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Abstract. The article deals with the concept of I. Franko on the
development and functioning of the Ukrainian language and its dialects. On
the basis of works of the author’s works "Literary language and dialects”
and "Speak of the wolf — say for the wolf*, modern views on the problem of
national and literary language have been formed. The historical-stylistic
approach allows to comprehensively analyze Franko’s views on key
linguistic concepts — literary language and literary norm as well as a
tangent to it — dialectal speech, linguistic flair, the culture of speech, etc.
The role of 1. Franko in the language disputes at the end of the 19th
century is being outlined, in particular his work assesses and determines the
role of the figure in the views of contemporary linguistic problems, the
place of dialects in the language system, the dynamics of language
processes at the end of 19th and beginning of 20th centuries, new trends in
the development of lexical and phraseological fund of the Ukrainian
language, the enrichment of the stylistic resource of the Ukrainian
language, the role of socio-political processes on the state and quality of
the Ukrainian language, etc. The author makes a digression to the life and
work of I. Franko, specifically to scientific contacts with V. Jagic,
J. Collares, M. Grushevsky which allowed to trace the interdependence in
the problems of the formation and functioning of the literary language in
Serbia and Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, Slovenia, and
Macedonia. Consideration of the "single Ukrainian language" for Franko
is a key issue addressed in the works of both scientific and journalistic
nature. It is important that both Franko and his contemporaries-Slavists,
saw in the unity of the language a mental-national character of
Ukrainians, which is confirmed by the epistolary heritage of the scientist
and can be promising for further analysis of current problems of the
Ukrainian language past and present.

Key words: literary language, literary norms, dialect language, lvan
Franko, idiostylistics, historical-stylistic paradigm.
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JITEPATYPHA MOBA TA JUTEPATYPHA HOPMA
B IHTEPIIPETAIIII IBAHA ®PAHKA

Anomauin. Y cmammi posensoaemocsa kouyenyia 1. @panka w000
po3eumky ma @QYHKYIOHY8aHHs YKpaiHcbkoi moeu ma ii Oianexmis. Ha
ocHosi npays asmopa "Jlimepamypua mosa ma Oiarekmu" ma "I osopumo
Ha 808Kka — ckaxcimo 1 3a 60exka"  cpopmosani cyuacni nozisiou Ha
npobaemy HayionarbHoi ma nimepamypHoi moeu. Icmopuxo-cmunicmuyHuil
nioxio 0036015€ KOMNJIEKCHO npoaHanizyeamu Oymku Dpaunka wooo
KAI0YOBUX MOBO3HAGYUX NOHAMb — JiMepamypHa Moea ma Aimepamypua
HOpMA, @ MAaKosc OOMUYHUX 00 HUX — OIaIeKmHad MO08d, MOGHE 4ymms,
Kynbmypa moeu ma iH. Busnauaemocs poaw 1. @panka 6 MogHux Ouckyciax
Kin. XIX cm., 30kpema Oaemuvcs oyinka ma GU3HAYAEMbCA PONb Oiayd y
no2ns0ax HA AKMyanvHi 08 CYYACHUKI6 MOB03HABYI npobaemu. 3oxpema,
Micye Oianekmig y cucmemi Mo8u, OUHAMIKA MOBHUX npoyecie KiH. XIX —
nou. XX cm., HO8I meHOeHYil pO36UMKY NeKCUKO-Ppazeonoziunoeo oudy
VKpaiHCbKOI MOBU, 30a2auenHs CMULICIUYHO20 pecypcy YKPaiHcbKoi mosu,
6NJIUE CYCNINIbHO-NOJIMUYHUX NPOYECi8 Ha CMAH 1 AKICMb YKPAIHCbKOI MO8U
mowo. Aeémopom pobumucs exckypc 6 ocumms i meopuicme 1. Dpanka,
nepedycim y toeo Haykosi 38’asku 3 B. Heuuem, A. Komnapem,
M. I'pywescokum ma in., wo 003604UN0 NPOCMENCUMYU B3AEMO3ANEHCHOCTI]
y npobaemax cmanosienns i Qynxyionyeanns nimepamypnoi moeu Cepoii
ma Xopeamii, Bocuii ma I'epyecosunu, Yopnozopii, Crnogenii i Maxedonii.
Posensno "eounoi ykpaincokoi mosu" onsn @panxa — Kiou08e nUMaHus, wo
AHANIZYEMbCA Y NPAysax AK HAYKOB020, MAK i NYONIYUCMUYHO20 XapaKmepy.
Baoicnueo, wo i @paunko, i tioeo cywacHuku-ciasicmu, 8o6avaiu 6 €OHOCMi
MOBU MEHMANbHO-HAYIOHANbHULL XapaKmep YKpainyie, wio i1roCmposaHo
enicmonspHOI0 CNAOWUHOIO HAYKOBYS MA MOJCe Cmamu nepcneKmueHUM
07151 NOOANBLUIO20 AHANIZY AKMYANbHUX NPOOAEM YKPAIHCbKOL MOGU.
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JUTEPATYPHBIH A3BIK Y TUTEPATYPHASI HOPMA
B HHTEPIIPETAIIMU UBAHA ®PAHKO

