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JAN CHLOUPEK

SOME NOTES ON THE STUDY OF DIALECTAL SYNTAX

1. Czech linguistics has turned its attention to a greater extent to the problems
of syntax. A whole number of methodological questions, which require immediate
solution, have been called forth by a deepened knowledge of syntax. The point
is to grasp the structure of a linquistic form even in syntactical work quite com-
pletely, for otherwise syntax would become a more or less accidental “list” of
sentences.

All that is valid for dialectology as well. But the situation here is far more
intricate than with the studies of the standard language. Firstly, Czech dialectology
cannot boast of a long tradition and has so far achieved good results chiefly in
phonetics and morphology, the field of phonemics being represented by a com-
paratively small number of studies. Secondly, when studying dialectal syntax,
we come up against a whole number of technical troubles, which make the work
with syntactical material considerably difficult. *

Of course, however short the tradition of dialectological studies may be, it can claim some
success, Thus as early as in 1899 and 1900 J. Malovany published in Casopis Matice mo-
ravské his Skladba ndfedt clsarovského, a work, in its time quite outstanding. Another step
forward were also the chepters on syntax contained in the dialectological monographs by
Adolf Kellner (Stmmberaké ndfett, Brno 1939, Vychodoladskd ndfedt I, 11, Brno 1946, 1949)
and in the studies written by his collaborators and pupils (the latest of them being Fr. Ko-
nedny’s Ndfedt Urdic a okoli, Prague 1957). In these monographs, however, it is just the
syntactical section, in which the differential method has been applied without exceptionm
(only syntacticel features differing from those of the standard language are being recorded),
although the remaining sections of grammar are based on a description of the dialectal
structure in question. Interesting results may soon be brought in by questionnaires, even if
they touch upon the syntactical problems only occasionally: for example the questionnaire
concerning the dialects of the Hané region covers only the absolute participle and the negative
genitive; the questionnaire concerning the Moravian-Slovak border region quotes the type
nasi statitek §li, the negative genitive, and the absolute participle; the questionnaire con-
cerning Lachian dialects asks about the type nadi stafidek &li, about wish clauses introduced
by aby, at, a%, respectively, about the type spi a#i zabity and about the construction ide do
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suseda.

2. If we consider a dialect as a specific system embedded in the system of the
national language, we must beware, when registrating syntactical phenomena,
of not introducing elements into it alien to its structure. For example in the
archaic dialect of eastern Moravia protoZe is not a causative conjunction, though
it has its place in the language of the younger generation of villagers; instead
of it there is the traditional conjunction e, which — similar to Old Czech —
introduces both substantival and causative clauses (vjefte, fe mi-to utichlo; hospodu
nalitili Servenat barvid, %e sa tu staly mordy). True enough the first conjunction
shows an average frequency in the language of the village; this, however, does
not necessarily warrant the conclusion that it constitutes a systemic element
of the dialectal syntax. We could quote more examples like that: ne enom is only
a phonetic variant of the standard mejen in comparative sentences; the con-
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junction ackols fairly often occurs instead of the dialectal tfeba or jak; the type
nd§ staFibek 56l often occurs instead of the traditional ¢‘plural of respect” nasi
stafidek $li; common Czech phrases oust dialectal innovations (of course, formed
in accordance with the old laws of sentence formation) zebralo sa smetana and
tam bylo aj trafika.

‘What is then the criterion by which we may decide that one syntactical pheno-
menon is in accordance with the system, whereas another though synonymous
to it is not? The most important criterion is the possibility to explain the pheno-
menon from the nature of the dialectal structure. For example both the type
zebralo sa smetana and the type tam bylo aj trafika are in agreement with an older
way of expression, which did not require the verbal predicate to be in formal
concord with the subject, because the latter was either not known ot not to be
named (cf., e. g., numerous dialectal sentences with an indefinite neutral subject,
e. g. even the sentence aj ty kosti hofelo). Further the use of the adversative
-conjunction neZ is in connection with the archaic character of our dialect. (In
the case of these two constructions as well as in the case of the adversative con-
junction nef, their synonyms have found their way into the system, but this
need not be always necessarily so.) By maintaining the traditional system only
in the language of the oldest generation there arise generational differences;
it follows that in determining the systemie character of dialectal phenomena the
generational criterion does not rank first, although it is of considerable use to the
dialectologist: such are usually the systemic variants’employed by older speakers.
Another criterion, viz. the frequency of the phenomenon, can prove useful only
in very distinct numerical proportions: e. g., it is only possible to record ah isolated
occurence of the adversative led, but it is impossible to draw any conclusion
from it. But on the other hand even isolated cases can complete our description
of the syntactical system (e. g. the isolated occurence of the conjunction co in
a declarative substantival sentence: nasi nepamatuji, co by tu kofusiitg byl;
it may only be due to an individual contamination with final clauses, in which
the conjunction co and the conditional with a- are to be found together; it may
be a current type, which just by chance has not been recorded more often).

