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Abstract

In our introductory article, we outline the main sociolinguistic features of Russian as a heritage
language of post-Soviet immigrants in European settings and beyond. We offer a general overview
of the evolution of Russian as a global language, with a particular focus on its geodemographics and
economic and social value as a lingua franca. Based on this, we analyse the main principles defining
the maintenance of Russian as a language of migration and as a heritage language in different
countries, and emphasise the most important questions that still need to be addressed in this field of
research. The main objective of this special issue is to combine the most recent research on the
vitality of different languages of post-Soviet republics in new political milieu, with a particular focus
on European and Asian countries, but there are other objectives as well. We propose to explore the
factors that have either favoured or hindered the maintenance and transmission of languages of post-
Soviet immigrants and repatriates, and how these sociolinguistic processes become evident in
language vitality on both private and public levels. Our special issue primarily addresses the
questions of family language policy, new language contacts and their management, and linguistic
landscape in heritage speakers, diasporas and their new settings in Europe, Asia and the US.
Keywords: post-Soviet migrants, heritage language, multilingualism, language policy, language
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BCTyrII/ITEJ'IbHaH CTaThbdA

CoxpaHeHne PYCCKOI'o A3bIKA U A3bBIKOBbI€ KOHTAKTbI

Anacracust SABPOJICKASI! u Oasra UBAHOBA?

'Tanmiuckuii ynusepcuret
Tannun, Scmonus
2Vuusepcurer Canamanku
Canamanka, Ucnanus

AHHOTAIIUSA

B nanHOI cTtathe MBI OOPHCOBBIBAEM OCHOBHBIC COIMOJIMHIBUCTHYECKHE OCOOCHHOCTH PYCCKOTO
SI3bIKA KaK SPUTAKHOTO B Cpeie MOCTCOBETCKMX NMMHIPaHTOB B EBpone u 3a ee npenenamu. Mot
mpeIaraeM OO 0030p SBOIIOIUH PYCCKOTO KakK TIOOAIBHOTO SI3bIKa, C OCOOBIM aKIIeHTOM Ha
€ro reogeMorpaduio 1 5KOHOMHUYECKYIO U COIIMAIbHYIO IIEHHOCTh KaK JIMHTBa ¢panka. Mcxons u3
3TOTO MBI aHAJM3UPYEM OCHOBHBIC MPUHIMUIIBI, ONPEACIAIONINE COXPAHEHHE PYCCKOTO S3bIKa Kak
A3bIKa MUT'pallU U KaK SPUTAKHOT'O B PA3HBIX CTpaHaxX U BbIACISACM HauOoJIee BaKHEIE BOITPOCHI,
KOTOpBIE eIlle MPEACTOMT pelHuTh B 3TOH obmactu uccnenoBaHuii. OCHOBHasg LeNib 3TOTO
CHELUAbHOTO BBITyCKa — OOBEIUHUTH CaMble IOCIEIHUE HCCIIETOBAHUS JKU3HECIIOCOOHOCTH
Pa3IMYHBIX S3BIKOB MOCTCOBETCKHUX pPECIyOJIMK B HOBOW MOJMTHYECKOH cpene, oOpamas ocodoe
BHUMaHKE Ha cTpaHbl EBpoIbl 1 A3MH, XOTSl MBI TaK)KE€ CTaBUM M JApPYrue Lenu. MBI npeiaraem
U3y4YHUTh (PaKTOPHI, KOTOPBIE CIIOCOOCTBYIOT MIJIM MPEISITCTBYIOT COXPAHEHHIO U Tepeade SI3bIKOB
MIOCTCOBETCKMX MMMHIPAHTOB M PEMAaTPUAHTOB, a TAKXKe TO, KaK 3TH COLNOJIMHIBHCTHYIECKHUE
TIPOLIECCHI MPOSIBIISIOTCS B )KM3HECTIOCOOHOCTH S3bIKA KAK Ha YaCTHOM, TaK M Ha TOCYJapCTBEHHOM
YpOBHSX. B Hamem crnenuanbHOM BBITYCKE B IEPBYIO OUYEpelb PAacCMaTPUBAIOTCS BOIPOCHI
CEMEHHOH SI3BIKOBOM ITOMUTHKH, HOBBIX S3BIKOBBIX KOHTAKTOB WM YIPABICHUS HMH, a TaKXKe
SI3BIKOBOTO JaHAMIa(Ta Cpeiy 3pUTaKHBIX HOCUTENEH S3bIKa, IUACIIOP M UX HOBOTO OKPY)KEHHS B
EBpomne, Azun u CILIA.

