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ORIGINS OF THE UKRAINIAN LITERARY LANGUAGE IN THE CONTEXT OF THE
POLISH HYPOTHESIS ON GENESIS POLISH LITERARY LANGUAGE

The analysis of discussions, regarding the creation of the Polish literary language, has become a
powerful stimulus for creating a completely new point of view on the beginnings of the Ukrainian
literary language.

This article proposes a new approach to research into Ukrainian literary standard. This term —
much better than the somewhat outdated term «literary languagey, suggesting a certain artistry of
the author's utterance — is, however, still used in parallel with the generally accepted term literary

language.

The authors start from the theory created by Stanistaw Urbanczyk and developed by Bohdan
Walczak, according to which one can speak about literary language with the emergence of the first
norm.

The norm of the Ukrainian literary language has undoubtedly been created for many centuries and
taking into account various cultural influences. However, undoubtedly its origins can be traced
back to the period of Kyivian Rus. Similarly to Latin for Polish language, the Church Slavonic
language for Ukrainian became an incentive to create one's own literary standard. The process of
shaping the Polish and Ukrainian standards, however, was not the same.
Incomprehensible to the ancestors of today's Poles, Latin forced the creation of a completely
separate system that only used Latin lexis.

Not completely understood by the ancestors of today's Ukrainians, for some time Church Slavonic
language was a sufficient means of literary expression. However, from the very beginning (i.e. from
the 11th—11th centuries) there are visible attempts to adapt this language to local pronunciation,
which can be treated as the first attempts to create a general language norm.

The oldest texts in the Church Slavonic language reflect the most characteristic features of the
Ukrainian language, which today are the norm of the language. In this approach, they should be
treated as the oldest monuments of the Ukrainian literary language.

Key words: polish literary language, Ukrainian literary language, polish standard, Ukrainian
standard, language norm, written record, East Slavic languages, Church Slavonic, Ruthenian
language.
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hipotezy pochodzenia jezyka literackiego
Analiza dyskusji, dotyczgcych tworzenia sig¢ polskiego jezyka literackiego, stata si¢ poteznym
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bodzcem do stworzenia zupelnie nowego punktu widzenia na poczqtki ukrainskiego jezyka
literackiego.

W niniejszym artykule zaproponowano nowe podejscie do badan nad ukrainskim jezykiem ogolnym.
Okreslenie to — znacznie lepsze, niz nieco juz przestarzate okreslenie ,,jezyk literacki”, sugerujgcy
pewien artyzm wypowiedzi autorskiej — bedzie jednak stosowane rownolegle z przyjetym ogolnie

terminem jezyk literacki.

Autorzy wychodzg od stworzonej przez Stanistawa Urbanczyka i rozwinigtej przez Bohdana
Walczaka teorii, zgodnie z ktorq o jezyku literackim mozna mowié z chwilg pojawienia sig pierwszej
normy.

Norma ogolnego jezyka ukrainskiego bez wqtpienia tworzyta sie wiele wiekow i z uwzglednieniem
roznych wplywow kulturowych, ale niewgtpliwie jej poczgtkow mozna szukaé¢ w okresie Rusi
Kijowskiej. Podobnie jak dla polszczyzny tacina, tak dla ukrainszczyzny jezyk cerkiewnostowianski
stat si¢ bodzcem do tworzenia wilasnego jezyka literackiego. Proces ksztaltowania sie polskiego i
ukrainskiego standardu nie byt jednak taki sam.

Niezrozumiata dla przodkow dzisiejszych Polakow tacina, wymuszata utworzenie zupetnie
odrebnego systemu, ktory wykorzystywat jedynie tacinskq leksyke.

Niezupetnie niezrozumiata przez przodkow dzisiejszych Ukraincow cerkiewszczyzna stanowila przez
Jjakis czas wystarczajqcy Srodek wypowiedzi autorskiej. Jednak juz od samego poczgtku (to jest od
X=XIw.) widoczne sq proby dostosowania tego jezyka do miejscowej wymowy, co mozna traktowac
Jjako pierwsze proby tworzenia normy jezyka ogolnego.

Najstarsze teksty w jezyku cerkiewnostowianskim odzwierciedlajq najbardziej charakterystyczne
cechy jezyka ukrainskiego, ktore dzis stanowig norme tego jezyka. W tym ujeciu, nalezy je
traktowac jako najstarsze zabytki ukrainskiego jezyka literackiego.

Stowa kluczowe: polski jezyk ogolny, ukrainski jezyk ogolny, standard, jezyk literacki, norma
Jjezykowa, wschodniostowianskie jezyki literackie, jezyk cerkiewnostowianski, jezyk ruski

TI'emka Hoanna, Moiicienko Bikmop. I'enezuc ykpaincokoi nimepamypnoi mosu 6 Konmexkcmi
nOJIbCLKOT 2inome3u noxX00XHceHHA JimepamypHoi Moeu

AHnaniz ouckycitl, wo cmocyromuscs BUHUKHEHHS NONbCbKOI TimepamypHoi MOBU, CMAa8 NOMYHCHUM
CMUMYTIOM 00 CMBOPEHHS YIIKOM HOB020 N02A0Y HA 6UHUKHEHHS YKPAIHCHbKOI 1imepamypHoi Mosu.
Y emammi 3anpononosarno nosuii nioxio y 00CniodxHceHHi eene3u YKpaiHCbKo2o 1imepamypHozo
cmanoapmy. Lleti mepmin xoua i 3HAUHO KPAWULL, HIdC MPOXU 8Jice 3acmaping oeqhiniyis
«1imepamypHa Mo8ay, KA MA€ puct Xy00HCHOCHI A8MOPCbKO20 GUCIIOBIIOBAHHS, — NPome
3aCcmoco8y8amuMemvCs NapalenbHo 3 3a2a1bHO NPULHATMUM MEPMIHOM (IimepamypHa MO8ay.
Asmopu euxoosams 3i cmeopernoi Cmanicrasom Ypoanvuuxom ma pozsunenoi boeoanom Bapuaxom
meopii, 32i0H0 3 KOO NPO JIMEPAMYPHY MOBY MONHCHA 2080PUMIU 8i0 MOMEHMY NOAGU NEPUuLol
HOPMU.

Hopma 3aeanvhoi ykpaincoroi mosu, 6e3 cymuigy, cmeoprosanacs 6azamo 6iKis i 3 8paxy8aHHaM
PI3HUX KVIbIMYPHUX 8NIUGIE, ajle il NoUamok MOodCHa wykamu 8 nepiodi Kuiscvkoi Pyci. Sk ons
NOJIbCLKOI MOBU NAMUHA, MAK 05 YKPAIHCLKOI — YepKOBHO-CNI08 SIHCbKA MOBA CMALA CIUMYNIOM
0J151 M8OpenHs 61AcHOi N1imepamypHoi mosu. IIpome npoyec hopmysanHs no1bCbKo20 i
VKPaiHCbK020 cmanoapmy He 6y8 00HAKOBUM.