3. The study of the collected material should lead us to a critical evaluation
of the existing views. For instance, the assertion that even dialectal word-order
reflects the contextual structure of the sentence is definitely not quite free from
doubt. It should be borne in mind that the contextual structure is brought about
by the phonic means of the spoken language, especially by a rise in intonation.
The most important expression in the sentence, the ‘‘nucleus” of the given
communication, has not such a fixed place in the sentence. It will be approxi-
mately as often at the end of the sentence (tof na sfiidaiic proiii defi sa pékly
vdolebky), as in the middle (mévaly zeltny baby), or at the beginning of it
(even In utterances lacking emotional colouring: v bahknoch to rddo je). If the
communicative nucleus in an emotionally neutral sentence can show different
positions, the word-order cannot be a suitable means of the contextual structure
of the sentence.

The dialectal word-order represents another feature typical of dialectal syntax;
we have in mind the additional arrangement of sentence members. The
speaker tries to state the most important part of the sentence at the very be-
ginning and the rest of the sentence is only added somehow; this tendency be-
comes manifest partly by shifting the communicative nucleus towards the
beginning of the sentence, partly by relegating the formal parts of the sentence
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towards the end (on poklizd fSecko si), partly by putting the congruent (un-
stressed) attribute after the noun (7 tychto mlgnoch obyéajnych sa mlévdvalo).
In the last case the speaker utters the important sentence member first, addi-
tionally expanding it only. The additional arrangement of the sentence mem-
bers originates undoubtedly in the fact that the speakers of the dialect are not
aware of the perspective of their sentences, forming them merely ad Aoc in the
very act of their speech. This is by far nat such a conscious sentence-forming
process as would be observed with written sentences.

4. It is also necessary to avoid such a simplifying interpretation of dialectal
structure, as would come from the overvaluation of the superficial cases of cor-
respondence between the dialect and the standard language. In spite of all the
seeming correspondence, e.g., there is a substantial difference between the
infinitive constructions of a dialect and those of the standard language. The noun
in the dialectal sentence nepfeju mu staroby dockat functions as object and the
infinitive as referential qualification of the noun; in a corresponding standard
sentence, on the other hand, the infinitive is the object of the predicative verb.
Why is that so? The grammatical principle of word-order, by which we under-
stand the tendency to place certain sentence members in fixed positions, pre-
serves in the dialect concerned the remnants of old sentence structure. Stand-
ing at the end, the infinitive reflects its original referential or final function.
In an overwhelming majority of cases theinfinitive — anindependent substantival
sentence originally — takes up the end of the sentence, not occuring immediately
after the finite form of the verb, as it is the rule with Standard Czech (cf. dyse
sa im chtelo vody pit with the standard kdys: se jim chtélo pit vody); as a result
of the original independence of the infinitive, the particles sa, s7 dependent on it
are most often placed after the infinitive (pfide tu negdy postefovat sa); the infi-
nitive is often separated from the noun it qualifies by a short pause (4di vidim
s taSkama mnakdpit). This all leads up to the conclusion that the infinitive of
East-Moravian dialects is a semisentence construction, which performs the
function of an adverbial element of purpose or reference.

One must be extremely careful when interpreting the interrelations of clauses
in asyndetic complex sentences. The question arises whether we have to do here
with co-ordinate or subordinate sentences, or with sentences that are logically
subordinate, but co-ordinate in form (e. g., the substantival complex sentence
ukazovals, potte podut, the conditional complex sentence with the copulative a — md$,
adaj/, the concessive complex sentence with the copulative a — $tyry roky byl na
wdlském boisér, a neum#dl).

