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Introduction. According to modern ideas, to master the language
means not only knowledge of the lexical and grammatical constructions of this
language, but also the ability to apply it in various social and cultural
contexts. In such a complex linguistic situation, one of the important tasks in
the language teaching is the formation of sociolinguistic orientation among
students, that is, the understanding that a modern language is a heterogeneous
system in which numerous variants and forms coexist. People can
estimate that the disappearance of languages is the dominant trend, interesting
new dialects have been emerging in cities worldwide, and especially the
children of immigrants are driving the trend. One of the surprising
consequences of the current wave of mass migration within European
countries is, in fact, the development of new ways of speaking in the nearest
future.

Theoretical Framework. In connection with the integration processes
in Europe, the research is conducted in various directions: the development of
quantitative sociolinguistics owes a lot to research on English by W. Labov.
Numerous publications in English Speech, Language in Society, and Language
Variation and Change reflect this. There are also several surveys of creolistics.
J. Holm, R. Arends, P. Miihlhdusler, T. Crowley, D. Crystal, P. Patrick,
H. Schuchart, V. Vicente, A. Knapik, N. Vakhtin, K. Kuznetsova and
O. Selivanova are just some of the references, which vary both in adequacy
and in geographical areas of focus.

The aim of the proposed paper is to analyze the contemporary
speaking continuum and characterize typical language differences between the
most prestigious variants of modern English and languages mixture in general
within European countries.

Discussion (Results). Linguistics often identifies the concepts of
variant and form of the language. In our analysis we start from the following
definitions for these terms.

In English, as in other modern Indo-European languages, all forms
existing in its system are divided into standard and non-standard.

The standard form is a literary language that is studied in educational
establishments, used by the state media and is used in a formal setting by the
educated part of the population.
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Non-standard forms of the language are realized in regional and social
dialects. Regional dialects are typical for the speech of the poorly educated
part of the rural population. Social dialects are forms of the language that are
used in an informal setting by representatives of different social groups of the
urban population.

Worldwide transplantation of the English language has led to the
formation of its numerous regional variants, each of which is characterized by
the presence of specific linguistic phenomena.

In relation to the source of transplantation (English, formed in
England) regional variants of the English language are divided into two groups
[Kashru 1992: 36]. The first group includes the so-called “old” variants (old
Englishes), which include: Australian English; American English; British
English; Irish English; Canadian English; New Zealand English and new
Englishes.

The relationship between traditional dialectology and sociolinguistics
differs in terms of the social role. Regional language variation provides a
definition for people’s localization in the English-speaking world, whereas the
social language variation provides information about “who you are” in the
eyes of the English-speaking world [Crystal 2005: 364].

J. Chambers [2004: 7] says that while speaking we are not only
showing some personal qualities but also a whole configuration of
characteristics from the place in the society we are inserted in. This is an
unconscious process, and it occurs in the same way we dress and act. He
considers our speech as much emblematic as our daily appearance. Certain
aspects of social variation, such as age, sex, education, socio-economic class
and migration bring some particular linguistic consequence. Sociolinguistics is
considered to be divided in two sub-areas: macro- and micro-sociolinguistics.

Macro-sociolinguistics starts from the society and deals with the
language as a central factor in the organization of communities, whereas
micro-sociolinguistics begins with the language and considers the influence of
social factors in the structure of languages. This linguist sub-field is closely
connected with the social sciences, such as Sociology, Anthropology, Social
Psychology, and Education. And it enlarges, among other questions, studies of
multilingualism, social dialects, conversational interaction, attitudes to
language, language variation, and language contact [Vicente 2007: 4].

Thus, contact is an important concept in sociolinguistics. Actually,
languages do not get in contact; it is always the speakers of different languages
who get in it. And it is their attitude toward each other that will affect the way
they speak. Language contact occurs when speakers of different languages
interact and their languages gradually accumulate internal differences,
resulting in language change. According to Vicente, despite the increasing
interest of anthropologists in contact problems, studies of language contact and
culture contact have not walked together and the relation between the two
fields has not been properly defined.
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Scientists’ reflections on the analysis of language contact are
prerequisites for sociolinguistic investigations of the correlation of linguistic
characteristics with extra linguistic factors which lead to linguistic
interference. Some forms of interference of one language in another
considered by Sociolinguistics are borrowing of vocabulary, borrowing of
other language features, language shift, substrate influence and crystallization
of new languages.