Hesposzymina ons npedxie cb0200HIWHIX NOAKIG TAMUHA, CNPUSLILA YMBOPEHHIO YLIKOM 0COOIUBOT
cucmemu, KA UKOPUCNOBYBALA TULLe TAMUHCHKY JIeKCUK).

Yacmkoso 3po3ymina npedkamu cb020OHIWHIX YKPAIHYI8 YePKOBHOCI08 SHCLKA MOBA 30 OeAKULL Yac
CMAaHOBUNA OOCMAMHIU Pecypc asmopcbko2o euciosniosanis. OOHAK exce 8i0 camo2o no4amxy
(moomo X—XI cm.) € suoumi cnpobu npucmocys8anus yiei Mosu 00 Micyegoi 8UMOBU, WO MOI’CHA
MpaKmyeamu K nepuii cnpoou meopeHHs: HOPpMU 3a2ANbHOI MOBU.
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Haiicmapiwi mexcmu 6 yepko8HOC108 AHCHKIUL MOBI 8i003epKANI0I0Mb HAUOLIbUL XApAKMepPHi
O3HAKU YKPAITHCLKOT MOBU, SIKI CbO20OHI CIMAHO8IAMb HOPMY yiei mosu. Tomy ix eapmo
mpaxkmyseamu sIK HAUCmMapiuii nam simku YKpaiHCoKoi 1imepamypHoi MOSU.

Knwuoei cnoea: 3a2a16HoHapoOHa NOIbCLKA MOBA, 3a42ANTbHOHAPOOHA YKPATHCLKA MO8d,
cmanoapm, 1imepamypHa Mo8d, MOSHA HOPMdA, CXIOHOCI08 SHCbKI imepamypHi Mosu,
YEPKOBHOCNI08 AHCLKA MOBA, PYCbKA MOGA.

Introductory remarks. According to the long-established theory of Slavic linguistics, it is still
commonly believed that in Ruthenia, at least until the 14th century, the literary Old Ruthenian
written language was common for Belarusians, Russians and Ukrainians. In accordance with this
theory, supported primarily by the authority of Russian linguists I. Sreznevsky, O. Vostokov,
O. Sobolevsky, O. Shakhmatov, V. Vinogradov, F. Filin and others, the history of Eastern Slavic
literary languages (at least Belarusian and Ukrainian ) began only from the 14th century on. The
Russian language literary tradition, on the contrary, by means of terminological conceptual
substitution and false synonymy — «Rusian language» (for Ruthenian), «Old Russian language» (a
modern term denoting the language of ancient scribes, which herewith is aimed at pointing to a
direct connection with the term «Russian language — seems to descend from the Rus' times. From
this perspective, written records of this time, which contain not only Russian but also inherent
Ukrainian and Belarusian language features, are exploited to construct textbooks and dictionaries of
the so-called “Russian language of the 11th—14th centuries»'.

However, since the earliest times local dialectal features of certain East-Slavic languages were
penetrating into the texts. Therefore, even Church Slavonic written records can be described as
different local versions thereof. Recorded features of a scribe’s native dialect (Kyiv Rus', Galician
Rus', Volyn Rus', Polotsk Rus', Novhorod Rus') obviously became the impetus for local writing
development, and as a consequence — for a separate literary language tradition.

We proceed from the thesis that the dialectic space of Eastern Slavs was differentiated in the
most ancient written period (11th—13th centuries). The basis for understanding the linguistic space
of the Rus' in this period is Yuri Shevelyov’s approach about 5 macrozones, or according to the
scientist’s terminology «linguistic territorial regional units»: Novgorod — Tver, Polotsk — Smolensk,
Murom— Ryazan, Kyiv — Polissya, Halych — Podillya served the basis for the consecutive three
Eastern Slavic languages [16, c. 389, 392].

Thus, in a broader context, one of the objectives of the study is to verify the thesis, prevailing in
historical linguistics, stating that before the 14th century Old Ruthenian had existed as a common
language, unified for all Eastern Slavs. A detailed analysis of the records, which have not yet been
described, and the new reading of the monuments previously described, suggests that in this writing
we see evident attempts to display scribes’ speech features. Inasmuch such attempts/mistakes
become increasingly numerous, it is obvious that they are not sporadic, but indicative of the
deliberate attempt to introduce a spoken usus into the text, and subsequently to create a new
linguistic norm.

It should be emphasized that in reference to the Ukrainian language glotogenesis, the thesis
about the historical period of the national language functioning (Old Ukrainian) and prehistoric
(proto-Ukrainian) has become obvious [10, c. 5-8], since the appearance of a linguistic feature in
the written record is indicative of its much sooner establishment in speech. Spoken norms of each
national language are developed gradually, alongside with the formation and development of that

! The mentioned fact (the use of Ukrainian and Belarusian records under the joint name «Old Russiany in the textbooks
and dictionaries of the «Russian language of the 11th—14th centuries») does not correspond to the actual linguistic
reality of the time. In our opinion, the following ethnonyms and glottonyms for naming the Eastern Slavs and their
languages in the 11th—14th centuries would be more logical and motivated: Old Ruthenian-Belarusian, Old Ruthenian-
Russian, Old Ruthenian-Ukrainian.
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language. Initially, they are usually formed as certain «usage» of the dialect which due to certain
historical conditions, forms the basis for the national language. Orthoepic and orthographic
traditions are closely intertwined. Pronunciation of a particular language native speaker, having got
into the written form (into a record), over time influences further spelling tradition. Importantly, this
usus can get into the texts of both the (native) language of a certain ethnic group and to the texts
written in other (foreign) languages by representatives of that particular ethnic group. Therefore,
any written material is important to understand the origins of a particular language structure and
such material does not necessarily have to be from the written sources of that language. For
example, in order to study the Polish language development, evidence from the 12th century records
in Latin is important; for Ukrainian — from Church Slavonic in Ruthenian-Ukrainian version of the
11th century (written by Ruthenian Ukrainians on Rus'-Ukraine territory), etc. Therefore, logically:
Church Slavonic texts of the Ruthenian version of the most ancient period, created in Kyiv
scriptorium (Reims Gospel of the 11th century, Sviatoslav’s Anthologies (Izborniks), 1073, 1076,
Archangel Gospel, 1092), can prove the thesis that local Ruthenian scribes left in them (in texts)
features of their mother tongue and thus gave reasons for language researchers to draw conclusions
about the rise of the language structure.

