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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.
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at (almost) every structural and / or linear position.* In other words, elements
of Belarusian (or Ukrainian) and Russian which in some respect may be de-
scribed as functionally equivalent are obviously free variants in trasjanka
(and surZyk) discourse, without any limitations on the paradigmatic choice
between them. But if it is not possible to identify any regular restrictions on
the paradigmatic choice of elements and structures of language X or Y in a
given form of mixed speech, then it cannot be reasonable to assume the exis-
tence or an ongoing development of a third language (or variety) Z with a
langue “containing” rules that determine the distribution of elements or con-
strt;ction from X and Y, regardless of how rudimentary this langue might
be.

Clearly, the cited, traditional way of conceiving systematicity is strongly
oriented toward the structuralist concept of system. Structuralism and other
related approaches which, like the generative approach, stem from it are
based on deterministic laws (categorical rules). Beyond the interests of these
paradigms lie probabilistic relationships (stochastic interdependencies)
within 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

121



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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