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POLISH-UKRAINIAN SONG ,,HEJ, SOKOLY!” (,,HEJ, EAGLES!”):
SOCIAL AND HISTORICAL CONTEXTS AND SEMANTIC DOMINANTS

Summary

The object of this study is a popular Polish-Ukrainian song ,,Hej, sokoty!” (,,Hey, Eagles!”) which
exists in two variants — a Polish one and a Ukrainian one — and is considered to be one of the most favorite
ones in Poland and Ukraine. The object field of the research is aimed at the nature of the song as a social and
cultural discursive process which is a complex interaction of extra-linguistic and linguistic factors and is
regarded in its historical perspective as well as from the point of view of correlations of the individual and
the social. The use of sociocultural interpretation and decoding methods represents the object as a
multidimensional phenomenon connected with contexts of creation, communicative intentions of the author,
the pragmatic determination of the things said. The linguistic means used in the work effectuate the complex
configuration of meanings, primarily love for the native land, its glorious past and sorrow for the lost. The
linguistic embodiment of the semantic dominants is carried out on the basis of stereotypical images which
contribute to high sincerity of feelings and growing popularity. The centre of the conceptual space of the
work comprises lexemes denoting a human being, nature, material culture, and chronotope. Simultaneously it
is influenced by the dramatic farewell to the native land, the beloved woman, and sad feeling of inevitability
of events. The work shows a broad spectrum of the character’s communicative behavior that represents
different communicative acts expressing such notable traits of the Ukrainian Cossacks as sincerity of
feelings, courage, and love for their native land. The analysis has proved the hypothesis that the song ,,Hej,
sokoty* is a cultural phenomenon, a peculiar document of the historical epoch performing cognitive and
educational functions in different aspects — historical, worldview, ethical and aesthetic.

Key words: song ,,Hej, sokoty!”, Tomasz Padurra, internal and external contexts, conceptual space,
semantic dominants.
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LINGUISTIC MARKERS OF AUTO- AND HETEROSTEREOTYPES
IN A LITERARY TEXT

The article deals with ethnic anthropological stereotypes. They constitute the most important part of
the worldview in a literary work. The subject of the investigation is linguistic markers of auto- and
heterostereotypes in the discourse of the first part of the novel ,,Glory and praise” (,,Stawa i chwata”) by an
outstanding Polish writer Yaroslav Ivashkevich. The aim is to find linguistic markers of ethnic stereotypes of
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the Poles and other ethnic groups in the literary text. Among the ethnic stereotypes we distinguish between
auto- and heterostereotypes. The former are steady and emotionally coloured opinions, judgements, ascribed
to a certain ethnic group by its representatives. The latter are ascribed to some ethnic group by a diferent one.
Forming auto- and heterostereotypes occurs on a general basis: the emphasis is placed on most prominent
national traits, on the contrast between ,,a native” and ,,a stranger”. The image of ,,a stranger” is perceived
through the prism of one's own system of values. The inherent attribute of the ethnic stereotype is evaluation
which firstly exists in linguistic markers at the lexical level. VValuing is also present in the pragmatic lexical
component of ethnonyms (Polak, Ukrainiec, Rosjanin, Niemiec, Francuz, Zyd, Austriak), anthroponyms
(Chopin, Sienkiewicz, Blok, Lermontow, Majakowski), toponyms (Polska, Rosja, Warszawa, Odessa, Kijow,
Winnica, Charkow, Moskwa, Petersburg, Piotrogrod, Wieden, Magdeburg, Paryz). Secondly, at the
morphological level evaluation is performed by personal pronouns (my / wy, nasza / wasza; ,, Kto nie z nami,
ten przeciw nam”), qualitative adjectives (najwybitniejszy, wielki, pi¢kny, przystojny). Thirdly, at the
syntactic level evaluation is presented by attributive adjectival phrases polski, ukrainski, rosyjski, niemiecki,
austriacki, zydowski, francuski (,,Twarz mial rzeczywiscie bardzo polskq”; nasze ukrainskie ziemianstwo;
wymienil rosyjskie nazwisko; oficerow niemieckich; piechota austriacka; pare Zydowskich furmanek;
francuskiego zapachu). And forthly, at the stylistic level stereotypes and peculiarities of characters' speech
behaviour are described (,,galicyjskie naleciatosci panskiej mowy”; ,Ni, ni — odpart Lewko — nam treba
wertatysia...”; ,, Jozia uderzyt pigkny akcent francuski’).