According to K. Kuzmina's definition [2011: 411], a mixed language is
a language that “arose as a result of the non-genetic development of the two
languages, and it arose not as an intermediary language necessary for
communication but as a means of group self-identification for intra-group
communication”. Scientists note that “from the very beginning the members of
the group are bilinguals who speak both languages”, but itself a mixed
language was formed on the basis of the vocabulary of one "source language"
and on the basis of grammar of another "source language".

In scientific literature, a mixed language is distinguished from pidgins
on the basis that the latter arise / arose with the existence of a language barrier
between, for example, the European civilizations and, accordingly, to
overcome the language barrier (mostly for commercial transactions), and not
for isolation, “self-identification” of a certain group, which at a certain stage of
its social development for facilitating communication between its members,
decided to move away from the simultaneous use of two separate languages
and to create a new language on their basis (examples are the Medonian
language and mychief). In the electronic dictionaries the category of mixed
languages is also theUkrainian-Russian surzhyk and Belarusian-Russian
triasanka indicating that the latter is a part of the dialect continuum (Mixed
language, Surzhyk). But on the assumption of the author of the article surzhyk
is a narrower notion, because most likely it relates to closely related
languages, whereas a mixed language is formed regardless of the level of
language affinity (as in the case of the Medonian language, which is a mixture
of the Aleutian and Russian languages, and which appeared for servicing a
new ethnic group — creoles, formed from the marriage of Russian industrialists
with Aleutians [Vakhtin 2004: 153]). Therefore, as the author suggests further,
conditions for the occurrence of a surzhyr are much simpler, to be more exact,
passive bilingualism is in the case of its occurrence, that is, when the members
of the group do not speak obligatory involved in the language, but only
understand each other, and, taking into account the relation of their own
languages, they make little effort to do this and make it subconsciously.

Moreover, the representatives of the surzhyk, according to the author's
observations, do not distinguish themselves into a separate group, but they
attribute themselves to the Ukrainian-speaking population (there is such data),
distinguishing those, who speak a pure Russian language. One can explain the
self-identification of the surzhyk representatives in the way the surzhyk is
mostly spoken by ordinary people who do not have higher education and
neglect the difference between the literary Ukrainian language and its
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Ukrainian-Russian dialect. The formation of surzhyk instead of pure Ukrainian
can be explained by poor philological education of the Ukrainian population,
and the easiness and speed, with which it appeared, by the close kinship of
languages that functioned in a limited area with a common history. As
indicated in the electronic encyclopedia, a surzhyk is not sufficiently
investigated phenomenon. Further, it also states that a surzhyk can be called a
mixed language, which, the author agrees with it, was formed through the
combination of the Russian vocabulary and the Ukrainian grammar and
pronunciation [surzhyk]. The latter, probably, just explains why
representatives of the surzhyk think that they speak Ukrainian.

The told above also leads us to believe that multilingualism or
languages mixture is a natural phenomenon for a person. Moreover, the very
opportunity of storing in the human brain simultaneously various
communication tools that belong to different language systems, and the
person's subconscious propensity to operate with all the means at the same
time (for instance, two communicants who are fluent in English, but at some
point they speak Ukrainian, can insert English words in their own dialogue
from time to time) is another proof of the existence of the original language
(old one), containing elements of all modern languages [Kuzmina 2011: 412].

Thus, in our point of view, a mixed language is any combination of
communication means that belong to different language systems and, if
available, are formed and stored in the human brain.

According to Kyiv International Institute of Sociology, between 11%
and 22% of the population of Ukraine consort with surzhik (in Western
Ukraine it is 11.6%, in the regions of the Left Bank of Ukraine — 22%, in the
southern regions it is 14.5%) [Selivanova 2010: 658].