The semantic relation between the sentences is sometimes determined by
words of adverbial character (Sak teprd lehl a uf md sny?), sometimes by
a syntactic pattern (w telefonu jedno slovo vyrechat, byla kulka), in some cases,
however, only by the verbal context (the complex sentence ten fensky das stratila,
vyvalilo sa ¢ do téj nohy can be temporal, resultative, or causative), or even merely
by the situational context (hen tam mezi horama, toho nevidet!, which in Standard
Czech would mean ,,je tam mezi horami, nent to toti% vidét). It is just because
it is often impossible to determine the semantic relation between the clausal
members of a complex sentence without the knowledge of the context that we
can look for the contradiction between the old form and the new content it is
to carry. In this point the dialect differs from the standard language, which
either has disposed of the contradiction or is about to do away with it. Of course,
this contradiction was not so obvious in the past. It should be remembered that



33 J. CHLOUPEK

the dialectal utterances were mostly original expressions of the situation,
being closely and immediately linked up with it. Sentences were gradually put
one after the other, and the expression of their interrelations was not so important
as the actual reaction to the changing situation. The dialect speaker did not
conceive his sentences as complex at first, but placed one sentence after the other
as the thoughts kept on occurring to him. Thus the simple linguistic form was
a reflection of primitive thinking, often consisting-of mere associations. It has,
however, survived down to the present day, when it has come to convey a new
meaning, 1. e. suhordination.

5. It is possible to follow two ways in treating the collected syntactic material.
We shall stress either the historic aspect or the synchronic view. In either case we
may proceed either statically — i. e. to establish a sort of “‘cross-section” of the
given linguistic stage —, or dynamically — i. e. to interpret the development of
the given linguistic structure. A few words should be added with regard to dialecto-
logy. .

The historical investigation into dialectal syntax is rendered very difficult
by the fact that no written monuments have been preserved. Even those
that may be of good use in phonetic and morphological researches can fail us on
the syntactic level because of their literary character. But a too great emphasis
laid on dialectal literary monuments contradicts the view that a dialect is, and
in its history has always been, above all one of the spoken forms of the national
language. Last but not least there is another reason, for which the historical
approach should not be overestimated: &t a time, when folk dialects are quickly
dying out due to economic and political circurstances, we have first of all to
focus our attention on the ‘“language as it is spoken at the moment™, not on the
language of literary monuments and written records in general.

If we adopt the synchronic method, a statical interpretation of the dialectal
material deprives us of the possibility to determine the relation of the dialect to
the development of the national language as a whole, although the present
form of the dialect corresponds to various.stages of the national language at
different periods of its development. In the same way the statical method pre-
vents us from distinguishing various historical layers of development in the present
dialectal structure, which have merged into one structural unity of today. Thus
the long historical development of #e (originally an interjection, now a conjuction)
seems to be reflected in the present stage of the dialect, where the change of the
interjectional conception (still preserved in the confirmative fe: Ze ho nenajdes!)
into the adverbial (%e means pry, e. g. a tof Ze pFifél tady do Kostelca, Ze atii jednoho
vlasa nemjél na sobje suchého, %e tak se velice polekdl) or into jthe conjuctional
(nésla pfisadu, e bude zitra sadit — in Standard Czech ,,aby sdzela‘‘) has been
completed or is perhaps in progress only just now.

The statical analysis of the present state of the dialectal syntax, however,
is of some importance too. The analysis of those cases should not be omitted,
in which e. g., the sentences break off without a formal close (aposiopesis); further
attention should be paid to various anacolutha, repetition of sentence parts, the
violation of formal concord between subject and predicate, the completion or
even the substitution of linguistic means of communication by means of gestures
and gesticulation eto. All simijlar statements, however clever their generalization
may be, are not typical of dialectal syntax, i. e. of one ‘of the geographically
limited forms of the national language, but they may be deduced from the study
of the spoken language in general, from the study of the colloquial style of the stan-
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dard language. — On the whole, it is still true that a statical description of some
dialect is not the last aim of dialectological work.

The most intricate structural interdependences may be elucidated by means
of the dynamic conception of dialectal syntax. The present stage is regarded
as the result of a long historical development and as 2 germinal stage of the
development to follow. This approach interprets dialectal syntax as a specific
part of the syntax of the national language. It makes it possible to distinguish
between components of various linguistic structures as they may be observed in
the average form with the average village speakers. It allows to draw historical
conclusions from synchronical observation.

6. Mention should also be made of the stylistic analysis of dialectal texts.
At the present state of knowledge it seems to be premature to devote detailed
attention to the problems of dialectal stylistic. It is well known that the stylistic
problems of the standard language could be taken up only after a thorough know-
ledge of grammar has been acquired. It is, however, possible to say already today
that beside the unmarked colloquial style there is only one marked style in the
dialect, i. e. that of narration. The dialect has only one specific style-forming layer
and it employs it only in narration.