KnroueBble ciioBa: nocmcosemckie Muzpanmol, S3pUmadicvlii A3biK, MyTbMUIUHSGUIM, A3bIKOBAS.
NOUMUKA, A3bIKOSble KOHINAKMbL

Jos uuTHpoBaHus:

Zabrodskaja A., Ivanova O. The Russian language maintenance and language contacts. Russian
Journal of Linguistics. 2021. Vol. 25. Ne 4. P. 828-854. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-
2021-25-4-828-854

1. Introduction

The sociolinguistic situation of languages of the post-Soviet states, both as
national and heritage languages, has been dynamic and highly heterogeneous in the
past three decades. The situation of the Russian language is, probably, one of the
most complex and challenging in terms of its sociolinguistic and psycholinguistic
framework. Russian is a supranational language, with more than half of its speakers
living outside the Russian Federation. It is difficult to estimate how many speakers
of the Russian language actually live outside Russia, and the first obstacle to
determining this is the variety of terms that are used in referring to them. Based on
official documents from the Russian government, Pieper (2020) mentions at least
six common terms (ethnic Russians, Russian-speakers, cultural Russians,
compatriots, countrymen abroad and fellow tribesmen), which reflect, in the
author’s opinion, uncertainty about whom to include in this group. Indeed,
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historically Russian was not considered a language of an ethnic nation-state, but
rather a “transnational connector” with functional and affective symbolism during
the Soviet era (Ryazanova-Clarke 2017). As a result, current estimates show that,
in addition to 146.1 million speakers living in Russia, there are approximately
32 million native speakers of Russian in the surrounding area and between 130 and
160 million speakers who use Russian as a second language all around the world
(Ustinova 2016). These data place the Russian language among the ten leading
world languages (Aref’ev 2014).

At present, Russian performs different functions in different sociolinguistic
settings, and it is necessary to revisit social correlates of its maintenance or loss in
immigrant environments. In addition to its status as a native and second language
internationally, the Russian language also gained new roles outside Russia, and
post-Soviet migration played a very important role in this. Extended knowledge of
Russian among post-Soviet citizens not only allowed it to maintain its status as a
lingua franca and a language of international communication, but also to strengthen
its position in new, previously unknown ways. Among these, two new functions
have received little attention: the commodification of Russian and its consolidation
as a heritage language worldwide.

Concerning the first function, recent research reveals that Russian has gained
a commodity which “relies on the promise of mutual understanding and the
elimination of barriers for successful communication” (Muth 2017a: 405).
Consequently, in many European countries (and non-European ones) Russian
began to occupy an important market position, which assures its role not only as a
language of international and interethnic communication, but also as a language
with economic value (see Muth 2017b, Suryanarayan 2017, Viimaranta et al. 2017
etc.). Within the original theory of commodification, according to Duchéne and
Heller (2012), languages are defined in terms of their ability to generate economic
profit. In this respect, the situation of Russian in the worldwide arena may be
described in Pavlenko’s (2015: 387) definition of languages as commodities, i.e.
their role as market values: “(t)he corollary of this trend is a shift from the
discourses of ‘pride’ that tie languages to identities, territories, and nation-states to
the discourses of ‘profit’ that frame languages in economic terms as commodities
useful for production of resources.”

However, it is the second new function of Russian, which deserves deeper
attention because of its dynamics and direct effect on the understanding of the
sociolinguistic value of the language. The linguistic destiny of Russian is unique,
since it is a widespread language with multiple possible functions: native language
or one of the first acquired languages, one of the home languages or a heritage
language, a language of cultural heritage, a lingua franca, a minority language or a
language of a minority group, a language of commodification, a language of a
former occupier, a foreign language, a language of power, a tool of soft power, a
language of (linguistic, political, geopolitical, etc.) tensions, a language for debates,
etc. Indeed, this peculiar sociolinguistic situation of Russian has led to an extensive
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area of research dealing with its scope as a language of diaspora and a heritage
language in immigrant populations. One of the most challenging issues relates to
the understanding of social and psycholinguistic aspects that drive its maintenance
in immigrant families and among groups of ex-pats from different post-Soviet
states. Interestingly, these countries themselves are important subjects of
sociolinguistic analysis, since different approaches to national language policies
have given rise to highly heterogeneous status levels of Russian and its presence in
linguistic milieux.