While considering other European languages and countries, let’s
consider Germany, which has as many as 1.5 million asylum applications from
Syria and which also has a large and well-established population of Turkish
immigrants. If an adult immigrates to Germany, chances are that his or her
German will always be imperfect. A language that, like German, forces you to
remember that forks are feminine, spoons are masculine, and knives are neuter
seems designed to resist anyone speaking it well if they learn it after
adolescence. On the other hand, that immigrant’s children, growing up amid
native German-speakers, will likely be able to speak perfect German
[Mcwhorter 2015].

In Mcwhorter’s opinion, in Germany a young person whose parents are
Arabic- or Turkish-speaking immigrants will also speak a kind of German that
sounds peculiar coming from someone who grew up speaking the language. In
Standard German, “Tomorrow I’m going to the movies” is Morgen gehe ich
ins Kino— “tomorrow go I in the movies.” However, inner-city immigrants’
kids will often say among themselves Morgen ich geh Kino—"“tomorrow I go
movies’—almost as if they were English-speakers, quietly ironing out that
kink in Standard German that forces you to say “tomorrow go I” instead of
“tomorrow I go,” and just saying “movies” instead of “to the movies.” The

10



Bicnuk JIHY imeni Tapaca IlleBuyenka Ne 2 (316). 2018

result is something called Kiezdeutsch, which is the same whether the
speaker’s parents communicate in Turkish, Arabic, Somali, or another
language—the new dialect has gelled into something of its own.

Especially considering that Kiezdeutsch also allows you to omit the
verb “to be” at times and includes a lively slang, it’s reminiscent of America’s
own English. The two dialects emerged in similar ways. After all, speech can
communicate identity as well as ideas: How people talk reflects how they
perceive themselves within a society.

Kiezdeutsch is the same response among a relatively new community
in Germany today. Kiezdeutsch is not a mixture of Arabic and Turkish and
German in terms of how you put a sentence together. “I go movies” has
nothing to do with how Arabic or Turkish work. Rather, people who are
perfectly capable of speaking Standard German use a different kind among
themselves that shaves off some unnecessary complexities in the way that their
parents’ version of German does. Languages are, as a rule, much more
elaborate than they need to be, so the streamlining doesn’t deprive the speaker
of expressive power. At the same time, speakers of many languages
worldwide, including Ukrainian, get along just fine without regularly using a
word expressing the concept of being. The equivalent of “she my sister” would
be good Ukrainian.

The dialects like Kiezdeutsch are not a product of conditions specific to
Germany. Analogous varieties have emerged in Sweden, Denmark, Norway,
and Holland. Specialists call these new variants of old languages in Europe
“multiethnolects,” but the concept applies equally well outside of Europe. The
development of multiethnolects is almost predictable in cities with large
immigrant populations. Multiethnolects are not pidgin or creole languages, in
which people take vocabulary from a colonial language, and grammar from
their native languages, and fashion first a makeshift lingo to get by (a pidgin)
and then expand that into a new language entirely (a creole). Here, the gulf
between the original and the new is broader than in the multiethnolects.
Haitian Creole, for example, has none of French’s arbitrary gender marking,
lists of verb conjugational endings and their irregularities, or nettlesome
features like the “y” and “en” adverbial pronouns that torture learners
worldwide, and its grammar owes a great deal to Africa. A French-speaker
would have to learn Haitian as a separate language entirely. One would need
no Rosetta Stone to master a multiethnolect version of one’s own language.
Still, multiethnolects are the most fertile source of linguistic innovation in our
times. Plausibly, in 50 years there will be gray-haired Europeans of immigrant
ancestry using multiethnolect varieties as their casual speech.

More to the point, the heavy immigration that countries like Italy are
experiencing will almost certainly birth new kinds of Italian that are rich with
slang, somewhat less elaborate than the standard, and, like Kiezdeutsch, and
other multiethnolects, widely considered signs of linguistic deterioration,
heralding a future where the “original” standard language no longer exists. As
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more countries in Europe take in large numbers of immigrants, we can expect
new dialects, pidgins, creoles and languages mixture.