Conclusion. In the literary discourse under analysis ethnic stereotypes reflect the nation's attitude to
their activity, to the surroundings. They contain various information on the typical traits of the Poles,
Ukrainians, Russians, Germans, Jews, Americans, the French and other nationalities. The perspective of the
further investigation is to analyse stereotypes of different ethnic groups in literary and spoken texts.

Key words: literary discourse, linguistic personology, ethnic stereotype, auto- and heterostereotype,
linguistic markers, Yaroslav Ivashkevich.

Theoretical and methodological bases of the anthropocentric principle in modern
linguistics are ,,an anthropological language approach, in accordance with which an
adequate study of a language should be conducted in close connection with a human's
consciousness and thinking, their cultural and spiritual life. This approach places first
of all a person, a language personality in the centre of language study and all its
aspects for searching compelling analogies between the structure of a language and
the structure of other cultural aspects” [9, c. 49]. Being a new independent direction
in linguistics, the linguistic personology (scientific works by Yu. Apresian,
J. Bartminski, G. Boghin, S. Vorkachev, N. Golev, E. lvantsova, V. Karasik,
E. Kubriakova, V. Neroznak, N. Saikova et al.) conducts a comprehensive study into
,the language state (individuation) both of a private human (idiolectic) and a
multihuman (polylectic) linguistic personality — a nation” [1, c. 164]. In the linguistic
personology a language personality is studied not only synchronically, but

diachronically as well, which ,,makes it possible to identify developmental tendencies
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and to predict behavioural models of an individual depending on their social status”
[10, c. 161].

The structure of the language personality ,,has its beginning beyond an everyday
language, when intellectual forces come into play, and the first level of its (the
structure) study is to identify, to determine hierarchy of meanings and values, of its
worldview, its thesaurus” [6, c. 36]. By Yu. Karaulov, the structure consists of three
main organisational levels: verbal-semantic, cognitive-linguistic and motivational
[ibid., c. 37-38].

Personological semantics comprises ethnic stereotypes. The term 'stereotype’
was introduced into science by a famous American journalist Walter Lippmann (in
his book ,,Public opinion”, 1922). W. Lippmann believes that stereotypes ,,represent
well-organized, more or less non-conflicting worldview. Our habits, tastes, abilities,
pleasures and hopes comfortably co-exist in it. The stereotyped view of the world
may be incomplete, but it is a possible worldview we are adapted to. In it people and
objects take their intended places and act in a predictable way. We feel at home in it.
We fit into it. We are its part” [7, c. 108]. The stereotype is determined in a human's
mind as an image (unilateral, partial and sketchy) of some phenomenon and at the
same time as an opinion about the image learnt from the surroundings even before the

object itself is experienced.

The American logician Hilary Putnam noted that stereotypes are reflected in the
language continuum. His works inspired scientists to further research into stereotypes
in a language [8]. The most known is Jerzy Bartminski's understanding of the
stereotype ,,as subjective comprehension of an object that comprises both desriptive
and evaluating attribute and as the result of the reality interpretation within social
cognitive models™ [2, c. 189]. J. Bartminski draws attention to subjects that can have
certain stereotypes (what is said and who says it): ,,The Poles believe typical (in their
opinion) French people to be witty”. He introduces the concept of profiling: an image
(as it is), a model (as it should be), mythological notions (as they can be), ideological

notions (as they can and should be). The notion of a stereotype is closely connected
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with the denotion of the word, therefore it is reflected in the language. The bearers of
the stereotypes are members of a speech community, i.e. ,,a group of people that
share the same speech characteristics and differ from other speech communities by an
inventory of language units. The speech community is neutral to the amount and
extralinguistic basis of the unity” [CJIT, c. 481]. A speech community comprises
language communities (,,a group of people that communicate using the same or
different languages at the level of social, economical, political and cultural
relationships; and the language distribution boundaries do not coincide with political
ones”). Stereotypes are part of naive view of the world of the speech community.
Their study in works of Polish scientists (J. Anusiewicz, J. Bartminski, A. Levitski,
V. Pisarek, K. Pisarkova, S. Skorupka, V. Khlebda et al.) proved that the knowledge
of the world, the values can unite and separate the society, while they form the

symbols of culture, nation and time.

