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LANGUAGE PERSONALITIES
IN BRITISH PARLIAMENTARY DISCOURSE

he article presents the analysis of language personalities of main participants of British parliamentary
discourse (Speaker, Member of Parliament, and Member of Government) in the Houses of Commons of British
Parliament. The article gives a developed classification of language personalities on the basis of their
discoursive features, i. e. the prevalence of one or several main forces of speech influence: argumentative,
motivative, regulative, or accumulative. The authors define basic sigmatic, semantic, pragmatic, and syntactic

factors that determine the type of language personality.
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Communicative linguistics presents a vast field
of research which enables to make an insight into
the relation and interconnection of linguistic and
extralinguistic features that influence and define
the number of lingual means people activate in
their speech activity. The collection, percentage,
and combination of these activated expressive
means determine the type of language personality
which acts as the most bright and vivid representa-
tion of a person in society. The study of the way
people express their ideas, intentions, and opinions
presents a particular interest for the sphere of polit-
ical discourse which is mostly exerted verbally
through various speech acts and different types of
communicative activity. Limiting the sphere of
political discourse to parliamentary one outlines
two main ways of speech activity pertinent for this
institution, such as presenting speeches in the par-
liament and conducting debates. All-round study
of speech peculiarities of political leaders from the
point of view of their functional linguistic features
which include semantic relations between propo-
sitions, development of discourse, and pragmat-
ic side which is expressed through speech acts,
speech moves, speech interactions, and finally,
speech events sheds light of the general organiza-
tion of political discourse and the peculiarities of
its functioning in the Houses of Commons of Bri-
tish Parliament.

Being an extremely complex notion, language
personality consists of numerous factors of anthro-
pological, cognitive, and psychological nature
which in their combination create this unique phe-
nomenon. Anthropological features—i. e. belonging
to a certain social class, community, or social back-
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ground—appear to be the basic in the considerations
of cultural, psychological, and genre peculiarities of
speech, and when interacting with cognitive fea-
tures determined by the perception of reality, think-
ing, behavior peculiarities of a certain person, and
being enhanced by four main forces of speech activ-
ity altogether create an extremely complex combi-
nation which determines the position of a language
personality in general sphere of discourse.

In our research, we shall rely on the classifica-
tion by P. Zernetsky which was developed in accord-
ance with his communicative-functional theory of
discourse [1; 2, p. 20]. The discourse has the follow-
ing semiotic aspects through which it relates to the
objects of speech/non-speech activity: sigmatic,
semantic, pragmatic, and syntactic.

The space of communicative interaction within
the discourse includes four main dimensions, viz.
sigmatic, semantic, pragmatic, and syntactic. The
sigmatic aspect shows the relation between the dis-
course—cohesive and coherent sequence of lingual
signs (segments)—and the objects of material and
non-material world (denotata) which it refers to;
semantic aspect depicts the connection of denotat-
um with its meaning; pragmatic — creation and
usage of the discourse by people in the process
of their interaction; and syntactic aspect describes
the connection of the discourse elements between
themselves in various units of speech activity
(speech acts, moves, interactions, and, finally,
speech events). These four vectors which signify
the intention of speech activity are associated
with four main forces of speech influence: moti-
vative, argumentative, regulative, and accumula-
tive, as shown in the Table below.
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Table 1
Dlrectlon' ) For.ce of speech Type of dlscourse Negation of speech influence

of speech activity influence the way of presenting arguments:

Sigmatic vector motivative discourse of desire questioning the sincerity of in-
if you act in this way, you will get this | tention and the truth of presented
and that facts

Semantic vector argumentative discourse of knowledge disagreement with presented argu-
the situation is like this, so it is necessary ments
to act in this way

Pragmatic vector regulative discourse of obligation (regulation) refusal to accept imposed obliga-
you must do this and that tion

Syntactic vector accumulative discourse of accumulation impossibility to negate
look at this, what do you think of this,
how do you think you should act?