But P. Patrick [2004] says that pidgin does not mean contact between
two languages — or it would result in bilingualism and borrowing — but the
contact between three or more languages linguistically different from each
other, in a situation of extreme necessity of communication between the
speakers, resulting in a rapid language change.

T. Crowley [2008: 75] writes of the term pidgin as being “fraught” and
states that “Languages designated as pidgins range from extremely
rudimentary short-term contact languages used only in a very narrow range of
contexts to structurally and lexically far more expanded varieties which have
been in use over an extended period and for a much broader range of
functions, even though in each case there may be a shared lack of native
speakers”.

Pidgins and creoles are important not only for a common historical
origin, but for shared circumstances of socio-historical development and use.
In addition, they present many challenges to the model of variation. Coming
from different processes and influences at the moment of language contact,
speakers of different languages have to find a way of communication by
“creating” a new language. This language variation is a result of different
sources such as mixing, first and second language acquisition, and universals
[Crowley 2008: 76].

More than that, the neogrammarians were a group of Indo-European
linguists working at the University of Leipzig (Leipzig School) during the last
decades of the nineteenth century, who were credited with claiming about the
nature of language change. They considered certain universal aspects of
language itself to rule the language development, and attributed to the
phonetic evolution some psychological and physiologic mechanic action,
which is out of human control. The neogrammarians claimed that, in the
phonological level, language change is ruled by the principle of regularity of
sound change, for what they state that the direction in which a sound changes
is the same for all members of the speech community. It means, according to
them that “sound change is conditioned only by phonetic environments and
not by grammatical or semantic factors” [Labov 1981: 268].

Opposing to the family-tree model of language adopted by neo-
grammarians, H. Schuchardt [1980: 51] could find evidences that some
creoles have changed their affiliation (e.g. from Portuguese to Dutch), and
others are so mixed as to defy classification. For this reason, he is considered
as a leader of the opposition to the Leipzig school of neogrammarians. H.
Schuchardt associated the language mixture (mischsprache) to pidgincreoles;
however it was misunderstood as a rough mixture with no real structure of its
own. Actually, what he and other linguists who followed him (e.g. Weinreich)
tried to say is that every language we know is impure. We cannot only think
about language mixture as a European superstrate vocabulary combined with
an African substrate grammar. We can consider that there are three
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possibilities for language mixture. Firstly, there is the possibility for a
language to have as much grammar as vocabulary influenced by more than
one language. In the English language, for example, there is a huge amount of
French vocabulary and a grammar that is different from Germanic languages.
Secondly, it is possible for a language to show only its grammar as influenced
by another language.

It is important at this point to make a clear distinction between pidgins
and mixed languages. Pidgins are sometimes called mixed languages, but there
is a clear-cut distinction between these two. A. Knapic [2009: 4] enumerates
three characteristic features of mixed languages: 1) they are the result of
contact between two languages; 2) have native speakers of their own; 3) are
grammatically as complex as their source languages.

Pidgins are the result of three or more language contacts, and their
grammar is said to be of simplified structure, whereas grammatical structures
of mixed languages are as complex as the two languages from which the new
variety emerged. Having the above in mind, A. Knapic can observe that “we
therefore must not think of a pidgin representing a simple bilateral fusion; it is,
rather, a development of a single language (usually European language, in
modern times) with strong influences from one or more others, sometimes a
great many, and usually non-European”.

Conclusions. At this stage of development, English and other
languages are a multi-level linguistic-sociocultural system, the components of
which are various national, regional and social variations and forms. Within
European countries language contact occurs when speakers of different
languages interact and their languages gradually accumulate internal
differences, resulting in language change. Some situations of language contact
have resulted in a new language, while others have not. In the contact between
groups that are ethnically and linguistically different from each other, with an
urgency of communication, we can face a situation where a new emergency
language arises. In this context we have the pidgin, surzhyk or Kiezdeutsch
language formation. When the usage of these pidgins, surzhyk or Kiezdeutsch
becomes systematic within a multicultural community, and the children begin
to use it as a mother tongue, then we have creole languages.