Anomayusn. B cmamve paccmampusaemcs rouyenyus H. @panxo
OMHOCUMENbHO pa3eumusa U GYHKYUOHUPOBANUS YKPAUHCKO20 A3bIKA U €20
Juanekmos. Ha ocnose pabom asmopa "Jlimepamypna mosa ma diarekmu" u
"losopumo Ha 606Ka — CKAXCIMO 1§ 3a 8068KA" NpeocmasiieHvl COBPEMeHHble
6327151061 HA NPOOAEMY HAYUOHATLHO2O U AUMEPaAmypHo2o sA3vika. Hcemopuxo-
CmMunUCmu4ecKull N0OX00 NO360JAem KOMHIEKCHO NPOAHATUIUPOBATNb 8327150bl
U. ©panko na xaouesvle A3biK08eUeCKUe NOHAMUSL — JUMEPAMYPHIIL SA3bIK U
aumepamypmas HOpMa, a maxdce OMHOCAWUECs K HUM — OUANEKMHAS peUb,
A3bIK0GOE Yymve, Kyavmypa peuu u Op. Ommeuaemcs pomv M. @panxo @
A36IKOGHIX  Ouckyccuax koH. XIX e, 6 uacmmocmu oOaemcs Oyewka u
onpeoensemcs poib 0esmens 60 63210aX HA AKMYyaIbHble Ol COBDEMEHHUKO8
A3bIKOGeOUecKue npooIemMvl: MeCmo OUANeKMos 8 cucmeme A3biKa, OUHAMUKA
A36IKOGIX npoyeccog KoH. XIX — mau. XX 6., Hosvle menOenyuu pazeumus
VKPAUHCKO20 JIeKCUKO-(pazeonozuueckozo ¢gonaa, oboeawenue
CMUMUCTNUYECKO20 — pecypca  YKPAUHCKO20 — S3bIKA, POTb  00WeCm8eHHO-
nonumuyeckux npoyeccos 6 ucmopuu Ykpaumvl u op. Aemopom oenaemcs
IKCKYPC 8 ucmopuio wcusuu u meopuecmea M. @panko, 6 uacmuocmu
aHanuzupyromes e2o HayyHvle ceéazu ¢ B. Heuuem, A. Koanap, M. I pyweeckum u
Op., YMO NO360MUNO  APSYMEHMUPOBAMb  63AUMO3AGUCUMOCb  NPOOIeM
cmanoenenus U QYHKyuonuposanus aumepamypuoeo azvika Cepouu u
Xopeamuu, Bocuuu u Iepyecoseunvi, Yepnozopuu, Crosenuu u Makeoonuu
(noine — Ceseproii Maxedonuu). B3zensio Ha "eduncmeo yKpaurckozo sazvika'
U. Opanko — kniouegoll 6onpoc, KOMOPbIU pACCMaAmMPUBAEnics KaK @ HAYUHbIX,
maxk u nyonuyucmuyeckux mexcmax aemopa. Basicno, umo U. @panko, kax u
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€20 COBPEMEHHUKU-CIABUCTBL, GUOETU 6 eOUHCMEe YKPAUHCKO20 A3bIKA
MEHMANbHO-HAYUOHALHBII XAPAKMep: Mo NOOMBEEPIHCOCHO INUCHIONAPHBIM
HACTeOUeM YHeH020 U MOJCem CMmamb NEPCHeKMUSHLIM OISl OdlbHelule2o
AHAU3A AKIMYATbHBIX NPOOIeM YKDAUHCKO20 A3bIKA.