Russophone communities — let us use this term instead of ‘diaspora,’ following
suggestions of caution from Ryazanova-Clarke (2014), who defines ‘diaspora’ as
less accurate for referring to all possible Russian-speakers outside Russia because
it implies strong links to the homeland — are numerous and variable. Their
sociolinguistic positions may be stronger or weaker, and the statuses of contact
languages and cultures have a great deal to do with the vitality of Russian and its
intergenerational maintenance or shift. One should also not ignore the role of
attitudes and the divergence between attitudes and language competence in
immigrant communities (cf. Lasagabaster 2008).

At the same time, these new sociolinguistic realities have always gone hand in
hand with Russian in a new jacket (Pavlenko 2017). In summary, understanding
sometimes incomparable situations may be highly enriching for the sociolinguistic
description of the Russian language. According to Cheskin & Kachuyevski (2019:
4), “it 1s important to examine why different, generalised trends in language use,
self-identification and group identification are occurring across the post-Soviet
space”.

The sociolinguistic situation of Russian as a heritage language still leaves
many questions unanswered and it is the purpose of this special issue to contribute
to a deeper understanding of some of them. It offers new comparative studies on
Russian as a heritage language transmission and maintenance in countries with (to
some extent) the historical presence of Russian (e.g. Estonia, Germany, Israel,
Sweden and the USA) but also in less studied milieux with very recent histories of
Russian as a heritage language (e.g. Spain, Cyprus, India, South Korea and Japan).
Furthermore, this special issue aims to reflect different current aspects of Russian
as a heritage language: it gathers works on different communicative and functional
roles of Russian as a heritage language, on family language policy related to
Russian as a heritage language in different countries, on longitudinal changes in its
sociolinguistic status, and on the structural changes that speakers produce in
Russian as a heritage language. Thus, the contributors discuss different
sociolinguistic variables which drive first-generation migrants to transmit or not to
transmit their native languages to second-generation speakers; the peculiarities of
identity construction in different generations of migrants; phenomena which
characterise language choice and heritage language systems in successive
generations; and the visibility of migrant languages in such settings as a linguistic
landscape.
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2. The Russian language in post-Soviet immigrant communities

The Russian language has spread all around the world. Apart from the Russian
Federation and the fourteen national states resulting from the disintegration of the
Soviet Union, there are numerous countries where a significant number of
Russophones have settled. In addition to the traditional destinations of Israel,
Germany and the United States (Ben-Rafael et al. 2006), Russophone immigrant
communities have recently become particularly large in Western Europe, the Near
East and Asia. As stated above, most of them are internally linked by the Russian
language rather than by specific ethnic or national adscription. Laitin (1998) even
defined the Russian language as the marker of group identity among Russophone
communities abroad, though some caution is called for in terms of different
identities and attitude backgrounds among post-Soviet immigrants. Cheskin &
Kachuyevski (2019) insist that Russophone identities are complex and vary among
communities the Russian language is spoken in.

As a result, different definitions are currently applied to Russian as a means of
communication, identity and commodification outside Russia. For post-Soviet
states, it is common to define Russian as a lingua franca, a language of inter-ethnic
communication, an official language, a minority language or a foreign language in
the newly generated sociolinguistic landscapes. Importantly, as Pavlenko (2006)
suggests, the role of Russian as a lingua franca is extremely variable within the
national policies of de-Russification, and there has been extensive research on
shifting language negotiation in the fourteen post-Soviet national states (e.g.
Pavlenko 2008). Major findings set the Baltic States apart, with their deep and
pervasive pro-national language policies (Brubaker 2014), and the Caucasian
countries, which excluded Russian from legislation (Hogan-Brun & Melnyk 2012),
from the Central Asian countries, with Russian-favouring language policies that
recognise Russian as either an official or inter-ethnic communication language
(Aminov et al. 2010). Such East European states as Belarus, Ukraine and Moldova
form a particular group of countries with shifting dynamics in language
management. Whilst Belarus adopted Russian as its second state language, which
is currently used as a de facto main language of the country (Pavlenko 2013), and
Moldova is polarised between the national Moldovan and the prestigious Russian
(Prina 2012), Ukraine has gone through different stages of language regulation
involving extreme degrees of politicisation of the language question (Csernicskd
2017, Smaglo 2020).