Despite the numerous inconsistencies in phonological, spelling,
grammatical and lexical-semantic levels in the varieties of languages, the
nature of these inconsistencies does not affect the system of any language as a
whole, which makes it possible to consider dialects and varieties of the
language as language variants, and not two different languages.
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Bunpac O. M. IIpodiema Mikcarii MOB y €BPOIeiiCbKHX KpaiHaX.

ABTOp BHUCBITITIOE 30BHIIITHI COITIATEHI YAHHUKH, 1110 MAFOTh BEJIMUE3HHUI BIUTHB
Ha PO3BUTOK MOBH; 3a3HAYaE, 110 iCHYe TIEBHA MPHPOIHA 3/IaTHICTh, CIUIBHA I BCIX
JIFOJICH, TIOBSI3aHMX 3 BHBYEHHSM MOBHU Ta ii po3BUTKOM. OCOOMBHUI BUITAIOK, KA
MOKa3ye B3aEMO3BS30K MDK IIFIMHM JIBOMA AacTieKTaMH, — 16 BHBUCHHS CYpP)KUKIB,
KIIJIOMYIB, MDKUHIB Ta KPEOJiB. Y CTaTTI 00'€MTHYFOTHCS TaKl TOHATTS, SIK 3MIIIIaHi
MOBH, CYPIKHK, KIIITOWY, TTi/PKUHH, KPEOIbChKi MOBH TIiJ] CIIUTHHOIO HA3BOIO “‘3MiIIIAHA
MOBa”. 3a HaIlMM BH3HAYEHHsIM, 3MIIlIaHA MOBa — 1€ “‘CyMinr’ OyIb-IKUX 3acO0IB
KOMYHIKAIII1, SIKI HATEKaTh JI0 PI3HUX MOBHUX CHCTEM 1 SIKi 32 HASBHOCTI BIIOBITHOTO
0araToMOBHOIO cepeoBHIIAa (POPMYIOTHCSI B MO3KY JIFOJIMHHU, MPHYOMY caM (pakT ix
MPUPOTHOI HASBHOCTI Y MO3KY € OUTBII BKIMBHM, HDK (DakT iX BHKOPHCTAHHS B
pealbHOMY CIIUIKYBaHHL. Y JIaHId pPoOOTI PO3IVIIAIOTECS JDKepesia  CYPIKHKIB,
KIIJIONYIB, MDKWHIB Ta KPEONiB, a TAKOXK JOCTIDKYFOTECA JIeSKI TPUUMHU iX
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HEBUKOPHUCTaHH: y (popMastbHii OCBITI. Y CTaTTI HIETHCS TPO Te, SIK CHIKEPH CYPIKHKIB,

KIIJIOMYIB, IMDKUHIB Ta KPEOJIB dacTile HaOyBalOTh TPAMOTHOCTI B CTaHIAPTHHX

€BPOICHCHKIX MOBaX €BPOMEHCHKUX KpaiH. ABTOp pOOWTH BHCHOBOK, IIIO TPUPOJIA

JISSIKMX HEBIIMOBITHOCTEH HE BIUIMBAE HA CUCTEMY OYJIb-SIKOI MOBH B IIJIOMY, IIIO JIa€

3MOT'Y PO3IVISAATH JIATEKTH Ta PI3HOBUIIM MOBH SIK BapiaHTH MOBH, a HE JIBI Pi3HI MOBU.
Kmouosi cnosa. 3mitiiana MoBa, CypyKUK, KITTONY, TTHKAH, KPEOJT.

Bunpac E. H. IIpo6siema cMenianus si3bIKOB B €BPOIEiCKHX CTPAHAX.