Kniouesvie cnosa: numepamypHulil s3vbIK, TUMEPAMypHAs HOpMA,
Ouanexmuulii 51301k, HMean @panxo, UOUOCHMUIUCIMUKA, — UCTHOPUKO-
cmunucmuyeckas napaouema.
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Kanouodam @unonocuyeckux Hayk, ooyenm,; Kuegckuil uHCmumym My3olKu
um. PM. I'nuepa; accucmenm xagheopol yKpauHcKo20 u pyccKo2o s3blka KaK
unocmpannozo;,  Hucmumym  gunonocuu;,  Kuesckuii  HayuoHnanvbuwii
yrueepcumem umenu Tapaca llesuenxo.

Anexmponnsiii adpec: ozlotnik@bigmir.net

In the twenty-first century, the analysis of the scientific
heritage of I. Franko, of an outstanding Ukrainian artist, linguist and
literary critic, polemist and writer, literary critic and polyglot
remains to be important. There are more than 20 linguistic works of
Franko, which highlights his caring attitude to the national language,
its features, and functional load. In his linguistic improvements,
Franko argued that language is a way of communication between
people that arose on the real ground.

In our study, we focus on four his works that are related to
language functions and communication processes. This — "Children’s
words in the Ukrainian language"”, "Science and its position
regarding the working classes" (works on the origin of language and
its evolution during the formation of homo sapiens) and "Literary
language and dialects" and "Talk to the wolf — let’s say for the wolf"
(work, which formed modern views on the problem of national and
literary language).

The object of his linguistic studio was the speech of a child,
which the scientist studied through the prism of the system of
relations of the elements of the linguistic structure of word
formation, the result of which was the scientific work "Children’s
words in the Ukrainian language”. The development of children's
language and the formation of language personality is the main task
of modern education. According to Franko, it is the speech intentions
in the speech of a child form the human linguistic consciousness and
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therefore is the first step to the exemplary literary language. To teach
a child to use the means of language correctly and use it is the key to
the success of modern society.

The exploration of "Science and its position regarding the
working classes"”, in which a linguist has considered the question of
the origin of human speech and its communicative functions. It is
still the work of great value. This work refers more to the linguistic
and philosophical sciences, which helps to understand the historical
essence of the language today. Both works deal with the evolutionary
processes of speech communication during the life of the author and
the pre-author period.

In fact, these works constitute the initial interest of the author
regarding the problems of the national identity of Ukrainians, our
language in relation to culture. Defending the rights of the Ukrainian
language to free and comprehensive development, the great patriot
scientist in all his works and special studies on the Ukrainian
language widely and skillfully used the facts of the Ukrainian
language, considered the language to be a living organism that is
constantly moving and developing.

The position of the Ukrainian literary language in modern
times is confirmed by the author after the works "Talk to the wolf —
let’s say for the wolf" (article- answer to B. Grinchenco) and
"Literary language and dialects" (early twentieth century).

With the help of the mentioned above paradigmatic articles of
Franko, it is possible to explore current views and form a coherent
concept of the author on a key for each language of both: a system of
the notion of literary language/ norm and post-literary elements.
Franko sharply criticizes views of those who believed that there is no
Ukrainian language, and there are only local dialects as part of one
"great Russian language". At the same time, he supports young
writers of Galicia, who began to create in lemkovskyi or boykivskyi
dialects, noticing the following:

"we can only bless them on that road, in the belief that the
deeper they will delve not only into people’s speech but also into the
essence of human life and the more talents appear between them on
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that field, the closer they will be to us and to our Ukrainian
literature™® [7, p. 208]

Thus, the scientist consistently studied and clearly
distinguished social and territorial dialects, determined their features,
described the peculiarities of the interaction of the literary language
and dialects. Modern classification of the western-Ukrainian dialects
was also established by I. Franko. It should be noted that the issue of
the future general literary and national Ukrainian language has
always been in the field of the view of the linguist. I. Franko denied a
right to exist of moscophiles iazychie, emphasizing that literary
language should be formed on a national basis. The scientist noted
that the Ukrainian people should have one literary language, which
will be based on the speech of Middle Naddnipryanschyna, as well as
the language of |I. Kotlyarevsky, G. Kvitka-Osnovyanenko,
T. Shevchenko and other famous authors, whose language Franko
considered to be exemplary.