Considering countries beyond the post-Soviet area, the Russian language is
mainly conceived of as a common and shared trait among immigrants. In post-
Soviet immigrant communities, Russian frequently serves as the lingua franca and
the language of interethnic communication, independently of the ethnic or national
groups of the speakers (cf. Ryazantsev 2015). Importantly, not all post-Soviet
immigrants are Russophones. Malyutina (2020) stresses the importance of
discerning among those post-Soviet immigrants who use Russian and those who
want nothing to do with it, in order to avoid any superficial or oversimplified
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approach to diaspora. This seems to be a very relevant observation, considering that
historically there has been a general tendency to label as ‘Russian’ any immigrant
from the former Soviet Union (see, for example, Andrews 1998 on such a historical
perspective).

Despite these differences, it is the Russian language that has received a lot of
explicit support outside Russia. The Russian Federation launched the “compatriots
project”, aimed at engaging with Russian nationals living abroad, specifically
encouraging connections with the homeland and using such connections to promote
Russia and Russian in the West (Byford 2012). The effects of this project extend to
many post-Soviet immigrants. As Suslov (2017: 10) puts it, the “Russian diaspora
is not a diaspora in the strict sense, nor is it 'Russian”’: compatriot groups worldwide
not only include Russian citizens living abroad, but also immigrants from the Soviet
Union, Russian-speaking former Soviet citizens, Russian nationals and former
Soviet nationals in general. These immigrant communities are united by a common
history and shared memories, and Russian plays a key role in these ties (Elias &
Shorer-Zeltser 2006). A shared language and culture, as Mustajoki, Protassova &
Yelenevskaya (2020a) state clearly, can have much more power in consolidating a
diaspora successfully than any principle of ideological or political loyalty. Thus,
generally speaking, the sense of belonging to a Russophone diaspora is not tied to
political allegiances (Golova 2020).

In some host countries, the role of the Russian language as the means of
communication of the diaspora has already achieved considerable success. In Israel,
for example, Russian is systematically used in a very extensive network of print and
electronic media (Elias 2011). Based on narratives from immigrants in Israel,
Yelenevskaya & Fialkova (2003) showed that there is deep language awareness
among Russian-speakers in Israel about its value and functional possibilities. As a
result, Russian has been used even in the most formal situations, e.g. in business
and high-tech industry. A similar situation exists in Germany and the United States,
with extensive Russophone communities located in both of them. In Germany, there
are approximately six million speakers of the Russian language, most of whom
consider Russian their identity marker (Hamann et al. 2020). As a result, the
Russian language is maintained and used in multiple contexts, from education
(mainly kindergartens and primary schools) to commercial infrastructure, mass-
media and social media, as well as medical institutions (Bergmann 2015). In the
United States, with more than three million speakers of Russian as of 2010 (Aref’ev
2014), Russian acts as a language of immigrants’ social context (Hubenthal 2004),
which is positively viewed, learnt and used by many heritage speakers (Kagan
2010). The public presence of Russian in the USA is very extensive, including not
only in the press, but also in legal and medical services, educational settings,
commercial infrastructure and, especially, academia (Kagan & Dillon 2010). In all
the three mentioned countries, there is a generally positive attitude among Russian-
speaking groups towards Russian as a heritage language, ensuring maintenance and
transmission from generation to generation (cf. Moin et al. 2011 for Israel and
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Germany, and Kagan 2010 for USA). However, the sociolinguistic status and
functionality of Russian in other countries with major Russophone communities
does not necessarily follow the same pattern. In some of them, the reason may be
greater dispersion of Russian-speakers throughout the country, with less cohesive
(and fewer) community connections. An example is the Russian-speaking
immigrants in Great Britain, which is a highly fragmented community with strong
social and cultural differences and diverse community practices (Byford 2012). As
Byford (2012) reports, there is a Russian-based network of establishments within a
Russian-speaking migrant marketplace, including material (products, labour,
services, etc.) and symbolic (information, favours, contacts, etc.) forms of
exchange, but it is clearly aimed at a dispersed and somewhat undefined target
group, which is mainly tied through informal social networking.