The ethnic stereotype (< anru. ethnic stereotypes, 2p. &voc ,napon, miem’s”,
otepeOc ,,TBepAMiA”, tUtoc ,Bimoutok™) is a kind of anthropological stereotypes
(,,standard notion that belongs to people, namely to a particular community, about
people that are members of this or another part of community”) [3, c. 217]. The
ethnic stereotype represents ,,a schematic image of its own or another's ethnic
community, reflecting simplified (sometimes unilateral and inaccurate) knowledge of
psychological peculiarities and behaviour of a particular nation's representatives”
[DI1C, c. 343]. The ethnic stereotypes were analysed by E. Berezovich, L. Krysin,
V. Plungian, E. Rakhilina, I. Kobozeva. The most essential properties of stereotypes
are: emotionalism, evaluation, steadiness, stability, rigidness (harshness, toughness),
congruence among the members of an ethnic group [IT1O, c. 517-518]. The Polish
language reflects notions of its own and other people in the form of cultural constants
(,,dominant cultural themes, substratum of practicing a certain cultural type™) [5,

c. 20] or the ,,national world constants” [4, c. 8].

There is differentiation between autostereotypes and heterostereotypes. The

former are steady and emotionally coloured opinions, judgements, evaluations, that
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are attributed to a certain ethnic group and fixed, for example, in the Polish
phraseology: Co Polak — to szlachcic. Co Polak — to rycerz. Jak ryba bez wody, tak
Polak bez urzedu zy¢ nie moze. Gdzie dwoch Polakow, tam trzy zdania. U Polaka co
w sercu, to i na jezyku. Mqgdry Polak po szkodzie. Polak jak matpa, co ujrzy, to chce
mie¢. Autostereotypes mainly have positive assessments as ,,a nation conscious of
themselves tend to perceive themselves, their interests, needs and demands as
preferable, undoubted, legitimate and natural” [Dtaomorus, c. 19]. They are more

precisely differentiated and form a certain complex of cultural constants.

Heterostereotypes are also steady and emotionally coloured opinions,
judgements, evaluations, but they are attributed to a certain ethnic group by a
different one. These stereotypes can have a both positive and negative assessment,
which is partially explained by the historical experience of interacting peoples: Jak
swiat swiatem, nie bedzie Niemiec Polakowi bratem. Przy Polaku i Niemiec sig
pozywi, przy Niemcu ani pies. Kochajmy sie jak bracia, liczmy sie jak Zydzi. Jak
bieda, to do Zyda. Zydowi chrzczonemu i wilkowi chowanemu nie wierz. Stoi jak Zyd
za Zydem. Zyd Zydowi pejséw nie urwie. Z Ruskim gadaj, a w zanadrzu kamien
trzymaj. Uparty jak Moskal. Co Francuz wymysli, to Polak polubi. Co Wioch to

doktor, co Niemiec to kupiec, co Francuz to dworak, co Polak to hetman.

As the means of ethnic stereotypes explication are presented by fixed forms in
the literary discourse and have yet to receive comprehensive coverage, this article is

an attempt to deal with the problem.

The subject of the research is linguistic markers of ethnic anthropological
stereotypes in the first part of the novel ,,Glory and Praise” (,,Stawa i chwata”) by the
Polish writer Yaroslav Ivashkevich. The aim of the article is to analyse auto- and

heterostereotypes in the literary text.

The central idea of Y. lvashkevich's novel is to show the Polish people's lives,
who dwell outside or in their country, in view of the historical events developing in

Ukraine (Odesa, Kyiv), in Poland (Warsaw, Krakow, Zakopane), in France (Paris), in
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Germany (Heidelberg) from 1914 till 1930. In the opinion of Henrik Bereza, the
characters of the novel ,,.Glory and Praise” (,,Stawa i chwata”) constitute a collective
portrait of the author [11, c. 14]. The steady predominance of the ethnic stereotype of
a Pole in Y. Ivashkevich's novel is self-identification, language categorisation,
religion and traditions. G. Gachev emphasises that ,,Poland has well-developed
history and sagas, and what to be proud of — traditions, feats, and models.
Knighthood — yet again, it was developed among the Polish gentry, loyalty —

devotion, honour and pride...” [4, c. 43].