At it is known, during the author's life, the state of the
Ukrainian literary language was defined by the complex historical
and political circumstances of the life of the Ukrainian people and
associated with the previous stages of development of its language. It
is stated in the studies of the following researchers: I. Matviyas [6],
V. Greshchuk [1], S. Yermolenko [2], etc.

At that time, there were two versions of the literary language
on the territory of Ukraine — East Ukrainian and West Ukrainian.
Franko, as the representative of the second option, was forced to
work in an environment where, along with the literary language
based on folk, there was also a "iazychie" — a mixture of Church
Slavonic, old Russian and pedantic Galician languages. It is possible
to learn more about the history of the literary language in this period
from the collective monograph of S. Bybyk, T. Kotz and others. [5].

Insisting on the interpretation of literary language as of a
historically logical, socially important and a necessary form of the
existence of the national language, researchers [5] emphasize its
distinguishing features — over dialect character and dynamic stability

% Hereinafter the translation is ours
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standards, codification in  dictionaries and  grammars,
multifunctionality and verbalized conceptual structure. Whereas
Franko emphasizes the connection between the national language and
norms, he calls literary language a "representative of national unity".

The artistic and linguistic practice of writers, according to
S. Yermolenko [2; 5], as a criterion of formation and dynamics of the
language norm is associated with the historical periods of the
development of the Ukrainian literary language. Franko as an artist
remains to be an exemplary carrier of the literary language, he is the
most active creator of the national language in the sense that he
deeply feels the finest movements of the folk word and reproduces
the living word of the people. Understanding the phenomenon of the
literary language as an indispensable component of the spiritual
culture of Ukrainians is obviously connected with the development
of national self-determination of Ukrainians, with the perception of
written literature, which is created by the Ukrainian language. The
basis of the language as of intellectual wealth of the language, Ivan
Franko saw in a certain type of speech,

"in the vast area from Kharkov to Kamenets-Podolsk showed
such uniformity, such as a marriage of drastic differences, which is
fully consistent with the Ukrainian national style, also "mixed" and
aligned in a mass, which has little similarities with any other type in
the world. And everyone, either a Galician or a Ukrainian, who
wants to say a printed word to the largest mass of the Ukrainian
people, should use the language of that largest mass, and prior to
that, the language produced by the largest number of talented and
popular writers” [7, p. 206]

It should be noted that in the world studies of both literacy
and linguistics, the figure of Franko as of a champion of the purity
of the language is mentioned actively (see, eg., [3; 9]). In a global
scientific context, Franko is known as a fighter for the freedom of
language, where the role of dialects is defined as the source of
literary language development (more widely in Franko’s studies —
public spoken element, words and speech patterns of “specific
national life"). Making efforts to the formation of Ukrainian literary
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language, I. Franko "found in the linguistic and literary dispute a
democratic, broad approach, the foresight to eventually achieve
unification, to bring together the born in the speech practice of
different regions, and thus bring together the variant norms, if not
overcome, then at least reduce the differences of cultural and ethnic
character" [4, p. 410].

Another source of literary language development, according to
Franko, were borrowings from other languages. Franko as a polyglot,
who knew Latin and ancient Greek and was fluent in the main
European languages, resorted to borrowing words in cases where
there were no adequate Ukrainian correspondences, considering it to
be a quite natural process (see Figure 1).

Literary language is enriched by the language of talented and
popular writers. Franko believed that

"it seems that the speech is something common to all of us,
but there is no doubt that as every child in the first years produces its
own separate jargon, and every writer, especially talented, produces
its own language, has its own characteristic expressions, figures of
speech, its structure of phrases, their favorite words" [7, p. 77].

Figure 1.
The sources of the literary language (according to Franko)

The sources of

literary language l

Idiostyle of Foreign-
writers language
Y borrowings

Dialect (public
spoken basis)

In the above-mentioned work "Literary language and dialects"
Franko analyzes the state of the study of boykivskyi, lemkovskyi and
hutsul dialects, their impact on the language of Western writers. All
this testifies to lvan Franko's interest in dialect problems and his
understanding of the importance of dialect speech for the approval of
the unified national language of Ukrainians. It was in this work that
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Franko postulated the thesis that the literary language has deep roots,
the source of its creation-a dialect language, without which it would
not be so expressive, perfect, rich. He proposed and embodied in the
artwork the theoretical foundations of the interaction of the literary
language with folk dialects, and pointed to the important role of folk
dialects in the formation and functioning of the literary language.