In other countries, the presence of Russophones is very recent and the diaspora
is not clearly organised. The most salient examples may be the Russian-speaking
communities in Southern Europe, where Russian is one of the many minority
immigrant languages, with challenging, dynamic and variable sociolinguistic
situations. In Italy, for example, the Russophone community is characterised by
individualism and atomism, mainly because of its relatively small size and high
dispersion throughout the country (Perotto 2014). In her sociolinguistic study,
Perotto (ibid) found that most members of this community were not very concerned
with the maintenance of contact with other Russophones or with the preservation
of the Russian language.

In summary, the sociolinguistic situation of the Russian language in post-
Soviet immigrant communities is highly variable and unstable. As Yelenevskaya &
Protassova (2015) point out, present-day diasporas are defined by the
transnationality of their social, cultural and economic activities. This is one of the
factors that explain the sociolinguistic variation in Russophone diasporas, but
definitely more research is needed on more specific (national-specific and
community-specific) factors that explain (and predict) the functional and symbolic
value of Russian as a language of immigrants. In this respect, one of the first steps
needed is to look at factors that either favour or hinder the maintenance of Russian
as a heritage language in different communities around the world.

3. Russian as a heritage language

The status of the Russian language as a heritage language varies greatly among
communities. In some of them, Russian is a transgenerational full-fledged heritage
language with a long sociolinguistic history. Such deep-rooted diasporas are
composed of both Russian-speaking émigrés’ descendants and newcomers
(Mustajoki et al. 2020a). However, not all members of such diasporas maintain the
Russian language and culture over time (Smyth & Opitz 2013). In fact, even in
countries with important Russophone communities, such as Germany, many
members of the second generation of immigrants assimilate linguistically (Golova
2020) and it is clear that there are multiple factors conditioning the maintenance of
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Russian as a heritage language universally. It should be added that Russian does not
remain stable and that changes and variations are inevitable (see Ryazanova-Clarke
2014 for some background reading).

Sociolinguistic and psycholinguistic research on heritage languages shows that
such factors may be classified as external or internal, and that they do not act
separately in driving heritage language maintenance. There are multiple factors
involved in heritage language maintenance or language shift over time, and studies
show the role of factors conditioned by the receiving society and factors coming
from heritage language speakers themselves (Schalley & Eisenchlas 2020). Indeed,
the social value of a heritage language with minority status is determined by the
roles it plays in the host society. Hornberger (2005) has suggested that all global
characteristics of the host community play a role in heritage language maintenance,
including heritage language sociolinguistic status, heritage language speakers’
attitudes and heritage language presence in different public domains, such as
education and the labour market. The functional potential of a heritage language
outside of the home is also important. The frequency of use and the possible
communicative roles of a heritage language both within and outside of family
contexts are highly influential in respect to its vitality (Banfi 2018). Among other
factors, research highlights the role of the prestige of a heritage language and the
cultural background it conveys (Romanowski 2021), the opportunities for a heritage
language to be used in situations with socioeconomic opportunities, e.g. in
education, the labour market, media, healthcare systems or any other public service
(Aalberse et al. 2019), the degree of self-identification with heritage language
culture and positive attitudes to its symbolic and functional values (Ivanova 2019),
and the amount of exposure to a heritage language and the degree of reduction of
such input at home (Montrul 2016). In summary, Aalberse, Backus & Muysken's
(2019: 49) statement seems particularly true: “Perhaps the main conclusion of many
years of research on maintenance and shift is that there are so many factors that play
arole, and they play it so differently in concrete cases, that it has proven impossible
to construct a single widely accepted theory that accounts for maintenance and shift
and that predicts what will happen in any given bilingual setting.” Thus, social
factors are systematically complemented with a set of individual characteristics of
the speakers: their age, gender, marital status, language knowledge, reasons for
migration, length of residence in the host country, contact group, etc. (Nesteruk
2010).