Narrating about lives of the Royskis, Myshinskis, Shillers, Tarlos, Golombeks,
Bilinskis, Veviurskis, Sobanskis and others, the author indicates that they belong to
different social strata. Among them are aristocrats (Marysia Bylinska, Janusz
Mpyszynski), the gentry (Ewelina Royska, Jozef ,,Jozio ” Royski), as well as workers,
peasants and servants. These social strata keep their nominal boundaries, which is
accentuated by Y. Veviurski when talking with Y. Myshinski: ,,Jakiz pan hrabia dla
mnie brat? Hrabia i juz! ... pan jest jasnie pan, a ja robociarz. Nie ma miedzy nami
zgody i nie moze by¢.” [Stawa i chwala, s. 393]. The Polish are mainly characterised
by stereotypes, as follows: ,,Zamachy si¢ raczej udaja, a nas juz ten Wojciechowski
czy z Witosem czy ze Skarzynskim piekielnie znudzit. Polacy lubig odmiane.”
[Stawa i chwata, s. 428]; ,,Mate kajuty... kazda ozdobiona olbrzymimi papierowymi i
stomianymi ozdobami ... — Polak to zawsze skqdzis stomy wytrzasnie. Gdzie mozna

dosta¢ w Paryzu stomy? A oni dostali.” [Stawa 1 chwalta, s. 418].

Besides Poles, in the novel there are a great many of other nationalities,
belonging to different speech and language communities: Ukrainians, Russians, Jews,
Austrians, Italians, Germans, Americans, English and French people, and others.
These ethnic groups are presented in the text by heterostereotypes: ,, ... pierwszym
naszym wrogiem sq Niemcy.” [Stawa i chwala, s. 246]; ,,Czym to pod Rybnikiem do
Wilochow, makaroniarzy, psiakrew, nie strzelat?” [Stawa i chwala, s. 375]; ,Ja juz
wole tego Zyda — méwit Wiewidrski — skore drze, ale wiem, po co...” [Stawa i
chwata, s. 500]; ,,Przed Anglikiem trzeba bylo jeszcze bardziej chowaé jak przed

109



Niemcem.” [Stawa i chwata, s. 345]; ,Zblizala si¢ epoka pokoju brzeskiego i
Francuzom ziemia palila siec pod nogami...” [Stawa i chwata, s.119]; ,Byly to

pierwsze lata gremialnego najazdu Amerykanow na Paryz.” [Stawa i chwala, s. 404].

Forming auto- and heterostereotypes occurs on a general basis. However, the
focus is on most significant outer and inner peculiarities of the nationalities, on the
contrast between ,,a native” and ,,a stranger”, where the image of ,a stranger” is
perceived through the Polish ehtnicity system of values: ,,Ale naprawde tak nie
mozna byto siedzie¢ w tej Odessie. Trzeba bylo co$ robic. ... my musimy cos robié¢
dla Polski.” [Stawa i chwala, s. 157]; ,,Ja zawsze jestem rad Polaka widzie¢.” [Stawa
i chwata, s. 394].

The author emphasises the Polish origin of the main characters: ,,A ten (Walerek
Royski) — coz to za polskie dziecko.” [Stawa i chwala, s. 23]; ,, ... mMimo calej mojej
polskosci bardzo mato bylem przygotowany na Warszawe.” [Stawa i chwala, s. 215];
,0jczyzna nasza za plecami, na poéinocy. ... Dlaczego nie mozemy zej$¢ tam? —
Janusz wyciagnat przed siebie r¢ke 1 zakreslit szeroki tuk. — Bo jestesmy Polakami.

Widzisz, taka nam juz wypadta dola.” [Stawa i chwala, s. 268].

At the lexical level auto- and heterostereotypes in the discourse of ,,Glory and
Praise” are presented by ethnonyms, anthroponyms and toponyms. With the help of
these nominative units the author depicts positive traits of the Polish, ,,of the natives”,
towards whom he has mainly positive feelings. At the same time he assesses other
ethnicities: ,,Polak ,,0osoba narodowosci polskiej; zaleznie od okolicznosci uzycia
takze osoba majgca obywatelstwo polskie lub zamieszkata w Polsce” (6 words),
plural Polacy (12 lexemes), Polka ,.kobieta narodowosci polskiej” (2 words), Lach
,przest. Polak”, plural Lachy (1 lexeme) [WSJP; JIKC, c. 142-143]. A cognitive
macrocomponent of ethnonyms is manifested in statements, where these lexemes
have a hypernymic character: ,,Ojciec Tartow, Polak z pochodzenia...” [Stawa i
chwata, s. 29]; ,,JJ6zio mial do czynienia z zolierzami armii carskiej... tamto byli