ABTOp BBIJEISET BHEIIHHE COLMATBHBIE (DAKTOPBI, KOTOPBHIE OKA3bIBAIOT
OrPOMHO€ BIIMSIHHE HA Pa3BUTHE SI3bIKA; YKA3BIBAET, YTO €CTh HEKOTOPhIE BPOXKICHHBIE
BO3MOXKHOCTH, OOIIME I BCEX JIIOZIEH, CBS3aHHBIE C MPUOOPETEHHEM U Pa3BUTHEM
s3pIKa. YacTHBIM CiTydall, KOTOpbIM IIOKAa3bIBACT B3aMMOCBSI3b MEXKIY 3THMH JBYMsI
acIieKTaMy, — W3YYEHUE CYPXKUKOB, KHLUIOMYEH, IMUDKUHOB U KpeosioB. B crarwe
OOBEIMHSIOTCS TAKUE TIOHSTHSI, KAK CMEIIIAHHBIE SI3BIKH, CYPKUK, KULJIONWY, TIHDKUHBI,
KpPEOJIbCKHE SI3bIKM  TIOJI OOIIMM Ha3BaHWEM  ‘CMEIIaHHbIA S3bIK~, KOTOPBIA
paccMaTpUBAeTCsl HAMM € TICUXOJIMHTBUCTHYECKON TOYKU 3peHust. COrliacHO Halemy
OTPE/ICTICHNIO, CMEIIAHHBIA S3BIK — 93T0 “‘CMeCh’ JIOOBIX CPEICTB  OOIIICHUS,
MPUHAJICKAIMX ~ Pa3IMYHbIM  SI3BIKOBBIM ~ CHCTEMaM, KOTOpble TPH  HAJIMYUH
COOTBETCTBYIOLLIEH MHOTOSI3bIKOBOM cpe/ibl (POPMHUPYIOTCSI B MO3T'Y YEJIOBEKa, IPUYEM
caM (haKT MX €CTECTBEHHOTO HATMUMS B MO3TY SIBISIETCS: OOJiee BKHBIM, HEKENH (DaKT
UX KCTIONIB30BAHUS B PealbHOM OOIIeHNH. B 310l paboTte paccMaTprBaroTCsi HCTOKH
CY)KMKOB, KHIUIOMYEH, NMUIKUHOB M KPEOJIOB, a TAKKE HCCIEAYIOTCS HEKOTOpbIe
TIPUYMHBI MX OTCYTCTBUS B (JOpMaITbHOM 00pa3oBaHuu. B crathe 00Cyxmaercst Bormpoc
0 TOM, KaK OpaTopbl CYP)KUKOB, KUIIOWYEH, THIPKAHOB U KPEOJIOB Yallle MPHOOPETatoT
IPaMOTHOCTh HA CTaHJAPTHBIX EBPOMEHCKUX SI3bIKAX B €BPOIEHUCKUX CTpaHaX. ABTOp
MIPUXOJIUT K BBIBOJLY, YTO XapaKTep HEKOTOPbIX HECOOTBETCTBHI HE BIMSIET HA CUCTEMY
JFO00T0 S3bIKA B IIEJIOM, YTO TIO3BOJISIET PACCMATPUBAThH JTUAJICKTHI U PA3HOBHIHOCTH
SI3bIKA KAK SI3bIKOBBIE BAPUAHTBI, & HE J[BA Pa3HbIX SI3bIKA.

Kmouesvie cnosa.: cMEIAHHBIN S3bIK, CYPyKHK, KALYIONY, TUHKUH, KPEOJL.

Byndas O. M. Languages Mixture Problem within European Countries.

The author highlights external social factors that have huge influence in language
development and that there is some innate capability common to all human beings related
to language acquisition and development. A particular case which shows the relationship
between these two aspects is the study of surzhyk, Kiezdeutsch, pidgins and creoles. The
article's content combines such notions as mixed languages, pidgins, creole languages,
surzhyk, Kiezdeutsch under one common name of a mixed language which is studied
from a psycholinguisitc popint of view. According to the author's approaches a mixed
language is a mixture of different means of communication belonging to different
language systems which form in the brain of a human being due to relevant
multilanguage environment. Moreover, the very fact of their natural existence in the brain
is more important than that of their mere usage in the real communication. This paper
looks at the origins of surzhyk, Kiezdeutsch, pidgins and creoles and explores some of the
reasons for their lack of use in formal education. It goes on to discuss how speakers of
surzhyk, Kiezdeutsch, pidgins and creoles more commonly acquire literacy in the
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standard European languages within European countries. The author concludes that the
nature of some inconsistencies does not affect the system of any language as a whole,
which makes it possible to consider dialects and varieties of the language as language
variants, and not two different languages.