Cf., e. g.: Ze to denote another person’s narrative: f&i1éj, %e sa ohlédne, gdo ide, chlab oskubany,
%e tag z #ieho cdry vissely, d to% on 3e si pravil. . .; the linking up, of sentences by means of @ (in
fact, we can hardly speak here of expressing some co-ordinate relation but only of a chrono-
logical link-up of actions): ide, ide @ Ze (= St. Cz. pry) dvd chlapci skdld a dak de sa nabrali;
lexical repetition occurring in complex sentences of the type to% jak &, pfisél do mjesta; com-
parative sentences of the type udelalo sa ich modz jag dy§ stfell; the use of SItua.tlona.lly pnms.ry
‘utterances in indirect speech without introductory means: nechfél tam leZat, jé pry pujdu
ddm, ale jezl§ mdrja, vy mosite byd velice tordyj; the use of the so-called inserted sentences:
sem zavoldl — $ag uZ je mrivy — bratranca, také je tesaf; the use of nominal sentences in
descriptions: tof, jag ufekali, takd studénka, a 8li tam chytad jeZe; the repetition of sentences
and sentence parts in emotionally coloured utterances: stard hutala, hutala; the use of the
present tense to express past actions: byvalo, Ze tam jakéhost otsddili, co néii vinen.

There does not exist any other higher stylistic layer in the dialect, for the speak-
ers are able to substitute it by resorting to the communicative means of an
interdialect or to those of the standard language. The functions of the higher
stylistic layers are consequently taken over by higher forms of the national
language. This is especially obvious in the use of hypercorrect standard forms in
cases, in which the dialect speakers — not mastering the standard language well
enough — want “to adapt” themselves to the visitor from the town (cf., e. g.,
the East-Moravian hypercorrect veiéko with the standard vajicko and the dialectal
vaicko, according to the standard vejce; the adversative gdesto in dialectal utter-
ances — considered as definitely bookish in the standard language; etc.).

7. What about the technique of dialectal syntax investigation? A necessary
presupposition of a successful collection of syntactic material is a safe and tho-
rough knowledge of the analysed dialect. The scholar can proceed with the
analysis of syntactical phenomena only after he has mastered the phonetics and
morphology of the dialect; otherwise he could not focus his attention on syntax.

Let us consider to what extent it is possible to investigate into syntax by means
of old and tried dialectological methods. A dialectal questionnaire is a reliable
guide in recording phonic and morphological phenomena, but is not of much use
in’ ascertaining syntactical phenomena. E. g., there are great difficulties when
trying to create a situation in which the speaker would use the archaic form of
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the 3rd person sg. in a sentence with a general subject: napravo ide ke Fsetinu
(in Standard Czech napravo se jde k& Vsetinu); and yet the occurence of this
form is by no means rare in the language of the older generation, let alone that
its very existence offers a valuable clue to the knowledge of the history of the
language. Similarly, it is difficult to make the speaker use an imperative, an
optative, a conditional, or an interrogative sentence. Even if he obliges, he is
almost sure to use a type corresponding to one of the standard language.

In our opinion the most suitable form of collecting syntactical material is to
register the answers or even the questions of the informant (or of those of his
domestic environment) in a current talk with the investigator. In this way it is
possible to gain the most valuable answers (cf., e. g., nominal sentences in reply
to.the questions: ,,4 ted tu Zijete u syna?* céra; ,,A tu je dobfe, fe ano?*‘ zdravy
vzduch!). It is not even necessary to avoid an uninterrupted narration. Without
the analysis of such narration we could not establish the typical feature of the
dialectal utterances, i. e. the expression of subordinate relations by means of
co-ordinate form (e. g., a resultative relation: zadali kifit, to§ cagany mohl na to
vjeSat; a causal relation: ofiv znaji Spds, Sak chodija po sviete a znaji ludi; of.
above).

The opinion can often be heard that it is impossible to characterize syntax
thoroughly without the help of a tape-recorder. The latter is a welcome help in
syntactical analysis but not an indispensable one. It is not the exact wording of
the dialectal sentences that matters, but rather the sentence types, the
sentence patterns. It is evident that the unessential need not be recorded.