przewaznie Rosjanie, gdy on byt Polakiem.” [Stawa i chwata, s. 144].
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In the novel there are also observed the following ethnonyms: Austriak, plural
Austriacy (,,Austriakow trzymano dtugi czas na bacznosc.” [Stawa i chwala, s. 166]),
2yd | Zydéwka, plural Zydzi (,,Janusz z Joziem wpakowali sie do jakiegos bogatego
Zyda...” [Stawa i chwala, s. 156]; ,,Panie, Zydzi to potega. Czy pan o tym nie wie?”
[Stawa i chwata, s. 311]), Ukraincy, Rosjanin, plural Rosjanie, Anglik / Angielka
(,,Wychowata mnie w pustym dworze stara, zimna Angielka” [Stawa i chwala,
s. 35]), Niemiec, plural Niemcy (,,Baba z reszta byla madra, oczytana i nienawidzifa
Niemcow za potege.” [Stawa i1 chwata, s. 222]), Francuz, plural Francuzi,
Amerykanin, plural Amerykanie, Hiszpanka, Greczynka. They are used to name

people after their ethnic character and to make a judgement of a particular nationality.

The pragmatic constituent of the ethnonym semantics comprises additional
associative, emotional and evaluative semantic attributes. These reflect collective
notions about the nation and about the values of the Poles and other peoples: ,, ... ci
Polacy sq jak pies na plocie, utrzymac sig¢ nie mogq, a nie wiedzq, na ktorg strong
spas¢” [Stawa i chwala, s. 389]; ,, — Polacy i Rosjanie razem? Nie, to niemozliwie —
nagle sprzeciwit si¢ Janusz.” [Stawa i chwata, s. 42]; ,,Niemiec mocny, jucha... —im
si¢ tego wigcej uskubie, tym lepiej. Janek si¢ zdobyt na odwage. — Dla kogo lepiej? ...
— Lepiej, powiedziata z wolna — dla nas, Polakow.” [Stawa i chwata, s. 307]; ,,.Z
Francuzami zy¢ mozna? — Pewnie. ... Tylko to taki drobny narod, panie hrabia, reke
to tylko tak w kieszeni trzyma, jakoby tam weza hodowal — i jedzenie majg podte.”
[Stawa i chwata, s. 344]; (Edgar Szyller): ,, ... nie umiem wysung¢ si¢ na pierwszy
plan, przepychac¢ si¢ lokciami do pierwszego rz¢du, a nie bardzo nawet mam z czym,

bo pani wie, ze Amerykanie mojego towaru to nie bardzo...” [Stawa i chwala, s. 503].

Ethnic stereotypes that refer to the value system are embodied in the
anthroponyms that a name famous individual in order to reconstruct a reader’s certain
notions about the possible appearance of a Pole. The evaluating objects here are
different peculiarities of anatomy, physical movements and gait. The anthroponyms
(Rej, Mickiewicz, Sienkiewicz, Na‘kowska, Zapolska, Chopin, Paderewski,

Moniuszko, Haller, Pifsudski, Jaracz, Osterwa etc.) are used in the nominative
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function to name the Poles (,, ... z daleka obserwowali wielkich aktorow, jak Jaracz
lub Osterwa...”) [Stawa i chwata, s. 196], they are also used to symbolically
characterise a Pole: ,Na tle ciemniejacego letniego nieba twarz Edgara wyrazna,
wybitna, z jasnymi oczami, ktore nawet w cieniu btyszczaty, przypominajgca nieco
twarz Chopina z portretu Delacroix...” [Stawa i chwata, s. 46]; ,,Stanistaw Hube mial
w tej epoce lat okoto pigédziesigciu, byt to nieduzy, bardzo pigkny mezczyzna, z
rysow i postawy, a takze i z zamitowania do kobiet przypominajgcy krola Stasia...”

[Stawa i chwata, s. 495].