Concerning Russian as a heritage language, several observations may be made.
There are some important aspects conditioning the maintenance of Russian as a
heritage language in different Russophone communities. Among the most
influential factors are the contact language and its social prestige, educational
opportunities, socioeconomic advantages, and speakers’ attitudes to the political
and social associations of the Russian language as the national language of Russia.
Mustajoki, Protassova & Yelenevskaya (2020b: 5) summarise this very clearly:
“Non-ideological support of the Russian language outside the nation is a sensitive
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issue that does not only require goodwill but calls for expert knowledge of local
language, education policies and the economic situation that can either create
incentives for Russian-language maintenance or make it irrelevant for diasporans’
socioeconomic upward mobility.”

In many countries, Russophone cultural institutions contribute to the
maintenance of Russian as a heritage language through Sunday schools, heritage
language courses or even (though less frequently) regular education. However,
families seem to play the key role in the strength of Russian as a heritage language
and, in this respect, it is essential to understand how family language policies are
created in different Russophone communities globally.

In her description of the family language policy in Russian-speaking families
in the U.S., Nesteruk (2010) mentions the necessity of following Fishman’s
distinction between language transmission and language maintenance for
understanding bilingualism in heritage speakers: she points out that language
transmission (using Russian as a heritage language with children in the family) is
rather more common and successful than language maintenance (use of Russian as
a heritage language by succeeding generations for multiple functions). With a focus
on the Russophone diaspora in the USA, Laleko (2013) stresses that third — and
fourth-generation immigrants, including post-Soviet citizens, usually display less
intense emotional concern with the maintenance of Russian as a heritage language.
Her conclusion in this respect is not very positive regarding the fate of Russian as
a heritage language in the USA: “<...> assuming that language attitudes in the home
serve as a predictor of continued inter-generational language maintenance in
immigrant families, we may hypothesize that desire for maintaining and actively
using the heritage language beyond the home and family domain may not be among
the highest priorities for the American-born generation of heritage Russian
speakers” (Laleko 2013: 391).

By contrast, the Finnish sociolinguistic situation shows that most family
language policies favour Russian heritage language maintenance. Protassova
(2008) has reported that most Russian-speaking families choose schools teaching
in both Finnish and Russian or teaching Russian as the heritage language, though
these results show a significant social correlation: families with low socioeconomic
status are less prone to exposing their children to Russian as a heritage language.
Similarly, Schwartz (2008) has shown that Russian-Jewish immigrants in Israel are
highly involved in transmitting Russian as a heritage language to their children and,
importantly, complain when educational and social conditions do not assure
balanced exposure to Russian for their offspring. Sociolinguistic situations in regard
to Russian thus vary greatly among countries, and historical issues (e.g. Russian
language presence or social openness to the languages of migrants) may explain a
great deal about this variation in addition to social and individual factors in the
maintenance of Russian as a heritage language. Language ideologies and the
management and practice of Russian as a heritage language — the three pillars of
the family language policy according to Spolsky’s classical model (2004) — are
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country-dependent and form a sort of kaleidoscope of shifting and fluctuating
contexts favouring or hindering the preservation of Russian as a heritage language.

Finally, there is the effect of the status of Russian as a heritage language and
the consequent family language policies on Russian’s internal evolution and
change. Limited exposure to the heritage language may have an important effect on
heritage language acquisition. Reduced input is systematically argued to be the
major reason for difficulties in the acquisition of certain heritage language
properties, for example, and particularly for Russian as a heritage language in
connection with gender (cf. Rodina et al. 2020). For Russian, referential studies
have been carried out in many immigrant settings, revealing changes in the structure
of Russian as a heritage language (cf. Protassova 2008 for Russian in Finland, Isurin
& Ivanova-Sullivan 2008 for Russian in the USA, and Schwarz 2008 for Russian
in Israel). However, a very recent comparative study by Rodina et al. (2020) on
Russian in Israel, Germany, Norway, Latvia and the UK has revealed the necessity
of searching for common and contrasting traits of language change in Russian as a
heritage language.