The rise of literary languages is quite a different matter. For many nations, periodization of the
national and literary languages does not coincide (the rise of the national language always precedes
that of the literary one). Moreover, many national linguistic literary traditions are based on
vernacular language: a particular dialect of a national language that meets the needs of the society at
the time. Here new questions arise: what is the convergence / divergence of the next stages of
literary language development? How considerable is the continuity tradition for a particular literary
written Eastern Slavic language and when does it begin? For example: is the New Ukrainian period
of the literary language, starting with Kotlyarevskyi's «Aeneid» an actual new tradition in the
Ukrainian literary language development or it also continues the previous one, which was initiated
during the period of Kyiv Rus', the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth? [17] Basically, does modern Ukrainian literary language have an Old Ruthenian
(11th—13th c.) period in its development history? Yes or No?

Hence, there is another crucial problem for understanding a Ukrainian any other literary
language origin: how shall a literary language be described? Does the current definition of «literary
language» fit different stages of its formation?

By coming closer to answering these questions, we can get closer to developing a new
perspective on the development of Ukrainian literary language.

Language — norm — literary language.

As a starting point for studying the literary norm development for the Ukrainian and other
languages, one can use cultural studies of identity categories as well as those, which allocate
distinctions between the «my» and «foreign» system lies in self~awareness through the carriers of
this ethnolect, the fact of their separate language functioning. The final stage of this process is —
with obvious opportunities that ensure the existence of a power cell, that alongside with it is a
culture cell — the desire to adopt a certain orthography, which will confirm the separation of this
language. Extralingual aspects herewith become especially important, namely separation issue for a
language is primarily a social and political matter (Max Weinreich’s citation: «language is a dialect
which has an army and a navy»).

Orthography implementation itself is a long-term process: language norm and literary tradition
can be undergoing adjustments for centuries, since the interaction between language oral and
written speeches is the subject of ongoing discussions among scientific and educated society layers:
Jjezyk literacki to nieco juz przestarzata nazwa jezyka ogolnego, inaczej — standardowego (dawniej
jego nosnikiem byta literatura (stqd jego nazwa), dzis przede wszystkim prasa i inne media).
Glowna odmiana jezyka narodowego, uksztattowana w toku rozwoju kultury, nauki i pismiennictwa,
uzyciem stownictwa i gramatyki rzqdzq w jezyku literackim normy ustalone przez tradycje [18, c.
68; 20, c. 208].
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Similar definitions of the standard language (with various additions) can be made in the analyzes
of scholars representing other scientific traditions: Ocuoenas Hnaoouanexmmuas ¢opma
CYWecmeo8anus A3bIKA, Xapakxmepusyrowjasacs Ooavuiell Uiy MeHvulel 00pabomaHHOCmbIo,
NONUGYHKYUOHANLHOCMBIO, CHMUTUCMUYECKOU Oupghepenyuayueii u meHOeHYuu K peenameHmayuu
[3, c. 270]; Jlimapamypnas mosa — anpayasaunas yYnapaoxkasawas i Hapmanizasawas ¢hopma
a2ybHAHAPOOHALl MOBbL, NPLIHAUIHHE AKOU — AOCIY20)68ayb PASHACMANHbIA Cghepbl epamaocKall
Oseunacyi wanasexa [2, c. 312]; Jezyk literacki... charakteryzuje sie formalng kodyfikacjq w
wydawnictwach normatywnych oraz powazaniem jako kanoniczny, ogolnonarodowy wzorzec
jezykowy, o szerszym zasiegu geograficznym niz dialekty obiegowe i wigkszym stopniu
wypracowania funkcjonalnego [21, c. 83]; or: yHopmosana moea cycniibHO20 CNIiIKY8AHHA,
3a2aNIbHONPULIHAMA 8 NUCeMHill ma ycHiu npakmuyi [6, c. 318].

The above mentioned speculations lead to the conclusion that a norm is the key concept of a
literary language. The concept of a «norm» at the initial stage of its formation is of particular
importance, therefore it (the norm) is subject to studies in the field of literary languages genesis.

In general, most approaches, interpretations, and visions of a literary language origin and
understanding the essence of the expression «ancient functioning period» of any literary language
can be reduced to different and sometimes contradictory provisions:

Only high (sermons, religious literature) and medium (chronicles, fiction) register samples
should be included into the scope of a literary language.

When analysing the processes of norm formation, as well as literary language formation, any
written implementation where such a norm is detected, can be used.

Only the written form, displaying elementary features of local language usage (which must be
carefully identified, counted and noted) can be attributed to a literary language: whether there are
certain tendencies among scribes to introduce local vernacular usus (but without grammars and
dictionaries).

Only the written form, which is already fixed in grammars, literary books and lexicons, can be
attributed to a literary language.

Not only written but also oral forms of supra-dialectal speech, reflected in folklore can be
attributed to a literary language”.

Consideration of the expressed approaches testifies to the need to develop a unified approach,
which would standardize the specifics of a literary languages development (in our case — of
Ukrainian) at its different functioning stages.

We consider Bohdan Walczak’s «minimalist» approach, regarding the discussion on the Polish
literary language formation to be the most logical and reasonable.

According to his «maximalisty concept, the existence of a literary language can be
acknowledged when it has three features: 1) this language is normalized; 2) highly artistic samples