8. By way of conclusion we may offer the following summary of our views:
the study of dialectal syntax will promote:

a) the knowledge of the historical development of the language in that it
discovers such archaisms in the living language, as otherwise would have been
preserved only in old literary monuments;

b) the knowledge of the historical development, of the language in that, by
studying a present day dialect (i. e. a spoken linguistic formation), it discovers
parallels to the sentence-forming process, which had occurred before the written
language began to unfold;

¢) the knowledge of the present state of language in that it provides valuable
material concerning the relation between language and thought;

d) the knowledge of the present state of the national language in that it ex-
plains its syntax in its local modifications and, at the same time, in that it records
even such changes as the syntax of a present day dialect is subject to under the
pressure of the standard language.

A Note

The examples we quote were collected in the course of an investigation into dialectal
syntactic features carried out in 190 villages in eastern Moravia. The syntax of these dialects
is-more fully treated in our study Stavba véty a sounéti v archaickych ndfetich vychodomoray-
gkych (On the Structure of Simple and Complex Sentences in the Archaic Dialects of Eastern
Moravia) which is going to be published in the collection of papers offered to the academician
Fr. Travnitek in honour of his 70th birthday. For further references to the literature of the
problems concerned see there. The following is an exact phonetic transcription of a dialectal
specimen registered by tape-recorder.
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THE SPECIMEN

Mr K. Horsdk, aged 91, of KaSava, District Gottwaldov, eastern Moravia,
gives an account of how people used to live.

To néjsu féilej dase. Feil su zlaté dase! Vakilo sa kafé enom v ndjveéi svitky.
No 8ag jak sem byl doma. ESde ogarec. Marthenka mi vatili to kafé, bylo to na
konéiny. A va¥a to kafé, toZ jako — nebylo Sporheltu a ]akych51 kramu jak fcﬂe]
Na o'hiisdi to vafili. F takovém dthém hrnei ka'menném. A toZ us to nesi s téj
kuchyrtie a nesa hiidp na zem. Kafé sa vyvahlo A toz my deti! Plakaly a plakaly
Marhenka povidajti, neplaéte deti. Este mdm mléko, ei¢e uvaiim vdm kafé.
No toZ nas tym ukrotili a my to oblizovali na téj zemi. Pane, to byly éasy! A to
nebylo enom v naSem dorhe, t4 bida. T4 bida byla ve viem, ve v3ech chalupdch.
Ve viech, aj u sedldkd.

Donést sa skopeg do izby. Z vodi. A takovy by! svicen, co bylo takovévidlidky,
tam sa stréilo svetidlo a tym sa svitilo. Inadi s¥etla nebylo. A jeden mosél u toho
stit a opravjat to — a dymu! To zme sa a] nevideli. A rdno, dyZ zaka&lsl, takovy
kasél, jag dyby uhlé vyplat! Takovd, pane byla — nesndza. A mij otec to delat
f kaZdéj chalupe jakofka. Strihali ty svetidia.

POZNAMKY K STUDIU NARECNT SYNTAXE

1. Ceské dialektologie vénuje nyni zvySenou pozornost otdzkim syntaxe. Prohloubené
poznéni nafedni syntaxe pak vyvoldva fadu daleZitych otdzek teoretickych; které je tieba
neodkladné fesit. Jde totiz o to, aby byla i ve vykladech syntaktickych dokonale postiZena
struktura nafedi, nebot jinak by se skladba stala vice méné ndhodnym ,,soupisem** vét.

2. V ,,jazykovém priméru® vesnice se vyskytuji jako synonyma (tfeba i syntaktické)
prvky tradiéniho lokélnfho néfedi vedle prvku interdialektickych a spisovnych. Z &eho
usuzujeme ne to, Ze ten nebo onen jev patti k systému starobylého lokdlniho nafedi?
Nejdalezitgjsim kriteriem je tu moZnost vysvétlit jev z celkové povahy nafeéni struktury,
moZnost urdit souvislost jevu s jinymi, nepochybnymi jevy strukturnimi. Jin4 kriteria (gene-
raéni diferenciace, frelivence jevu atp.) jsou druhotné.

3. Je nutno vyhnout se zjednodu$ujicimu posuzové.m nifeéni syntaxe podle skladby spi-
sovného jazyka. Tak na pf. nafedni slovosled nenijen vyrazem obsahového (kontextového)
¢lenéni véty, nybrZ pfedevdim additivniho pfipojovani vétnych &lend. V nafedi nejde totik
ani zdaleka o tak uvddomély vétotvorny proces, jaky je charakteristicky pro jazykovy projev
spisovny, zvlasté pak psany.