4. Articles in this special issue

Based on this multilateral perspective on migrants’ languages and identities,
this special issue addresses the following questions:

e Sociolinguistic portraits: who transmits or does not transmit their languages
to the second generation? How Russian and other post-Soviet heritage languages
are perceived?

o Social visibility of languages: how are these languages included in different
spheres of language use (linguistic landscape)?

e Cognition and attitudes: what do post-Soviet immigrants and repatriates
believe about their heritage languages and how do their beliefs influence their
vitality?

e Cognition, society and language system: how do all these sociolinguistic
and cognitive processes influence the transformation of the language systems of
Russian and other post-Soviet languages as heritage languages in constellation with
their contact languages?

Looking in detail, this issue includes case studies on language management in
bilingual Russian-Estonian and Russian-Spanish families (Ivanova & Zabrodskaja),
sociolinguistic patterns of the maintenance of Russian as a heritage language in
Germany (Brehmer), grammatical aspects of Russian as a heritage language in
Israel (Meir et al.), grammatical changes in Russian under the influence of English
among Russian-English bilinguals residing in the USA (Isurin), multilingualism
and translanguaging among Russian-language speakers in Cyprus, Estonia and
Sweden (Karpava et al.), the presence of Russian in the linguistic landscape of
Nuremberg, Germany (Ritter) and in three Asian countries — India, Japan, and South
Korea (Protassova et al.), the use of Russian, Kazakh and the spread of English in
naming practices (Smagulova & Madiyeva), and heritage language and identity
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maintenance in the Lithuanian diaspora (Ramoniené¢ & Ramonaite). At the end of
the current collection Branets and Verschik present a structural and extra-linguistic
analysis of receptive multilingualism, providing evidence how Estonians
understand Ukrainian via their knowledge of Russian. Putjata concentrates on
language maintenance among multilingual teachers, presenting her research on
Russian-Hebrew speakers’ ideas of language related normality in educational
settings. Three book reviews at the end of this issue are included with the specific
aim of exemplifying how in different countries each new generation finds their own
ways of using their heritage language, depending on the relationship between
language and society, attitudes and perceptions. Thus, the process of the Russian
language maintenance and language contacts of post-Soviet immigrants in Europe
and beyond might be seen more clearly when compared with special situations
involving two or more languages investigated and presented there.

5. Conclusion

Forced by political, economic and demographic instability, not only ethnic
minorities (mostly Jews and ethnic Germans) but also ethnicities of already
independent states began migrating to Central and Western European countries.
Migration between newly independent states, which involved voluntary movements
of repatriates, also became extremely intensive. As a natural result of migratory
processes, many languages of post-Soviet immigrants became heritage languages
of migrant families in the new milieux and started to consistently form part of their
language settings. The linguistic outcome became multi-layered: while some post-
Soviet migrants formed large communities of ex-pats, which favoured heritage
language maintenance, use and new-place vitality, many others integrated into their
host societies and/or assimilated culturally and linguistically, leaving their heritage
language behind. Our special issue shows that none of these changes happened
overnight and it is difficult to discern which sociolinguistic changes are still in
progress.

The expected contribution of this special issue is to analyse the patterns, which
define sociolinguistic and cognitive aspects of heritage language vitality, as well as
the effect of such extra-linguistic factors on the internal systems of the heritage
languages. In this respect, the special issue offers proposals for the further analysis
of social relations in the respective societies and of language system transformation
in heritage languages. These sociolinguistic realities surrounding Russian might be
shortly described by a saying in Estonian: “Heal lapsel mitu nime”, that is, ‘A good
child has many names.’ In their recent edited volume, Mustajoki et al. (2020a) pose
a question: “Russian as a communicative tool: Lingua franca, intermediator or
something else?” and present a collection of articles trying to suggest best possible
scenarios. The present special issue, while answering some old questions, leads to
new ones; needless to add that some unforeseen features of Russian are discovered
in a more complex situation (i.e. transfer, translanguaging, and receptive
multilingualism).
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As case studies in our special issue reveal, Russian and other languages (e.g.
Lithuanian) of post-Soviet immigrants in Europe and beyond might become the
(cultural) heritage acquired mainly as the home language, often without conscious
awareness or family language policy planning. A lot depends not only on certain
uses of the language, and its educational and economic status in the larger
community, but also on children as active agents who may provide their own sets
of norms and expectations regarding the use of the heritage language.