2 Rozwdj polskiego jezyka literackiego nalezy rozpatrzywaé zatem od poczgtkéw polskiego pismiennictwa, w
szczegolnosci zas od czasu powstania wigkszych tekstow cigglych, z uwagq na stopniowe urabianie si¢ ogolnopolskiej
normy graficznej i gramatycznej, takze stownikowej i frazeologicznej, na tle opozycji do wlasciwosci lokalnych,
gwarowych czy indywidualnych [19, c. 129]; Tpaduyuonnviii nooxoo K pycusmam, 6CMpedaoumuxcs 8
Opesnebon2apckux pyKonucsax, CRUCaHnuix Ha Pycu, onpedeaun, ymo pycusmbl 6 HUX NOABIAIUCL Npelcoe 8Ce20 «No
HeQOCMOmpy», No «OwubKe» NUCY08, HPUYEeM HEKOMOpble «OUUOKUY, «HEOOCMOMPbLY, «ONUCKUY» OMPANCEHbL
pyKkonucamu Oollee KOHCEKBEHMHO, Mo20a KAaK opyeue 0ajce U makum oOpaspm He NONAOArOm 8 pPyKONucu, Xoms
owubamvcsi Mo2nu 6ce nucybl. Boixodom uz 3mozo nonoscenust s6isiemcst npeonosiodNCceHue HeKOmopbiMU YYeHbIMU
(A. A. Laxmamos, H. [{ypnoeo, H. U. Toacmoi, B. A. Ycnenckuii) onpedenennoii HOpMbL, KOMopas ucxoos u3 QyHKyuu
OpeeHeboN2apCKux pyKonucet, Omxpbliad 00CTYn NPOHUKHOBEHUSL 6 PYKONUCU onpedeleniblx pycusmos. Te pycuzmoi,
KOmMopble ¢ medeHuem 6pemMeHu GXO0UNU 6 HOPMbL YEPKOBHO-KHUICHO20 SI3bIKA, 00Jee Ulu MeHee 6blOepIICaAHO U
KOHCEK6eHMHO — ompadicaromesi 6 pykonucax. Te owce pycusmel, KoOmopvle He COCMAGISAIOM — NOCMOSIHHO
PACRPOCMPaHaoOwWyIocs HOPMY OPeSHePYCCKUX PYKONUcel, NOnAoaiom 6 HUX OeliCmEUMENbHO «NO HeOOCMOMPY».
Koneuno, nanuuue nopm cmano xapaxmepro 01 PYCcCKOU peoaxkyui moOabKO NOCIe ONpeoeieHHo20 Nepuood
bbImosanus U NOIL306aHUs OpesHeboneapckumu pykonucimu Ha Pycu [14, c. 331-332].
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of belles-lettres writing have been created in this language; 3) this language is an instrument of the
entire spiritual culture for the people.

The researcher, however, suggests rejecting the artistic element (that is, the great artistic value in
the literary works) as a subjective opinion [23, c. 39], as well as the fact of the language existence
as the only spiritual communication means for the people (e.g.: equivalent functioning of Polish and
Latin on the territory of the Commonwealth, as well as ancient Greek was not comprehensible on
the vast territory of ancient Greece) [23, c. 40], and following Stanislav Urbanchyk, claimed that
jedynym (a wigc zarazem koniecznym i wystarczajgcym) warunkiem istnienia jezyka literackiego
jest norma jezykowa. Pytanie o czas powstania jezyka literackiego jest wiec pytaniem o czas
pojawienia sig normy jezykowej [23, c. 41; 22, c. 97-109].

The fact that the emergence of a literary language must be linked to the emergence of the first
linguistic norm [22, c¢. 97-10] shall be the base for the further study of the Ukrainian literary
language rise.

Church Slavonic Texts as a Source for Studying the Rise of the Ukrainian Literary
Language.

Many scholars still do not see the importance of the most ancient Church Slavonic texts for the
study of Eastern Slavic literary languages. They primarily study phonetic, morphologic, lexical, or
syntactic features that are interpreted within the scope of research aimed at tracing pronunciation of
the ancestors of modern Belarusians, Russians, or Ukrainians. Of course, we do not question the
role and importance of such research. Regarding functioning of the Church Slavonic language in
Ruthenia, it is worth emphasizing other factors related to cultural and social life of Kyiv Rus' and,
in a wider context, to Central and Eastern Europe of the 10th—14th centuries.

The language situation in Slavic countries of Latin culture (Poland, Czech Republic) and the
orthodox culture (Ukraine, Belarus) differed, since Latin and Church Slavonic occupied different
positions in the minds of their users. Latin was completely unclear to the Western Slavs (and was
perceived as completely foreign); Church Slavonic language was relatively clear and generally not
perceived as completely alien.

That is, the Church Slavonic was not as alien and unacceptable to educated Ruthenian
Ukrainians, Belarusians, and Russians, as, for example, Latin for Poles and Czechs.

It is this «relative clarity» of the Church Slavonic that led to its penetration into almost all life
spheres of Ruthenians.

It is now a disputable question, whether the scribes of the oldest Church Slavonic texts were
randomly mistaken, thus injecting vernacular Ukrainian peculiarities, or they deliberately
introduced Ukrainian vernacular features into the text. From the 14" century on, especially in the
15™ century, we have Church Slavonic written records, where the scribes introduced not only
certain phonetic or morphological features into the text, but even created whole fragments (several
pages) now not in Church Slavonic, but in Ruthenian. Undoubtedly, in such a situation, one can say
about the conscious activity of a scribe who introduced his Ruthenian Ukrainian norm throughout
the structure of a different language for his understanding — Church Slavonic.

For example Menology of 1489 illustrates entire sheets of text in Ruthenian Ukrainian (not
Church Slavonic), written by a Ruthenian scribe, as shown in the following fragment:

“Cn(e)o Ha pom(c)TEO NpecTbia. BA(a)uua Hawena Bua npucHoAebl Mpia” (c. 13 3B.—
19 38.), «ctaBwwm no(a) apbeomb AaduHow. Hayana naauywm monutu(c)... oyspbna Ha
ApbBe rHezpo NTMUeE. M NoYana CUAHO NNAKaTUCA. a PeKyuM. oyBbl Mub 6EaHoMN... oxb MmHE
65 AHOW. KOMY CA MOTOY pOBHaTWU. NTUUA(M) AWM. HO U Teiu THE3Aa BbOTE. M ABTKKM NNOAATL.
o 6bpa mut wraHHowm rpbwHoM"; "a Kakb ucnonHunoca .G. m(cjuen. poamna aHHa.
oycnbitTana 6abbl. pekyun. WTO ECMM poauna. U OHa peKna. HEHbCKWUKM MOAb. M MOBUBLLW
Hbaba. cTywo npeu(c)Tyio ABULID. NONOKKUNA Oy NeranHUuUM. W Ka(k) cnonHunuca aedue [/
OYMCTUNACA aFHa. Aana cecelb CBOW (T) mepceM CTOM ABILM. U HAPEKNW MMA. €€ CTOM

ms(c)Ti MmpiA. 1 Nnouyana Cras AesBuLLEa POCTU AHbA OTO AHa." (Himuyk 2015: 27).
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The question when such an awareness and understanding of the own language differentness from
the Church Slavonic appeared, currently remains unanswered. The answer may lie in the analysis of
the detected dialectal phenomena (especially their quantitative registration). Since in church text
copies, we find from several hundred to thousands of «mistakes», so apparently, the scribes were
deliberately creating the local Ruthenian Ukrainian norm.

Proceeding from what has been mentioned, we suggest the thesis about the existence of not only
three separate linguistic structures in the Rus' period — Ukrainian, Belarusian and Russian, but also
of the corresponding literary languages.