The mentioned four main forces of speech activ-
ity can be viewed as corresponding coordinates
which show the direction of speech influence on the
addressee. Sigmatic coordinate, in this case, con-
veys personal senses of an addressor and correlation
of these senses to objective reality on the basis of
his/her experience of cognition activities. Generally,
such senses have the form of opinion and express
individual’s considerations of existing objects,
events, and processes. Semantic coordinate depicts
the sphere of content interpretation of a linguistic
sign; it reflects the relation of the sign to its mental
equivalent and carries in itself the entity of speak-
er’s knowledge about the world which are expressed
through the system of concepts, categories, etc. con-
ventionally established in society. Pragmatic coor-
dinate connects the units of speech activity, their
development and use in the flow of discourse, with
the forecasted action of an addressee, in other words,
it correlates the influence of a text on linguistic /
non-linguistic behavior of a recipient of the text.
Syntactic coordinate shows the total accumulative
linguistic impact on the addressee by the units of
speech activity presented in sequence within the
boundaries of a single discourse [3, p. 127].

The four semiotic coordinates are associated
with the corresponding forces of speech impact;
thus, sigmatic coordinate represents for force of
motivation, semantic — argumentation, pragmatic
coordinate performs regulative function, and syn-
tactic — accumulative. One or more forces of
speech impact can prevail in different discourses;
those with one dominating force are called elemen-
tary, however, it is quite a rare case as typical dis-
courses consist of much greater variety of speech
forces which will be briefly overviewed below.

Force of argumentation creates the discourse
of knowledge (argumentation) which orients the re-
cipient to corresponding speech/non-speech actions
in response, as it contains big amount of semantic

information which intends to influence or change
the range of existing conceptual beliefs of the
addressee, and has little or no pragmatic informa-
tion. This information influence, apart from realiza-
tion of immediate goals of communication, mainly
aims at producing much longer term effects, and is
expected to modify further mental and material
behavior of a person. The discourse of such type
develops according to deductive and inductive ways
of reasoning and is based on the principle of indirect
influence on the addressee by means of presenting
solid facts but not direct regulations of his/her
behavior, which provokes the recipient to visualize
the effects of taken actions and independently arrive
at certain conclusions or make particular inferences.
Therefore, this discourse is supposed to create in the
mind of a recipient a strong conviction in the right-
ness of the presented arguments as it provides the
object of speech influence with freedom of choice of
further steps and guarantees the consciousness of
the addressee’s decision. However, the speech influ-
ence of this kind can be negated if the person who it
is intended for disagrees with the presented argu-
ments and considers them to be false or untrue.
Although it is impossible to negate the communica-
tive intentions of the speaker as they are not explic-
itly mentioned, in this case the recipient will fail to
follow the path of coordinates suggested by the
author of the discourse.

Force of motivation lies on the basis of the dis-
course of desire (motivation) which sincerely/insin-
cerely presents facts, events, and phenomena of the
outer world related to the personality of the address-
ee. Abundant sigmatic information, really or hypo-
thetically related to the addressee, and scarce (or
absent) explicit pragmatic (regulative) information
provokes the recipient to determine his/her further
speech/non-speech behavior by the desire to repeat
or avoid certain previous life experience. In this
discourse, the addressor develops communication
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through presenting motives to the addressee so as to
form strong desires which are forecasted by the
author of the discourse. The communicative inten-
tion of the speaker, in this case, cannot be negated,
though his/her sincerity and the truth of presented
facts (events, phenomena) can be questioned.

In pragmalinguistics, argumentative and motiva-
tive forces intrinsic to the discourses of knowledge
and desire respectively constitute a vast pool of
indirect (transpositional) speech acts, for example,
orders or requests presented by declarative sentenc-
es — in terms of pragmalinguistics, injunctives and
requestives expressed by constatives (according to
the classification of J. R. Searle) [6, 7].