In the discourse of ,,Glory and Praise” toponyms represent the Polish people and
Poland, as well as other nations (Polska, Warszawa, Krakow, Lodz, Rzeszow,
Zakopane, Siedlce, Sandomierz, f.owicz, Nieborow, Wista;, Odessa, Kijow, Winnica,
Charkow, Wapniarka; Moskwa, Petersburg, Piotrogrod; Paryz, Sekwana; Wiedern,
Nowy Jork, Chicago, Boston; Berlin, Heidelberg etc.): ,,Ja myslg, ze Polska ma w tej
chwili swoje wiasne zadania. ... Jesli Niemcy upadng, czeka nas piekielnie trudne
zadanie spojenia w jedng calos¢ trzech zaborow.” [Stawa i chwala, s. 133];
,Pochodze z Polski, to wystarcza. Polska to dla nich (Francuzoéw) kraj Cyganow,
niedzwiedzi, kawioru, Sniegu, czy ja wiem co? Jak si¢ pochodzi z Polski, fo jest juz
tak Zle, ze poza tym nie pytajq.” [Stawa i chwala, s. 421]; (Jasia Wiewiodrska) ,, ...
bardzo sie cieszyta, ze wrocila do Polski.” [Stawa i1 chwata, s. 494]; ,, — Nie ma co,
trzeba nam do Warszawy. Kieliszek si¢ u$miechngt. — Do Warszawy jak do
Warszawy, ale do Polski.” [Stawa i chwala, s. 174]; ,, ...(ojciec Royskiej) zawsze
wzdychal do rodzinnych Siedlec. Mowit, ze Siedlce to najladniejsze miasto w
Europie.” [Stawa i chwata, s. 178].

At the morphological level of the text the opposition ,,a native” / ,,a stranger”,
which is connected with the position of a Pole in the society, in the environment, is
performed by: personal pronouns my / wy, nasza / wasza (,,dla nas, Polakow”;
,L2uwazam waszg rewolucje za waszg whasng sprawe”; ,trzeba nam do Warszawy”;
,,10 nie jest nasza ojczyzna i nie dla nas stoneczne wino potudnia”; ,,Wszedzie §lad

naszej kultury — powiedziat Jozio), demonstrative pronouns to, ta, tu (,,J6zio jako$
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niec mial zaufania do tej jednostki polskiej”; ,,.Dla mnie tu troche obco — westchnat
Kieliszek — za szeroko. U nas pod Turkiem tez sa tadne ziemie.”), possessive
pronouns (swoj) (,,To juz ostanie, co pani bgdzie miata ze swoich Moliniec.”),
evaluative adjectives wybitniejszy, wielki, mistrzowski (,,wybitniejszych dziet
literatury polskiej”; ,wielkich aktorow, jak Jaracz lub Osterwa”), comparative
adverbs bardzo, zawsze, duzo, zbyt (,styszato si¢ duzo polskiego jezyka”; ,Polska
kuchnia zawsze najlepsza”), adverbs of place and direction tam (,,Walerek jest tam, u
tych”), quantifiers, expressing quantitative semantics, zawsze, kazdy, nigdy,

intensifying particles (coz) etc.

The ethnic stereotypical semantics is fixed at the syntactic level in the attributive
phrases, in which the most frequent lexemes are adjectives derived from toponyms:
polski, warszawski (polski jezyk, polskie pochodzenie, polskie zwyciestwo, polska
hrabina; warszawski pocigg, warszawska polszczyzna, rodzina warszawska, plotki
warszawskie), ukrainski (na ukrainskim dworze, ukrainskich chfopow, ukrairnskiej
synowej), austriacki (austriaccy ZoZnierze, austriackie karabiny), rosyjski (rosyjskie
nazwisko, frontach rosyjskich), zydowski (Zydowskich furmanek), angielski
(angielskiego szewiotu, angielskiego projektu), niemiecki (szkoZy niemieckiej,
niemieckim wagonem), francuski (francuskiego zapachu, lekcja francuskiego), also in

expressions of comparison (,,chleb, prosze pana, jak polski’).

The stylistic level is performed in the characters' statements by common and
regional language peculiarities, cf.: ,,Kozak nachylif sie¢ w siodle i wyciggngf w strone
Janusza jakis przedmiot. — Pani zabufa — powiedziaZ.” [Stawa i chwala, s. 72];
,, — Mays, ma chere — ksiezna wzruszyta ramionami.” [Stawa i chwala, s. 227];
,, —| tak si¢ stanie. Samo prijdiot — powiedziat Janusz.” [Stawa i chwata, s. 388];
,(Gotabek) Byl Smieszny ze swoim typowym nadwislanskim akcentem.” [Stawa i
chwala, s. 108]. And the author assesses the phonetic norms of the Polish language,
paying attention of the reader to the fact that in Ukraine communicating in Polish was
restricted to the family or to the Polish society: ,, ... przeciez on (J6zio) tak ma/o ma