We conduct the search for the origins of Eastern Slavs’ literary languages on the basis of
certified linguistic phenomena, which at the time of writing were a local usus, and subsequently
became the norm and revealed in written records, created in specific territories, where their
ancestors mostly lived: for Ukrainian — Kyiv — Polissya and Galicia — Podillya lands, for
Belarusian — Smolensk — Polotsk and partly Polissya, for Russian — Novgorod — Tver and Murom —
Ryazan. For some regions, there was obviously no direct perspective on this or that language. At the
borders of Polissya and Smolensk (Ukrainian — Belarusian contacts), Polotsk and Novgorod
(Belarusian — Russian contacts) dialects, interpenetration of language systems occurred. The native
speakers of the Kyiv — Polissya and Galicia — Podillya regions during the whole starting period of
original features formation in the Ukrainian and Russian languages never interacted with the native
speakers of Novgorod — Tver and Murom — Ryazan regions. Everything created (spoken and
written) in the 11th—14th centuries in Murom, Ryazan, Rostov, Novgorod is the heritage of the
Russian written language tradition, and in Kyiv, Halych, Volodymyr, Chernihiv — the Ukrainian
written language tradition”.

Usus/norm establishment in the Ruthenian Ukrainian language of the earliest period on the basis
of analyzing lingual phenomena that have penetrated from dialectal speech in course of rewriting
11™ century Church Slavonic texts, which had been preserved in the original, means extraction of
language features from selected analysis sources (The Reims Gospel of the first half of the 11th
century; Ostromyrov Gospel, 1056; Sviatoslav’s Anthologies (Izborniks), 1073 and 1076;
Archangel Gospel, 1092; as well as the original graffiti inscriptions on the Saint Sophia Cathedral in
Kyiv) and the comparison of the former with modern Ukrainian (normative and dialectal) features,
which may be the basis for highlighting the most ancient period of functioning of Ruthenian
Ukrainian literary and written language well from the 11th century and on. This approach will
enable tracing the rise (first fixations) and growth (quantitative manifestations) of the Ukrainian
language norm.

We take into consideration the fact that those features that had been used in a certain area for
several centuries could penetrate into the Church Slavonic texts. Therefore, even the earliest texts
written in the Church Slavonic language are the study source of the linguistic norm for a particular
East Slavic language in the outlined area of Kyiv Rus’. In this regard, we note that the texts chosen
for the analysis, although, add to a certain extent to the common contribution to the culture of
Ruthenians — Ukrainians, Belarusians and Russians, but at the same time they reflect certain
linguistic peculiarities that later remained in the language practice of a specific East Slavic people.

The objective thus will bring us closer to the main purpose of the study: to establish to what
extent the analysed written sources are relevant for tracing the earliest history of the Ukrainian
literary language

3 That is, the Ukrainian language was formed in the process of interaction, interpenetration of the tribal dialectal
features of Polans, Drevlyans, Dregovichs, Severians, Dulebes (Volyn), Ulichs, Tivertsi, White Croats, but in no way of
Polochans, Krivichs, Radimichs [11, ¢. 16].
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The article will contain examples from the 11th century written records in order to demonstrate
the emergence of the Ukrainian language norm, and consequently — the literary language.

We trace and register dialectal features in two stages.

1) finding phonetic (vocal, consonantal) and morphological (word-alternating), and, where
possible, word-forming and lexical features, which were included in the text under the influence of
local spoken language and contrasted with the corresponding features of possible ancient Bulgarian
and Old Macedonian protographs;

2) Comparison of distinctive features with modern grammar and orthography Ukrainian
literary norm (according to the CYJIM — CydacHa ykpaiHChka JiTeparypHa moBa / Modern
Ukrainian Literary Language) and dialectal features (according to the AYM — Atnac ykpaiHCBbKOi
MoBH / Atlas of the Ukrainian language).

The chart below contains examples both well known in the literature and new ones that we have
distinguished for the first time from the 11th century records.

Table 1.
Distinguished dialect features of the Ukrainian language in the records of the 11th century.
Countersamples in Conformity with
Item | [ apguage . the Ukrainian CYJIM
Written record, style . . (orthography,
No feature dialect (according academic grammar
to AYM) o ’
dictionary)
phonetic level
1. a) Pattern | na yuenukwor céoe 2 rev.a, eptxer ceéoe | The phenomenon is | Is a usus for the
*Yat — ¢ 10a, eder npxevr  10b (PE). common in the | North Ukrainian
(after j) recmu 56, rewa 11936 (136. 1073/. | northern dialects of | dialect
the Ukrainian
reda 227. (136. 1076/. language [1, k. 3—
saebueecA 36Fk30v1 145, revv u nvio 10]
68, ncu redamv 71, om nee (Ap€)
[15, c. 257],
All examples from ChSlav records of
Ruthenian (Ukr) version;
Hecmo Orev., b 8Bpe 8 rev., 8€pyx
21 rev., enresv 26 rev., svceans (130.
1073); The phenomenon is
Pattern kb memw 14 (136. 1076); common in the| Is a usus for the
*Yat — e northern dialects of | North Ukrainian
(other All examples from ChSlav records of | the Ukrainian | dialect
positions) Ruthenian (Ukr) version; language [1, k. 3-
nema, neoend (Kyiv St.Sophia inscr., | 10; II1, u. I11, k. 6]
11thc.) [7, c. 239];
posvepwvmen(ca) (Kyiv  St.Sophia
inscr., 1052) [5, ¢. 134]
Secular graffiti inscriptions on
St.Sophia walls;
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Countersamples in

Conformity with

(1*ye )

npaevobru 6a, Hovke 8a (PE);
nenpaeou 104rev., mu au cvmbewu
87, narvmonodwels 135, ebiub
154rev., 3emaam bpulu 203rev.,
ncanmupa 253rev., npuxpueare 185
(I36. 1073);

ocvipbex 112rev., nponupausuu 249
(I36. 1076);

nocmuiobims cA 80rev., coounu 111,
pozel 118, pubvr 163 (Ap€).