The most pragmatically oriented remains to be
the discourse of obligation (regulation), whose
meaningful side is rather scarce, due to the deficien-
cy or absence of argumentative and motivative forc-
es. As development of this type of discourse requires
presenting little semantic and sigmatic informa-
tion from its author, the responsive activity of the
addressee is also limited only to performing or
refusal to perform the imposed (demanded/required)
speech/non-speech actions.

Discourse of possibility (accumulation) is based
on accumulative force which is mainly manifested
in quesitive speech acts and directed at receiving
from the addressee any kind of sigmatic, semantic,
or pragmatic information. The author of discourse,
in this case, accumulates his/her speech activity in
order to determine the possibility/impossibility of
the addressee to perform certain speech/non-speech
activities required by the addressor. Accumulative
force does not imply its reverse usage, due to the
impossibility to respond to questions with the same
kind of speech acts, especially in the discourse of
parliamentary debates, whose etiquette rules are
firmly established and speech activity in this institu-
tion is strictly regulated [5, p. 39].

According to the complexity of communicative
space, the discourses can be classified as elementary
and combined, the latter involving the use of two,
three, or four forces of speech influence. Domi-
nance of one or several forces in different discour-
ses approximates their total number to fifty four.

Objective classification of communicative-func-
tional types of discourse allows to suggest a scien-
tifically backgrounded approach to determining the
typological characteristics of language personali-
ties. As people in their speech activity operate a pre-
ferred number of discourses (out of 54 available) in
accordance with their psychological types or estab-
lished in society roles, this, to a great extend, de-
termines the genre peculiarities typical for speech
activity of main participants of British parliamen-
tary discourse.

The following examples are supposed to show
the conventional distribution of discourse types
among the participants of the debates. Extract (1)
illustrates the hearings on Driving Instructors Bill
(which in terms of pragmalinguistics can be classi-
fied as speech event) in the Houses of Commons on
4 March 2016 presented by Member of Parliament,
representative of Conservative Party Sir David
Amess. Each participant of this speech event makes
corresponding speech moves (SM) in order to
achieve communicative goals:

(1) Sir David Amess (Southend West) (Con):
1 beg to move, that the Bill be now read the Third
time. I wish to thank hon. Members for their support
for this measure. Indeed, in Committee such was the
enthusiasm of colleagues that some who turned up
were not even members of the Committee. [ am very
grateful to all those who did turn up. [SM1] /.../

My David Nuttall (Bury North) (Con): Is my
hon. Friend able to give some idea of how many
driving instructors will be able to benefit from the
measures in the Bill?[SM2]

Sir David Amess: [ am happy to write to my hon.
Friend to give him the precise details. Suffice to say,
it is a considerable number [SM3].

My constituent felt that this was a nationwide
problem and asked if it would be possible to make
the process of requalifying simpler for instructors
who had, for whatever reason, been forced to take a
break from instructing. [SM4] /.../ I hope the Bill
will go some way towards addressing my constitu-
ents concerns and assist many experienced instruc-
tors, who have much to give back to the profession,
to return to the industry. [SM5] /.../

Mprs Sheryll Murray (South East Cornwall)
(Con): Can my hon. Friend confirm that the Bill will
not do anything to weaken the rigorous standards
we have for driving instructors? [SM6]

Sir David Amess: [ can absolutely confirm that
to my hon. Friend. Indeed, I was challenged on that
point in Committee. It will not diminish in any sense
the very high standards we rightly require for those
who instruct people how to drive [SM7].

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/
cm201516/cmhansrd/cm160304/debtext/160304-
0001.htm#16030476000002

As can be seen from the example, SM1 express-
es regulative force and pursuits the communication-
al intention to present the Bill for hearing by using
performative speech act [ beg to move, that the Bill
be now read the Third time. Other speech acts of this
move are also performatives: / wish to thank and
I am very grateful and their usage is determined by
the rules of Parliamentary etiquette. Speech move
2 exerts accumulative force and intends to obtain
necessary information from the addressee. SM3
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includes two forces of speech influence: accumula-
tive because it gives the answer to the question, and
argumentative as it refers to the sphere of speaker’s
knowledge. The speaker goes on to develop dis-
course of desire (SM4, SM5) by presenting facts
that seem be related to both the participants of the
debates and to his constituency so as to motivate
them to approve the Bill. The question of another
Member of Parliament (MP) Mrs Sheryll Murray
(SM6) belongs to combined regulative-accumula-
tive discourse, the latter because it is expressed by
the quesitive, but the formulation of the question
Can my hon. Friend confirm is a requestive which
obliges the speaker to give the answer. The last SM7
in the presented speech interaction shows argumen-
tative discourse as here the speaker proves by pre-
senting corresponding facts the merits and benefits
of the Bill.