Key words: mixed language, surzhyk, Kiezdeutsch, pidgin, creole.
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VJIK [811.133.1+811.135.113373.7
JI.A KnsizeBa

CHOJYYHUKOBI ®PA3ZEOJIOTTYHI OAUHULII ¥V
®PAHIY3bKIN TA PYMYHCBKI MOBAX

@paHIly3pKa Ta pyMyHCbKa MOBH, OyAy4Yd HaJeKHHUMHU JI0 POMAHCHKOT
IpynH, MarmTh 0araTo CHUIBHOTO B CHJII CBO€I T€HETHMYHOCTI. AJe CiiJ
HiAKPECIUTH, 10 PYMYHCbKAa MOBa, BIJPI3HA€THCS Bil (paHIly3bKOi MOBH
THUM, IO BOHA BAaromMo 3a3Haja CIIOB'THCHKOTO BILIMBY. CBOro 4Yacy Jesiki
nocmigauku  (C. [lymkapiy, @. Miknomuu Ta 1H.) Hamarajaucs MmiagaTH
CYMHIBY POMaHCBKHN XapaKTep PYMYHCHKOi MOBH Y 3BSI3KY 3 UHCICHHUMH
CJIOB'SHCHKMMH 3aMIO3UYCHHSMHU . BOHU IMiJIKPECIIOBAIM 11 MILIaHUI Xapakrtep.
OnHak “HaNeXHICTh PYMYHCHKOI MOBH JI0 TPYIH POMAHCHKHX € O€3IepeuHor0
1 HECITPOCTOBHOIO ICTHHOIO, — TIJIKPECITIOE BIAOMHM YKpaiHCHKUI pOMaHICT
C. Cemunncokuii [Cemunncbkuit, 1974: 115].

[ToTpiOHI HOBI HOCTIHKEHHS, K1 O Meperyisiaaiy, yTOYHIOBAJINA, BHOCHUIN
HOBE y Halll 3HaHHA NPO ICTOPII0 MOB, B IIbOMY € AKTYyaJbHICTh HAIIOTr0
JIOCIIIHKEHHS.

Hns Toro, mo0 BUSBUTH CHUIbHI PUCH HA piBHI CHHTAKCHUCY, CIIiJ
3BEpPHYTH yBary Ha BUBUYCHHsI CITIOCOOIB BUPAKECHHS 3B'SI3KY MK PEUCHHSIMHU.
CaMe TOMYy METOIO HAIIOTO JOCIHIPKEHHS € BHCBITICHHS CTAaHOBIEHHS (HopMm
Ta BXXMBAHHS CIOJTYYHUKOBUX (DPA3€OJOTIUHUX OJMHMIL Y (DpaHIy3bKid Ta
PYMYHCBKIN MOBax.

BaxxnuBum (akTopoM € BHUSBIEHHS CUCTEMHOIO XapakTepy 3MiH, SIKl
CTaNIMCS y XOJ1 pO3BUTKY POMAaHCHKHUX MOB 1 aHANi3 B3a€EMO3B'3KiB 3 MOBHUMU
SIBUIAMHU Y 3B'SI3KY 3 B3a€MOJIEI0 PI3HOMAHITHUX (DAKTOPIB PO3BUTKY MOBH.
BuBuatoun cmineHi abo BiacTuBI 000OM MOBaM 3alO3MYEHHS, MOXHA
BCTAHOBUTH 3MIHU Y JIATHHCHKHUX €JIEMEHTAaX, sIKi BOHU 3a3HAJIN 3 TOYATKY
pomaHi3arlii 1 10 CTBOPEHHS HalllOHAJIBHUX MOB. AHa3 CIOJYYHHKIB Ja€
MOJKJIMBICTh IIOKa3aTH I1XHI NPUHIMIIM BXUBAaHHA a TaKOX 3PO3YyMITH 1
MOSICHUTH iXHIO €BOJIIOIIIO Ta BCTAHOBJICHHS y MOBI.
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