do czynienia z polskim jezykiem.” [Stawa i chwala, s. 11]; ., ... (Jozio) nasladuje
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panski sposob mowienia, nawet pewne galicyjskie naleciatosci panskiej mowy.”
[Stawa i chwata, s.12]; ,,Janek drzemal na poty ... ale stuchat tego opowiadania i
glosu Wtadka (Sobanskiego) i jego mowy zabawnej, skazonej nieco i archaicznej,
jaka w tych zasciankach byta przechowywana wraz z dawnymi zwyczajami.” [Stawa i
chwala, s. 148]. The Polish language of the novel characters is influenced by the
Russian (Ariadna i Wotodia Tarto) and French (Elzbieta Szyllerowna, hrabina Roza
de Caserta) languages: ,,Spychata spozieral na nig (na Elzbietg Szyllerowne) z
legkiem. Uderzata go obco$¢ jej twarzy, obcos¢ akcentu, lekka trudnos¢ w
wymawianiu ,,r”, a nawet niektorych polskich zbiegow spolglosek. Elzbieta czesto
przerzucata sie na jezyk francuski, podobnie do niektorych wielkich pan kresowych,
ktore zachowaly ten osiemnastowieczny zwyczaj.” [Stawa 1 chwata, s. 18]; ,,R6za
(hrabina de Caserta) mowita w dziwny sposob akcentujgc sylaby i wyrazy, tak, ze
chociaz mowita po polsku, ogolna melodia zdania brzmiata, jak gdyby mowita w
obcym jezyku.” [Stawa i chwata, s. 400]. In such cases Y. lvashkevich imitates speech
peculiarities of the characters, determining stereotypes of their speech behaviour

through linguistic markers.

Conclusion. The bearers of auto- and heterostereotypes in the discourse of
,,Glory and Praise” (,,Stawa i chwata”) by Y. Ivashkevich are members of the speech
community and therefore its language communities. The background knowledge is
superimposed onto the common cultural notions and onto the language. The ethnic
cultural stereotypes are performed at the lexical, morphological, syntactic and
stylistic levels. The attribute of naming is evaluation. The author's collective notions
of the Poles' and other ethnicities' attitude to their own activity, to themselves and
other nations, to the surroundings contain various autostereotypical information about
the positive traits of the Poles (responsibility, patriotism, self-respect, pride,
punctuality, fearlessness, bravery, kindness, artistry, politeness, good manners), and
contain disapproval of some negative features (indifference, egoism, arrogance).
Heterostereotypes assess representatives of a certain ethnic group (the Russians,

Germans, Jews, and the French) towards the Poles. The perspective is to further
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analyse the verbal semantic level of ethnic stereotypes of different ethnic groups in

literary and spoken texts.
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O. A. Boiinesa,

JIOKTOP (hiJIOJOTIYHHX HAYK, mpodecop,

3aBigyBad Kad)eApH 3arajibHOTO Ta CJIOB’ THCHKOT'O MOBO3HABCTBA
¢inonoriunoro haxyabTeTy

OpecbKoro HaIiOHANBHOTO YHiBepcuTeTy iMeHi [. [. Meunukosa,
Opamniy3pkuit OymeBap 24 / 26, M. Ogeca, 65058, Ykpaina,
movoznavstvo98@gmail.com;

CTapIIMii HAYKOBHHA CIIBPOOITHHUK

JepKaBHOI HAYKOBOI YCTaHOBH ,,[HCTUTYT MOJIEpHi3aIlii 3MiCTy OCBiTH”,
mpoB. HaximoBa, 8, k. 24, M. Ogeca, 65014, Ykpaina