Example (2) presents the extract of discourse
interaction between MP Mr Philip Hollobone (Con-
servative party) and The Minister for State, Depart-
ment for Environment, Food, and Rural Affairs
George Eustice:

(2) Mr Philip Hollobone (Kettering) (Con):
What plans she has to repatriate control over Brit-
ish fishing waters and policy in the event of the UK
leaving the EU [SM1].

The Minister of State, Department for Environ-
ment, Food and Rural Affairs (George Eustice):
/.../ As my hon. Friend knows, the formal Govern-
ment position is that the UK should remain a mem-
ber of the European Union. However, should there
be a decision to leave in the forthcoming referen-
dum, there are well-established international con-
ventions that govern territorial scope and the way
nation states manage fisheries [SM2].

Mr Hollobone: The EU's common fisheries pol-
icy has been a disaster for both the British fishing
industry and our marine environment. Overfishing
by heavily subsidised Spanish trawlers has seen
North sea cod stocks fall by 80 % and the number of
fishermen halved, and Britain is constantly outvoted
on matters affecting our traditional British fishing
grounds by EU member states that have no coast-
lines themselves [SM3]. Will the Minister draw up
plans to repatriate our fishing grounds as soon as
possible? [SM4]

George Eustice: As I said, the formal Govern-
ment position is that we should remain a member
of the EU, but my hon. Friend knows that Ministers
have been given the discretion to take an alternative
view if they want. We have made progress in reform-
ing the common fisheries policy [SM5].

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/
cm201516/cmhansrd/cm160317/debtext/160317-
0001.htm#16031721000005

As can be seen from the example, discourse of
accumulation prevails in the speech of MP (SM1,
SM4), and SM3 exerts motivatively-argumentative
force; however, the Member of Government mostly
uses the force of argumentation, thus creating the
discourse of knowledge (SM 2, SM5) which is evi-
dently and repeatedly indicated in the expressions
that refer to their common sphere of knowledge: 4s
my hon. Friend knows, As I said, but my hon. Friend
knows. According to examples (1) and (2), it can be
concluded that the discourse of Members of Parlia-
ment is usually combined and includes all four main
forces of speech influence; quite tentatively it can
be proportionally distributed into accumulative —
motivative — argumentative — regulative; the speech
moves typically contain more than one speech act
with prevailing number of performatives, request-
ives, and constatives.

Example (3) shows a similar discourse trend: in
her speech, MP Victoria Prentice uses indirect
speech act, transpositional performative (SM1) and
proceeds with a quesitive also expressed indirectly
as it begins with a requstive construction May [ drill
down a little and ask her, which makes it sound
much milder. Possibly, this can be attributed to the
fact that both speakers in this speech interaction are
women and they exercise their personal discourse
features [4]. Discourse of Member of Government
follows typical features intrinsic to this social role
and uses argumentative force of speech influence
(SM 3 and 4) which is also supplied by some amount
of personal speech peculiarity / am delighted to be
able to let the House know.