All examples from ChSlav records of

common in the
majority of dialects
in the Ukrainian
language [1, T. I, k.
41-44; 111, q. 11, k.
5]

Item | [ anguage . the Ukrainian CyJIM
Written record, style . . (orthography,
No feature dialect (according .
academic grammar,
to AYM) ..
dictionary)
0) Pattern Huyui 5, 6v ¢dpu 17rev., numas 142, | The phenomenon is | In Pd Ukrainian, such
*Yat — i euoviu 149, ucyunu 162 (136. 1073). | common in  the | pattern is the norm.
southern dialects of | [13, c. 49; 8, c. 87]
6v mupoy ‘momipuo’ 237rev. (I36. | the Ukrainian
1076) language [1, k. 3—
06t pusu (Ap€) (4, c. 8); 10; III, 4. 111, k. 6]
cv cmunvt 6 (XIII Cni I'puropis
Borocnosa XI ct.) [7, c. 239];
All examples from ChSlav records of
Ruthenian (Ukr) version;
2. Mixing old *i | myoicv €4 npasvouss cu 4b, ujike cot | The phenomenon is | In Pd Ukrainian, such

pattern is the norm
[8, c. 90]

wounemuHuks ‘gossipper’ (136. 1076)
[15,c.201].

All examples from ChSlav records of
Ruthenian (Ukr) version;

majority of dialects
in the Ukrainian
language

Ruthenian (Ukr) version;
3 Proximation of | napuuewu 112 (136. 1073), na | The phenomenon is | In Pd Ukrainian, such
unstressed e, u | kxpucm# 157, eracmununs 130 rev. [ common in  all | pattern is the
(I36. 1076) dialects in  the | orphoepic norm.
Ukrainian language
[1, L k. 41-44)
4. b, ® graphic | nosumet u 5a, noamet u 120, | In Ruthenian
form before j npuamel u pyky 15a napekymu uma records of 11"-13®
[il, [u] (PE); nosnwt u, npuumst u ocmasumst | - the phenomenon
u 30a, npuseovt u 776 (136. 1073); is common in Kyiv
nosmwt u 154, npuamst u na pyxy | and Galicia—Volyn
156rev. (Ap€), And Yu. Shevelyov’s | written register
examples from (I36. 1073): omwv
n10008bl Uxs, bl uMA; 3 (ApE) evt
ucmunoy [15, c. 354].
All examples from ChSlav records of
Ruthenian (Ukr) version;
5. e >o shift | wonosbra 179rev. (136. 1073); The phenomenon is | In Pd Ukrainian, such
after fricatives | acona  181rev.  (130. 1076), | common in  the | pattern is the norm.

[13, c. 50]
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. Conformity with
Countersamples in CYIM
Item | [ apguage . the Ukrainian
Written record, style . . (orthography,
No feature dialect (according academic grammar
9
to AYM) dictionary)
morphological level

1. Reduced nanuwe 294rev. (O€ 1056) The phenomenon is

verbal  forms | cvevpwae 12rev., 6visae 15, 6 x0€ 17 | common  in  all

in 3 person (I36. 1073). dialects of the

All examples from ChSlav records of | Ukrainian language.
Ruthenian (Ukr) version;

2. flexion -1 in | cnibia Heotnd lrev.b, Hu eduno

Gen. sing. and | nonvs® 2a, meopume cmv3B €20

6 Nom.-Acc. | 9rev.b, 10rev.b

pl. of nouns | (PC)

ja-stem.
3. Pronominal mo6k, coot— The phenomenon is

forms Dat. and | this spelling is testified in all ChSlav | common in  all

Loc. case | records of 11" c. Ruthenian (Ukr) | dialects of  the

100k, cob6b version, rewritten in Kyiv Ukrainian language.

Conclusions. In accordance with the hypothesis, accepted in this study, the selected ancient
Church Slavonic and Ruthenian records display more or less conversational features, which are
preserved as normative in modern Ukrainian (or as a usus in Ukrainian dialects). We are well aware
that some of the attested features may have been common for other Eastern Slavic languages, for
example, the writing e instead of *¢ (yat) is common in both Belarusian and Russian. But the
localization of the manuscripts and the wider context of other identified features give reason to
speak of a local (in this case, Kyiv) pronunciation usus. Additionally, the presence of exclusively
Ukrainian features alongside with the common ones may serve the proof that these are the first
examples of the Ukrainian norm. The number of such features rose from single manifestations in
the most ancient texts of the 11th century, gradually increased to hundreds in the late 13th — early
14th centuries. Undoubtedly, in these cases it is possible to speak of a scribes’ (who were the
ancestors of modern Ukrainians) attempt to create a certain writing standard for their language.

The above mentioned examples make it possible to thuswise trace to a certain extent, the
emergence of the Ukrainian language norm. Although there are very few original Ruthenian
Ukrainian texts of the ancient written age, there is still reason to qualify attested features (repeated
over several decades in the 11th century) as a reflection of the local Ruthenian vernacular element.
Hence — the introduction of this dialectal usus element in writing and, accordingly, the
establishment of the Ukrainian literary norm from the 11th century on took place.

Eventually, the suggested research can be an impetus for a broader study of the Ukrainian
literary language emergence. Due to the new understanding and thorough linguistic analysis of
Church Slavonic texts and the isolation of a considerable number of spoken Ruthenian (Ukrainian)
features well in the records of the 11th century (Rheims Gospel, Svyatoslav's Anthologies,
Archangel Gospel), which later become an unwritten usus / norm, the conclusions in the article may
change the Slavists’ approach to the process of creating Eastern Slavonic literary languages.

In the broadest context, the project effects and conclusions will be generic for studying the
literary norm of Slavic languages, which developed on a Cyrillic graphic tradition. According to the
thesis adopted in the project, the Church Slavonic language, which was not completely
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incomprehensible to the speakers, was not a fossilized system, but still fell within the influence of
the vernacular Ruthenian elements. We assume that the introduction of local spoken features into
the Church Slavonic language could be an impetus for the creation of certain Slavic literary
languages. The texts studied, in which we find an obvious tendency: from the quantity (frequency)
of a detected feature — to the establishment of the linguistic usus (norm), and hence — to the literary
language, can serve a confirmation of the above mentioned assumption. The method for systematic
study of spoken features in the written records, suggested in the project will open a new perspective
on the rise of the literary Slavic languages on the Cyrillic basis.

CnHcoK CKOPOYEHHX JKepet

Ap€: Apxanrensckoe Eanrenmne 1092 roma. HMccinenoBaHus, IpEBHEPYCCKHN — TEKCT,
cnoBoykazaresm / w3, moarot. JI. I1. XKXykosckas, T. JI. MuponoBa. Mocksa : Ckpunropuii, 1997.
668 c.

I36. 1073: N3060puuk Cearocnasa 1073 roga. @akcummibHoe nznanue. Mocksa : Kuura, 1983.
360 c.

I36. 1076: N36opauk 1076 Ttoma / wm3a. moaror. B. C.Tombmmenko, E. ®. JlyopoBuHa,
B.T. dembsHoB, I'. ®. Hedenon. Mockaa, 1965.