It is important to emphasize the scientific ties of Franko with
V. Jagi¢, Y. Kollar, M. Grushevsky and others, which indicates the
interdependence in the problems of formation and functioning of the
literary language in Serbia and Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Montenegro, Slovenia, and Macedonia. To prove these connections,
let us recall the theses from the article by Prof. L. Shevchenko on the
anniversary of Franko, placed in the publication "Actual problems of
Ukrainian linguistics: theory and practice". The scientist emphasizes
the exceptional role of I. Franko in the discussion of years 1891 —
1893, where he denies the advantages of the East Ukrainian literary
tradition in determining the direction of the development of the
literary language. According to L. Shevchenko, the beginning of the
20th century can be considered as the time when Franko becomes a
leader in the formation of priorities for the development of the
national language:

"Focusing on the language of his publications and reprints,
eager to find new words denoting yet unnamed UkKrainian
language concepts in translations, the desire to understand the
principles of the formation of the literary language — is not a
complete list of work and intellectual quest in the linguistics of
Ivan Franko" [8, p. 14].

In the historical-civilizational context, Franko formulates ideas
that still get to the attention of ardent supporters and opponents
regarding the targeted function of the language, its unified literary
form and the "new quality of speech”. The author actually left
extremely valuable observations about the status and functioning of
the Ukrainian language in various areas of public life. The truth of its
provisions is particularly palpable during the restoration of social
life. It is important to note that the life of the native language, the
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development of the highest and perfect form of the national language
— literary, which corresponds to the actual Ukrainian national type
and represents national unity. I. Franko associated with active
participation in this process, a wide group of intellectuals, scientists,
artists, literature, and others.

Franko played an important role not only in the literary
language in general but also in the literary scientific speech in
particular. The transition from a regional language base to a single
Ukrainian literary language, which was developed in the
Naddnipryanska Ukraine and established in the works of classics,
was a complex process that required, according to I. Franko, a solid
scientific knowledge of the processes of historical development of
the people, the development of its speech, ways of its enrichment, a
knowledge of life itself with its diverse language practice.

"Each literary speech is alive and capable of life as
long as it has the opportunity, on the one hand, to assimilate
all the cultural elements of modernity, meaning that it has to
be enriched with new terms and expressions corresponding to
the progress of modern civilization, without spending its main
type and without passing into the jargon of some special
layers or heaps of people, and on the other hand, while it has
a tendency, to be enriched with new elements from people's
life and with the differences and dialects of the people's
speech” [7, p. 29].

It is known that I. Franko paid much attention to the problems
of development of the Ukrainian literary language both in purely
linguistic, and in literary-critical articles and studies, reviews of
linguistic works preface to various publications, often entered into
the linguistic controversy over topical language issues. Interestingly,
when assessing the language of writers the main criterion for Franko
was the purity, clarity, and accessibility of the literary language. This
criterion was adhered to by the writer in his artistic practice,
diligently practicing the language of his works, in particular when
they were reprinted, and taking care primarily of its clarity in all
Ukrainian lands. One of the convincing evidence of such work by
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Franko is, for example, a thorough author's editing of the language of
all lifetime editions of the poem "Fox Mykyta", which belongs to the
most popular works of the writer. We consider this a prospect for
further research in linguistics, showing on the example of fiction
literacy the author's attitude towards the exemplary literary language.

The concept of Franko on the formation of a single Ukrainian
literary language has found consistent implementation in his own
artistic, literary- critical and scientific work, and his language
practice. Implementing the basic provisions of his conception of the
literary language development — wide use of possibilities of internal
language-creative processes, particularly the word formation in the
Ukrainian word-creative models, rethinking the meaning of existing
lexemes and their use in the secondary nominative functions, tracing
of words and turns of speech, which lacked the Ukrainian language
lacked, direct borrowings from other languages, the selection of
relevant linguistic units of spoken language, including dialect, a
permanent enrichment of own literary and linguistic practice —
I. Franko played an extremely important role in the development of a
single literary language, the gradual convergence of the Galician
version of the literary language with the naddnipryanske.

So, to all the problems of speech development, including the
approval of a single national literary speech, Franko approached
from a purely scientific point of view, consistently defended the
scientific opinion that the linguistic issue, as well as the national
guestion as a whole, should become components of the general
democratic liberation movement, the struggle for broad social and
national rights of people.
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