MOBHI MAPKEPU ABTO- U TETEPOCTEPEOTHUIIIB ¥ XYJTOXHbBOMY TEKCTI

CraTTio MPUCBSYEHO ETHIYHWM aHTPOIIOCTEPEOTHIIAM, IO YTBOPIOIOTH OJWH 13 HaWBaXKJIHMBIIINX
(parMeHTiB MOBHOT KapTHHU CBITY JIIOAWHU B XyA0XKHbOMY TeKCTi. [Ipeamerom anamizy Oyino BigoOpakeHHS
aBTO- 1 TETEPOCTEPEOTHINB ¥ TEKCTI MepIioro Tomy pomany ,,CraBa 1 XBaja” BHIATHOTO IOJIECHKOTO
nmuchMeHHHKa SlpocmaBa I[BamkeBmwa. MeTa [MOCHIPKEHHS ToNsArajla B aHami3i MOBHHX MapKepiB
€THOCTEPEOTHUIIIB MOJIAKIB Ta iHIIKX eTHOCIB. Cepell eTHOCTEPEOTHUIIIB BUIIJICHO aBTOCTEPEOTHUITH — CTilKi Ta
eMOIIiiTHO 3a0apBieHi CYKEHHS, OL[IHKH MPO MPEICTABHUKIB CBOET €THIYHOI CITIIBHOTH, 1 T€TEPOCTEPEOTUITH
— CTiHKi ¥ eMoIiifHO 3a0apBIIeHI Cy/KEHHS, OLIHKH OJIHI€T €THIYHOI CIIITPHOTH TI0 BiIHOIIIEHHIO /IO 1HIIIO].

[Ipu dopmyBaHHI aBTO- 1 TETEPOCTEPEOTHUITIB HAWOUIBIY yBary MPUBEPHYTO O THUIOBUX BIACTHBOCTEH
HaI[iOHAJILHOTO XapakTepy, Ha 3iCTaBICHHS ,,CBOTO” 3 ,,9y’KUM~ Kpi3b NMPU3MY BIACHOI CHCTEMH I[iIHHOCTEH.
ATpuOyTOM ETHOCTEPEOTHITy € OIIHHICTh, MPHUCYTHA, MO-TIEpIIe, B JIEKCHYHHNX MOBHHX MapKepax, y
nparMaTHuHili cknanoBiii etnomimip (Polak, Ukrainiec, Rosjanin, Niemiec, Francuz, Zyd, Austriak),
antporonimi (Chopin, Sienkiewicz, Blok, Lermontow, Majakowski), toronimis (Polska, Rosja, Warszawa,
Odessa, Kijow, Winnica, Charkow, Moskwa, Petersburg, Piotrogrod, Wiedes, Magdeburg, Paryz). Ilo-
JpyTe, OIIHKY Ha MOP(OIOTiYHOMY PiBHI MiCTATH 0CO00BI 3atimernuku (MY / Wy, nasza / wasza, ,, Kto nie z
nami, ten przeciw nam”), sikicui npukmetHuku (najwybitniejszy, wielki, pigkny, przystojny). ITo-tpere,
OLIIHHMH KOMIIOHEHT BUSIBJISIETHCS HA CHHTAKCUYHOMY PiBHI B aTpUOYTHBHHX CIIOJYKax 3 MPUKMETHUKaAMHU
polski, ukraizski, rosyjski, niemiecki, austriacki, zydowski, francuski (,,Twarz mia/ rzeczywiscie bardzo
polskg”; nasze ukraiznskie ziemiazstwo; wymieni/ rosyjskie nazwisko; oficerow niemieckich; piechota
austriacka; pare zydowskich furmanek; francuskiego zapachu); mo-yerBepre, eMOMiHO-OIIHHE CTAaBICHHS
BTiJIEHO Ha CTHJIICTUYHOMY DPiBHI B OIMHUCAaX CTEPEOTHIIIB i 0COOIUBOCTEH MOBHOI IOBEIIHKH T€POiB TBOPY
(,,galicyjskie naleciafosci pariskiej mowy”; ,,Ni, ni — odpart Lewko — nam treba wertatysia...”; ,,Jozia uderzy?
pigkny akcent francuski”). ETHocTepeoTHITHI ysBIEHHS HaJal0Th MOXJIMBOCTI MHCbMEHHHKY BHCIOBHTH
CTaBJICHHS TMOJILCHKOTO HApoay A0 cebe i 1HmMX JoJieH, 10 CBOEI MisUTbHOCTI 1 HABKOJIMIMHIX MPEJIMETIB,
BOHH MICTATh 1H(POPMALIIIO PO PUCH HALlIOHAIBHOTO XapakTepy MOJISIKIB, 1X CBITOTJISAA Ta YSBICHHS PO
THIII HAPOIH.

Ki1ro4oBi cjioBa: XynoxHii AUCKYPC, TIHTBOTIEPCOHOJIOTIS, ETHOCTEPEOTHII, aBTO- 1 F€TEPOCTEPEOTHIL,
MOBHI MapkepH, Spocnas [BamkeBud.
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