4. Nelze precenovat povrchni shody néfedi se spisovnym jazykem. Tak na pf. pfes viechnu
zdénlivou shodu je podstatny rozdil mezi infinitivnimi vazbami vychodomoravskych nafed
a jejich spisovnymi obdobami. V néfedni vé&t& nepfeju mu staroby dolkat je jméno predmétem
8 infinitiv zfetelovym uréenim jména, kdeZto ve spisovné. estiné je infinitiv v obdobné vété
predmétem piisudkového slovesa.

5. Jak méme k zkouméni nifedni syntaxe pfistupovat? NejsloZit&j§i strukturni zivislosti
nadm mi¥e objasnit jen dynamlcke pojeti néfedni syntaxe. Hodnoti soudasny stav jako
vysledek dlouhého historického vyvoje a jako zérodeéné stadium vyvoje budouciho. Vidi
v nafedni skladb& osobitou soudast skladby nirodniho jazyka. UmoZfiuje nAm rozeznévat
v jazykovém primeéru vesnice slozky riznych jazykovych struktur. MiZe vyvozovat histo-
rické zdvéry ze studia synchronniho.

6. Dnes je jestd pféddasné propracovévat podrobné ndfedni stylistiku. Je vSak uZ moZno
Fici, Ze vedle neptiznakového stylu rozhovorového m4a nafedi jen jeden styl pfiznakovy, toti
vypravovaci. Jedind pro vypravovédni mé néfei spécifickou slohotvornou vrstvu. Prestote
naredi jinou vy&sf stylistickou vrstvu nemé, dovede ji dobfe nahradit vyrazovymi prostred.ky
interdialektu nebo spiscvného jazyka. Funkei vyésich slohovych vrstev tak pfebfraji vy#si
dtvary narodniho jazyka.

7. Pokud bé%i o technické zpracovani nifedni skladby, lze slydet nezfidka nézor, Ze ji
neni mozno dokonale postihnout bez pomoci magnetofonu. Tento p¥istroj je opravdu vitanym.
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pomocnikem pro zkoumdini syntaktickd, aviak neni nepostradatelny. P¥i hlubokém pro-
niknuti do struktury dialektu neni pfece tfeba zapisovat ndtedni v&ty, nybr? stadi zachycovat
vétné typy, vétnéd schemata. Co je nepodstatné, miZe byt pfi zaznamenavan{ vynechévéno.

3AMETKH K A3YYEHHNIO CHHTAKCHCA HAPOAHBIX TOBOPOB

B macToflliee BpeMA YelICKASl [HAJICKTONOrMA oOpamaer ocoboe BHMMaHHe Ha BO-
TPOCH CHHTAKCHCA. JTO MPOHCXOXMT OTTOrO, YTO H3yYeHHe CHHTAKCHCA HAPOJAHWX TOBO-
POB NPHHOCHT A3LHKO3HAHMIO MHOTOCTOPOHHION MOJb3Y:

a) coocoGeTByer JydllleMy YCBOGHMIO MCTODHYECKOTO Da3BUTUA A3KKa, oOHapymu-
Baf B XUBOM fA3BIKe apXau3Mbl, KOTODBle OCTAlIUCh TOJBKO B APeBHHX NMCbMEHHAIX
maMATHEKaX. Mayuenme cmATakcKCca HAPOJHEIX FOBOPOB YKa3bslBaeT NADAJJIeNIN B NpPo-
mecce 06pa3oBaHUA NpeAloMeRUit B MePHOJ, IPeAllleCTBYOLINHE Pa3BUTHIO NACEMEHHOTO
A3BIKA

6) cnocofGeTRyer NydimieMy 3HAHHMIO COBDEMEBHOrO COCTOSIHMA ASKHIKA, NPeloCcTaBlAf
UeHHBI MaTepuayl KacalommicA B3aMMOOTHONIEHME A3BIKA M MEIIeHHsA. CHHTAKCHC
HAOMOHAJTBHOIO A3KIKA M3J1aTaeTcf TPH TAKOM M3ydYeHUMM B €T0 MeCTHRIX DPa3HOBAJ-
HOCTHX, BK/I0O9af, OLHOBPeMeHHO, U Te M3MeHeHMA, KOTODHM B HacTofllee BPeMHA INOK-
TNAAETCH NMOK AaBJIeHUEM JINTEPATyPHOTO A3BIKA CHHTAKCHMC HAPOAHRIX TOBOPOB.
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