(3) Victoria Prentice (Bunbary) (Con): May
1 say how nice it is to see my hon. Friend in her
place? [SM1]May I drill down a little and ask her
what steps she can take to ensure that the Ministry
of Defence’s largest customers use small firms to
deliver their contracts? [SM2]

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State
for Defence (Harriet Baldwin): My hon. Friend is
absolutely right that it is essential that we work on
that not only in our direct defence procurement pro-
cess but with our supply chains.[SM3] I am delight-
ed to be able to let the House know that the supply
chain advocate network and the supply chain cham-
pions, which my predecessor announced, are well
under way, and that last year the Ministry of Defence
was able to have direct spend with almost 5,000 dif-
ferent companies. [SM4]

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2016-
09-12/debates/1609125000011/

Example (4) illustrates the discourse of the other
main participant of British Parliamentary debates,
the Speaker, whose social and discourse role of
supervising and regulating the process of debates
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restricts his speech activity mostly to exercising the
discourse of regulation, which is manifested in
injunctives: Order!, he must now bring his remarks
to conclusion, and Then we will have had our dose
for today. The latter is expressed in indirect way
because in this case declarative sentence bears the
illocutionary force of a directive.

(4) Mr Speaker: Order. The hon. Gentleman is an
immensely experienced parliamentarian, /.../, but
let me gently say to him that he has exceeded his
time. It is his first time at the Box, and I do not wish
to cut him off, but he must now bring his remarks to
a conclusion, maybe with a couple of pithy ques-
tions. Then we will have had our dose for today.

http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2016-
06-30/debates/16063029000001/

Thus, the fixed genre role of the Speaker predo-
minantly consists of elementary (accumulative) or
mixed (argumentative-accumulative or motivative-
accumulative) discourses with obligatory presence
of'accumulative force at the end of his speech move.

Therefore, on the basis of domination of a cer-
tain force of speech influence, it seems possible to

determine the discourse of different types of lan-
guage personality, which apart from these basic fea-
tures, is also greatly influenced by the factors of
anthropological, cognitive, psychological, and gen-
der nature. In complex discourses, the sub-type is
defined according to the priority or frequency of
various forces of speech influence. The analysis of
discourse of the debates in the Houses of Commons
of British Parliament enabled to make conclusions
about typical discourse and, consequently, types of
language personality of main participant of the
debates, i. e. Speaker, Member of Parliament, and
Member of Government. Generally, speech activity
of a Member of Parliament is featured by preva-
lence of motivative and accumulative forces; the
discourse of Members of Government abounds in
argumentative force; and the discourse of regulation
is the most typical for the genre role of a Speaker.

Further research in the intrinsic characteristics
of British Parliamentary discourse can provide
numerous linguistic data about functioning of this
type of discourse in the general space of human
interaction.
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MOBHI OCOBUCTOCTI Y BPUTAHCBKOMY
HHAPTAMEHTCBKOMY JIUCKYPCI

Y cmammi nagedeno ananiz mogHux ocoducmocmel OCHOGHUX Y4aACHUKIE napramenmcovkux oebamisy Ilana-
mi epomad bpumanceko2o napramenmy Ha OCHO8I ONUCY KOMYHIKAMUGHUX 0COONUBOCmel nooyooeu ma pos-
2opmanns ixnvbo2o ouckypcy. [looano demanviy knacugixayiio mosHux ocobucmocmeil, Cmeopeny Ha OCHOBI
iIXHiX OucKkypcuenux ocoonusocmeil. A6mopu 6uU3HaA4aI0OMb OCHOGHI CUSMAMUYHI, CEMAHMUYHI, NPASMAMUYHT
Mma CUHMAKMUYHi PaKmopu, wo 3yMOGIIOI0Mb MUN MOBIEHHEBOL 0COOUCMOCTI MA BU3HAYAIOMb YOMUPU
OCHOBHI Munu QUCKYPCY, HA OCHOBI NEPEBANCAHHS KOHCHOT i3 3A3HAYEHUX CKAAO08UX. 3 KOJICHUM I3 HOMUPLOX
Munie OUCKYpCy — 3HAHHS, OANCAHHS, NOGUHHOCTE MA MONCIUBOCII — 8IONOGIOHO ACOYIIOEMbCS NeBHA CUNA
MOBIIEHHEBO20 BNIUBY, A CaMe, AP2YMEHMYIOUd, MOMUEYIOUA, NPASMAMUYHA MA AKYMYII0I04d.