O€: OctpomupoBo €Banremie 1056-1057 r. ®oromurorpapuueckoe wu3manue. CaHKT-
[TerepOyprs, 1889.

P€E: Peiimcrke €Banrenie. Buganns dakcumiasnoro tumy : y 2 1. Kuis : ['opobens, 2019.
120 c.

References (translated & transliterated)

ArYe: Archangelskoe Yewangeliie 1092 goda. Issledovaniia, drevnerusskii tekst, slovoukazateli
[Archangel Gospel 1092. Research, Old Russian text, word indexes]. (1997). L. Zhukovskaia & T.
Mironova (izd. podg.). Moskow: Skriptorii [in Russian].

Isb. 1073: Izbornir Sviatoslava 1073 goda. Faksimilnoe izdanie [A compilation of Svyatoslav 1073.
Facsimile Edition] (1983). Moskow: Kniga [in Russian].

Isb. 1076: Izbornir Sviatoslava 1073 goda [A compilation of Svyatoslav 1076] (1965).
V. Golyshenko, E. Dubrovina, V. Demyanov & G. Nefedov (izd. podg.). Moskow [in Russian].
OYe: Ostromirovo Yevangeliie 1056—1057 g. Fotolitograficheskoe izdanie [Ostromyr Gospel
1056—1057. Photolitigraficheskoie izdanie]. (1889). St. Petersburg [in Russian].

RYe: Rejmske Yevanhelie. Vydannia faksymilnoho typu [The Reims Gospel. Facsimile edition.
Research. In Il volumes]. (2019). Kyiv: Horobets [In Ukrainian].

CnHcoK BUKOPHCTAHHUX JKepeJI Ta JiTepaTypHu

1. Arnac ykpaincekoi moBu : B 3 T. Kuis : HaykoBa nymka, 1984-2001.
bannapsnka T. I1. JlitapatypHast MoBa. benapyckas mosa. Ouywiknaneowvis. MiHck :  benapyckas
SHIBIKIaneass, 1994. C. 312.

3. Tyxman M. M. JlutepaTypHblil s3bIK. JluHegucmuueckuti HYUKIONeOUyeckull croeapb / TI. pe.
H. B. Spuesa. Mocksa : Cosetckas sa1ukiIoneaus, 1990. C. 270.

4. by3yk II. O. [Ipo MoBy HaijaBHIImOI YKpaiHCHKOT €BaHTEINIi. 3anucku icmopuko-@inonociunozco 8iodiny
YVAH. Ku. 12. Kuis, 1927. C. 4-25.

5. Buconpkuii C. O. Kuiscrka nucemna mkona X—XII cr. (o nmuTanHs ykpaiHchkoi nuceMHOCTi). JIbBIB —
Kuis — HLm-ﬁOpK : Bug-so M. I1. Komg, 1998. 248 c.

6. €pmoinenko C. S. Jlitepatrypua  MoBa.  Vkpaiuceka  moea.  Enyuxnonedis — / PEAKOIL. :
B. M. PycaniBcekuii Ta iH. 2-e BUI. BUMp. 1 gon. KuiB : Ykpainceka eHnukiaonesnis, 2004. C. 318.

7. Kosrobprox M. A. doneruka. Kosmobpiox M. A., Pycaniscoxuii B. M., Cxuapenxo B. I.  Icmopis
yKpaincovroi mosu. @onemuxa. Kuis : Haykosa nymka, 1979. C. 65-329.

8. Xosrobpiox M. A., Bornox O. T., Camiiinenko C. II., Crounbko I. I. IcTropuuna rpamarnka ykpaiHCBKOi
moBu. KuiB : Buma mkoma, 1980. 320 c.

37



Ykpaincoka nonounicmuka. Bunyck 17. @inonoziuni 0ocuiodxicents

10.
11.

12.
13.
14.

15.
16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.
22.

23.

10.
11.

12.
13.

Bbesenko C. I1., I'pumenko A. I1., Jlykinosa T. b., Himuyk B. B., PycaniBcbknii B. M., Camiiinenko C. I1.
IcTopis yxpaincekoi moBu. Mopdomnorisa. Kuis : Haykosa nymka, 1978. 539 c.

Moszep M. Icropist ykpaincekoi moBu. Kuis, 2018. 27 c.

Moiicienko B. M. Ictropuyna mianekTosiorisi ykpaiHcbkoi MoBH. [liBHiuHe (moJichke) Hapiuus. Kuis : BL]
«Axanemis», 2016. 284 c.

Himuyk B. Ykpainceka Uetss 1489 poky. Kuromup, 2015. 102 c.

CydacHa ykpaiHcbKka JiTepatypHa moBa / pen. A. I1. I'pumenka. Kuie : Buma mkona. 1997. 493 c.

Tot U. Pycckas penakius gpeBHeOoIrapckoro si3bika B koHue X1 — nagane XII BB. Codus : bonrapckas
akajgemus Hayk, 1985. 358 c.

[leBenpoB 0. IcTopuuna goHomoris YyKpaiHChKOi MOBH. XapkiB : Akra, 2002. 1054 c.

IlesenpoB FO. Yomy oOmiepycckuii s3uk, a He Bidyopychka Moma? // 1O. llleBenboB. Bubpani mpaii.
Mogso3uascTBo. KH. 1. Kuis, 2009. C. 382-411.

Getka J. Biatoruski i ukrainski wariant prostej mowy XVIII wieku czy biatoruska i ukrainska prosta mowa
XVIII wieku? (na materiale ruskojezycznych teologii moralnych z Suprasla, Uniowa i Poczajowa). Jezyki
ruskie w rozwoju historycznym i kontaktach z polszczyzng. Biatystok, 2018. S. 99—-125.

Jaworski S. Terminy literackie. WSiP, 1990.

Kuraszkiewicz W. Tto spoteczne rozwoju polskiego jezyka literackiego W. Kuraszkiewicz. Polski jezyk
literacki. Warszawa — Poznan, 1986. S. 129-179.

Stownik terminéw literackich / red. J. Stawinski. Wroctaw — Warszawa — Krakow — Gdansk — £6dz :
Zaktad Narodowy imienia Ossolinskich, 1988.

Toporisic J. Enciklopedija slovenskega jezika / red. K. Dolinar. Lublana : Cankarjeva zalozba, 1992.
Urbanczyk S. W sprawie polskiego jezyka literackiego. 1. O dawnos$ci dialektu kulturalnego. Jezyk
Polski. XXX. 1950. Z. 3. S. 97-109.

Walczak B. Geneza polskiego jezyka literackiego. Teksty Drugie: teoria literatury, krytyka, interpretacja.
Ne 3 (27). 1994. S. 35-47.

