTHHHON» (opMe smbist, UTO TAKKE OTIMYAETCA OT
Gemopycckux U pyccKHX 06paslioB B CMbICHe «ruGpuaHOro HaGopay
(hopM MM. 1.: ambl — 5ma — 3Ma — smbiA.
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B. OueBun Hoe mnpennoyteHue Oenopycckoro okondanus /-VhV/ pyc-
CKOMY OKOH4aHWIO /-VVV/ B ponuTensHOM magexe ef. 4. M. p. (B
KOHTEKCTE OYMIEBIIEHHLIX CYIIECTBHTENBHBIX U B BHHHTEILHOM IIa-
Iexe) U cp. p.

I. Takke oueBHEHOE MPEANOYTEHHE PYCCKOrO OKOHYaHuA /-om/ Geno-
PYCCKOMY OKOHYAHHIO /-im/ B TIpeIOKHOM (MECTHOM) Mafiexe en. .
M. ¥ Cp. P., KOTOpOE B PYCCKOM BCErfa OTIMYHO OT TBOPHTENBHOTO
nagexa. B GesopycckoM xke OHO COBMAAET C TBOPUTENLHBIM.

. IpennouteHue ¢opMbl smel B OINIKHEM HeHKCHCe, KOTOpas 3a HC-
KIOYeHHEeM OTCYTCTBYIOLIETO NPOTETUYECKOTO g COOTBETCTBYET Oe-
JIOPYCCKOMY, U IpennouTeHne GopMbl moii B JaNbHEM yKa3aHHH pyc-
CKHM aJIbTepHATHBAM 5Mom W mom B HMEHUTEILHOM Mafexe M. p.,
Tpu HeOGOJIBIIOM M3MEHEHHH 3THX OTHOILECHH} B BUHUTEILHOM MaIeKe.

o kpalineif Mepe, I 4YacTH IPHUBENEHHBIX fBACHUM BO3MOXKHBI
obbAcHeHns, 6a3upyloluecs Ha IpUHUMNAX, cOpMYyIHPOBAHHBIX B paMKaX
EctecrenHoit Mopdonorny u  (COOGCTBEHHO) KacalOMIMXCA BHYTpH-
A3LIKOBOTO («KHEKOHTAKTHOTO») MOP(ONOryIeckoro usMeHeHus. Ipyrue xe
ABJICHUA, OCHOBBIBAIOIIMECS HE Ha HEOCO3HAHHOM IIPOIIECce aKKOMOAALIHY, a
ckopee Ha 0CO3HaHHOM umuTauuu (B moHMManun P. Trudgill’a) MoxHO 06B-
ACHUTb ACHMMETPHYHBIM TIOJIONEHHEM B TUIAHE COHUAIBHOIO MPECTHXKa,
pellalomerocs B MOJB3Y PYCCKOTo s3bika. B ofmmeM M 1enoM, NaHHBIE
ABJICHUSA CBHAETEILCTBYIOT O TOM, YTO B JUCTPUGYLMH U 0Opa3oBaHUM pAfa
¢dopmM BOBCe He LAPHUT Xaoc, a HaMeualoTca Oonee MM MeHee SBHbIE
ApedepeHINH OTENBHBIX HOPM WM OKOHYaHHH M, TakAM o6pa3oM, Hayauo
KOHBEHI[MOHAJIM3ALMH «CMEUIMBaHuA». B TpacsaHke (TOUHee, B «TpacAHOU-
HOM JIEKTe» MCCNIENOBaHHOIO CeMeifHOTr0 KOHTEKCTa) MOXKHO Jiae OTMETHTD
coOCTBEHHbIE MApafHTMBl YKA3aTeIbHBIX MECTOMMEHHI, OTJIMHAONIMECT KaK
OT OENOpYCCKOro, TaK U OT pycckoro. CyINECTBYIOT JIM TakHE WIH NoJ00Hble
TEHAEHIMU B Apyrux obnactsax Bemapycu, KOJDKHBI Noka3ath Oyayuue uc-
CNIEOBAHHA, KOTOPBIE HOJDKHBI OIIMpaThes Ha Gonee 06beMHBIH KOpPITYC.
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