Huckypc snanns onepye gpaxmamu i nokauxanuil cghopmysamu y adpecama dimke po3yminns, axi 0ii mpe-
Oa 3pobumu 0JisL 00CASHEHHs Ne6HOI Memu, 386adcalod Ha CMAaH peyell; npu Ybomy aemop OUcCKypcy (aope-
Canm) HAdae OemanvbHy apeymeHmayiio 0 CHOPMYBAHHs 8IONOBIOHO20 NEPEKOHANHS Y adpecama. JJucKypc
OAdICaHHsL 3ACTNOCOBYE CUTY MOMUBAyii, modmo onepye gaxmamu (nodismu, a6uwamit), pearvbHo abo cinome-
MUYHO NOB8 A3AHUMU 3 0CODUCICIIO aopecama, 3 MUM, Wob MOMUBY8AMU 1020 HA NOBMOPEHHS/HEeNn08Mo-
DEHHA NeGHO20 NONePeOHbO20 AHCUMMEB020 00¢8idy. JucKkypc nosunnocmi € HaUOIbW NPAZMAMUYHO OPIEH-
MOBAHUM I HAOAE 6KA3IBKU W00 MO20, Wo i K Mae Oymu 3pobneHo, 0coonueo He KOHYEeHmpyUUuch Ha
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HAOAHHI apeyMeHmie ma cqopmysanui daxcanus aopecama 0nst 301UCHEHHs 6KA3AHUX MOBTIEHHEGUX/HEMOB-
JIeHHEBUX OTll. JJUCKYpC MONCIUBOCT CRUPAEMBCSL HA OIF0 AKYMYTIOIYOT CUIU, CIPAMOBAHOI HA OMPUMAHHSL
810 adpecama iHghopmayii 6y0b-aK020 8UAY [ CHPAMOBAHUL HA 6CIMAHOBTEHHSL MONCIUBOCTHT AOPECAHMA BUKO-
HAmu MOBNIeHHEGY/HEMOBNIEHHERY 0110, KA BUMALAEMBCS ABMOPOM OUCKYPCY.

Ha ocnosi nepesasicanns miei uu iHWoi CUnu MOBILEHHEBO2O BNIUBY, MOICHA GUSHAYUUMU MUN OUCKYPCY
MOBHOI 0cObUCmMOCT, 4 NEPEBANCAHHSL PIZHUX MUNIE OUCKYPCY Y MOGIEHHESI OLSIbHOCE NAPIAMEHMAapie
suzHayae ixuitl mun. Ha ocrhosi ananizy OUCKypcy OCHOBHUX VUACHUKIE 0ebamie OpUumancbko2o napiameH-
my — cnikepa, napiameHmapie ma 4ienie ypsaoy — 0Vio 6USHAYEHO, W0 OJist MOGIEHHEBOL QIsIbHOCMI ChiKepa
Xapaxkmepruil OUCKYPC NOBUHHOCMI, Y MOGIEHHESI OIAIbHOCII NAPIAMEHMAPI6 NEPEBANCAIONb MOMUBYIOUA

ma akymynoua Cuil, a OUCKYpC YieHi8 ypaoy GUPIZHAEMbCA NEPEGANCAHHAM APSYMEHMYIOUOT CUI.

KurouoBi ciioBa: 1uckypc, MOBJICHHEBA JiSUIbHICTh, TAPJIAMEHTCHKI 1e0aTH, MOBHA OCOOHMCTICTh, TIparMa-

THKa, CCMaHTHKa, CUTMaTHKa, CHHTaKTHUKa.

YIK 811.531:811.16:81°373

Kosznoscorxuui C.