References (translated & transliterated)

Atlas ukrainskoi movy [Atlas of Ukrainian Language] (Vols. 1-3). Kyiv: Naukowa dumka, 1984-2001 [In
Ukrainian].

Bandarenka, T. (1994). Litaraturnaia mova [Literature Language]. Belaruskaia mova. Entsyklapedyia —
Belorussian Language. Encyclopedia. Minsk: Belaruskaia entsyklapedyia, 312 [In Belarusian].

Guchman, M. M. (1990). Literaturnyi yazyk [Literature Language]. Lingvisticheskii entsiklopedicheskii
slovar — Linguistic encyclopedic dictionary. N. V. Yartseva (Ed.). Moskow: Sovetskaia entsiklopediia, 270
[In Russian].

Buzuk, P. O. (1927). Pro movu naidavnishoi ukrainskoi yevanhelii [About a Language of the most
Ancient Ukrainian Gospel]. Zapysky istoryko-filolohichnoho viddilu UAN — Notes of historic-philological
department of UA of Sciences, 12, 4-25 [In Ukrainian].

Vysotzkyi S. O. (1998). Kyivska pysemna shkola XI-XII st. (Do pytannia ukrainskoi pysemnosti) [Kyiv
Writing School in X=XII c. (On the issue of Ukrainian writing)]. Lviv — Kyiv — New York: Vyd-vo
M. P. Kotsia [In Ukrainian].

Yermolenko S. Ya. (2004). Literaturna mova [Literary Language]. Ukrainska mova. Entsyklopediia —
Ukrainian. Encyclopedia. M. V. Rusanivsky (Ed.). Kyiv: Ukrainska entsyklopediia, 318 [In Ukrainian].
Zhovtobriuch, M. A., Rusanivsky, V.M. & Sklyarenko, V. G. (1979). Fonetyka [Phonetics]. Istoriia
ukrainskoi movy. Fonetyka — History of the Ukrainian Language. Phonetics. Kyiv: Naukowa dumka, 65—
329 [In Ukrainian].

Zhovtobryukh, M. A., Voloch, O. T., Samiilenko, S.P. & Slynko, 1.1 (1980). Istorychna hramatyka
ukrainskoi movy [The Historical Grammar of the Ukrainian Language]. Kyiv: Vyshcha shkola [In
Ukrainian].

Bevzenko, S. P., Hryschenko, A. P., Lukinova, T. B., Nimchuk, V. V., Rusanivskyi, V. M. & Samiilenko
S. P. (1979). Istoriia ukrainskoi movy. Morfolohia [History of the Ukrainian Language. Morphology].
Kyiv: Naukowa dumka [In Ukrainian].

Moser, M. (2018). Istoriia ukrainskoi movy [History of the Ukrainian Language]. Kyiv [In Ukrainian].
Moisiienko, V. M. (2016). Istorychna dialektolohia ukrainskoi movy. Pivnichne (poliske) narichchia
[Historical Dialectology of the Ukrainian Language. Northern (Polissya) dialect]. Kyiv: VTs
«Akademiia» [In Ukrainian].

Nimchuk, V. (2015). Ukrainska Chetia 1489 roku [Ukrainian Chetah of 1489]. Zhytomyr [In Ukrainian].
Hryschenko A.P. (Eds.). (1993). Suchasna ukrainska literaturna mova [Contemporary Ukrainian
Literary Language]. Kyiv: Vyshcha shkola [In Ukrainian].

38



Joanna Getka,Viktor Moisiienko. Origins of the ukrainian literary language in the context of the polish hypothesis on

genesis polish literary language

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Tot, 1. (1985). Russkaia redaktsiia drevnebolgarskogo yazyka v kontse XI — nachale XII wieka [Ruthenian
edition of the Old Bulgarian language in the late XI — early XII centuries]. Sofia: Bolgarskaia akademiia
nauk [In Russian].

Sheveliov, Yu. (2002). Istorychna fonolohia ukrainskoi movy [Historical Phonology of the Ukrainian
Language]. Kharkiv: Akta [In Ukrainian].

Shevelyov, Yu. (2009). Chomu obshcheruskii yazyk, a ne vibchoruska mova? [Why the All-Russian
language, not the Vibtscho-Russian language?]. Yu. Shevelov. Vybrani pratsi. Movoznavstvo. Kn. 1 —
Shevelov Yu. Selected works. Linguistics. Book. 1. Kyiv, 382—411. [In Ukrainian].

Getka, J. (2018). Bialoruski i ukrainski wariant prostej mowy XVIII wieku czy bialoruska i ukrainska
prosta mowa XVIII wieku? (na materiale ruskojezycznych teologii moralnych z Suprasla, Uniowa i
Poczajowa) [Belarussian and Ukrainian variant of simple speech of the 18th century or Belarusian and
Ukrainian simple speech of the 18th century? (on the material of Russian-language moral theologies from
Suprasl, Uniow and Poczajow)]. Jezyki ruskie w rozwoju historycznym i kontaktach z polszczyzng —
Ruthenian languages in historical development and contacts with the Polish language. Bialystok, 99—125
[In Polish].

Jaworski, S. (1990). Terminy literacke [Literary terms]. WSiP [In Polish].

Kuraszkiewicz, W. (1986). Tto spoteczne rozwoju polskiego jezyka literackiego [Social background of the
development of the Polish literary language] W. Kuraszkiewicz. Polski jezyk literacki — W. Kuraszkiewicz.
Polish literary language. Warsaw — Poznan, 129-179 [In Polish].

Stawinski, J. (Eds). (1988). Stownik terminow literackich [Dictionary of literary terms]. Wroclaw —
Warsaw — Krakow — Gdansk — Lodz: Zaklad Narodowy imienia Ossolinskich [In Polish].

Toporishich, J (1992). Enciklopedija slovenskega jezika [Encyclopedia of the Slovene Language].
K. Dolinar (Ed.). Lublana: Cankarieva zalozha [In Slovene].

Urbanczyk, S. (1950). W sprawie polskiego jezyka literackiego. 1. O dawnosci dialektu kulturalnego [On
the Polish literary language. 1. On antiquity of a cultural dialect]. Jezyk Polski — Polish Language. XXX,
Vol. 3, 97-109 [In Polish].

Walczak, B. (1994). Geneza polskiego jezyka literackiego [The genesis of the Polish literary language].
Teksty Drugie: teoria literatury, krytyka, interpretacja — Second Texts: theory of literature, criticism,
interpretation, 3 (27), 3547 [In Polish].

Crattio otpumano 20.10.2019  poky
[pwitasaTo go apyky 10.12.2019 poky

39