Mamepian naodiviuwios 26.09.2016

OCOBJIMBOCTI IEPEKJIAJTY KOPEMCBKHX ®PA3ZEOQJIOT TUYHHUX
OAUHUILDb 3 KOMIIOHEHTOM & HA ITIO3HAYEHHS MTPOLECIB
VYIOBPIOBAHHS 3EMJII YKPAITHCBKOIO MOBOIO

.o . . . o . C
y NpPONOHOBAHIU cmammil pOo32IAHYmo ¢pa360ﬂoemﬂuu MacCuU8 Kopeucbkor Mosu 3 KOMNOHEHMOM E)E Ha

nosHauenHs npoyecie yoooprosanus 3emi. [Ipoananizogano nepeunHy ma 6mMopuHHy HOMIHAYIT 3a3HAYEHUX
@dpaszeonociuHux 00UHUYb, MOHCIUBOCTT IXHLO2O NEPEeKIAdy YKPAIHCLKOI MOBOK Y 36 A3KY i3 PO30INCHOC-
MAMU YKPAIHCHKO20 I KOPElCbKO20 CilbCbKO20 20CN00apcmed, o 3Hauul10 8i0o3epranents y paseonoaii

KOpeticbKo2o Hapooy.

KurouoBi ciioBa: ykpaiHcbka MOBa, Kopeiicbka MOBa, ()pa3eosaoriyHa OAMHULS, YIOOPIOBaHHS.

CyuacHi 3iCTaBHI JIOCJIPKEHHS B ChOTOIHIIITHIN
YKpaTHCBKiN JIIHTBICTHII, a TouHime ¢paszeonorii,
PIIKO KOJIM 3a4iTUISTFOTh MOBH Hapo1iB CXigHoi A3ii.
Xoua mpartli 3 i€l Tany3i OXOIUIFOITh HEBEITHMKUN
IJIaCT JTOCIIJHKEHb 13 31CTaBHOI (hpa3eoiorii, HaBITh
y HBOMY CIIOCTEPIraeThCs eBHA AUCIPOMOPIis:
3HAYHO YaCTille HAayKOBIIl 3BEPTAIOTHCS O KUTal-
CbKOI Ta ANOHCHKOI MOB, 3aJIMIIAIOYU KOPEUCHKY,
B’€THAMCBHKY, MOHTOJILCEKY Y1 MOBHU HapOIiB POCiii-
cpkoro Jlanexoro Cxony Ha Kpai HayKOBOI 3aIliKaB-
neHocTi. Takui cTaH pedeil 3yMOBJICHO MeperyciM
MOJITHYHO-ICTOPUYHOIO CUTYaMi€l0. 3 OHOTO OOKY,
BiJl YaciB «00poThOH 3 HamioHamizMoM» y 1930-x
poxax ax a0 po3nany Paasiacskoro Coro3y Ha TepH-
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Topii YKpaiHu naHyBaau pycudikamiiHi TeHICHIIIT,
HACJIIJIKU SKUX Y CHOTOJHINIHIX 00CTaBUHAX BaXKKO
MOJONaTH. 3a BHUTOJOMIEHUM MUKUTOI XpyIIo-
BUM TaciioM — «HuM HIBH/IIIE MU TOYHEMO TOBOPH-
TH POCIHCHKOI0O MOBOIO, THM MIBHIIIE MOOYIYEMO
KOMYHI3M» — YKpaiHCBKY MOBY, SIK 1 iHIIII MOBH Ha-
poniB CPCP, Oyno BH3HAHO «HETEPCIICKTUBHOIOY.
O4eBuIHO, 110 B TAKUX YMOBaxX YKpaiHChKi MOBO-
3HABII OyJIM 3MYIIICH] 3aXUIIIATH MTO3UI[IT MOBH JIPY-
rOro 100 YHCEIBHOCTI CIIOB’IHCHKOTO HAPOIY,
a 3ICTaBHI JOCIIDKCHHS B Mexkax ¢paszeonorii ¢o-
KyCyBaJIHCS IIepeyciM Ha MOPIBHAHHI YKPaiHCHKOT
3 POCIMCHKOIO YK aHIIIHCHKOK MOBaMH. 3 1HIIIOTO
6oky, CPCP miaTpumyBaB IUIIIOMaTHYHI BiJIHOCHHU