RU

1. BeepaeHue

ConuonMHIBUCTUYECKAST CUTYalMsl SI3bIKOB IIOCTCOBETCKUX T'OCYJIapCTB, Kak
HAIIMOHAJIBHBIX TaK ¥ TPAAULIMOHHBIX, ObLIA TMHAMUYHOMN 1 BECbMa HEOTHOPOTHOM
B MOCJIeHUE TpU AecATuiaeTuss. CUTyalus ¢ pyCCKUM SI3bIKOM, MOXKaIyH, OHA U3
CaMbIX CJIOKHBIX U OOraThIX Ha BBI30BBI C TOUKHU 3PEHHS COLIMOTUHIBUCTHUECKUX U
NICUXOJIMHTBUCTHYECKUX CHCTEM. PyCcCckuii — HaJiHAIIMOHAIBHBIN SI3BIK: OoJiee mo-
JIOBUHBI TOBOPSAIIMX HAa HEM IMPOKMUBAIOT 3a npenenamu Poccuiickont deneparum.
TpyIHO NOACYUTATH, CKOJIBKO HOCUTEJIEH PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa Ha CAMOM JI€JI€ MPOKHU-
BaeT 3a npezesnaMmu Poccun, U nepBoe MpensiTCTBUE I ONPEAEIIEHUs 3TOr0 — pas-
HOOOpa3ue TEPMUHOB, KOTOPbIE UCIOJB3YIOTCA A UX 00o3HaueHusi. OCHOBBIBa-
sacb Ha o(uIMaIbHBIX JOKyMeHTax mnpaButenbctBa Poccun, M. ITumep (Pieper
2020) ynoMHHaeT Kak MUHUMYM IIECTh OOILUX TEPMUHOB (9mHUYecKUe pyccKue,
PYCCKOA3bIYHBIE, PYCCKUE NO KYIbMmype, cOOmedecmeeHHUKY / 3eMIAKU, coomeye-
CMBEHHUKU 3a pyb6edcomM U conjleMeHHUKU), KOTOpble, 0 MHEHUIO aBTOpa, OTpa-
’KalT HEYBEPEHHOCTh B TOM, KOT'O K€ BKJIIOUaTh B 3Ty rpymnmy. /leficTBuTensHoO,
HCTOPUYECKH PYCCKHUH SI3bIK HE CUMTAJICS SI3BIKOM 3THHYECKOTO0 HAI[MOHAJIBHOI'O
rocy/aapcTBa, a CKOPEe «TPaHCHAIIMOHAIBHBIM CBS3YIOLUIUM 3BEHOM» C (DYHKIIHO-
HaJapHOM M addeKTUBHON CcHMBOJIMKOW B coBeTckoe Bpems (Ryazanova-Clarke
2017). B pe3ynbrare, 0 TEKyIIUM OLIEHKaM, OMUMO 146,1 MUIIIMOHOB, IPOXKU-
BaroIMX B Poccuu, B puiierarommx K Hel palioHax MPOKUBAET OKOJIO 32 MUJLIH-
OHOB HOCHTEJICH PYyCCKOro sA3bIKa, a BO BceM mupe ot 130 1o 160 MUIIIMOHOB HC-
MOJIB3YIOT pyccKuii kKak BTopoi s3Ik (Ustinova 2016). Ha ocHOBe 3TuX JaHHBIX,
PYCCKHUH SI3BIK BXOJUT B JIECATKY BEIYIIUX MUPOBBIX S3BIKOB (Aref’ev 2014).

B Hacrosiiee BpeMsi pycCKHii SI3bIK BBINOJHSIET pa3HOOOpasHble QyHKIMU B
Pa3HBIX COLIMOIUHIBUCTHYECKUX ycaoBUsAX. HeoOXxonmumo nepecMoTpeTh coluaib-
HbIE KOPPEJSITHI €r0 COXPAHEHHUS WK YTpaThl B cpesie UMMHUIpaHToB. [lomumo cra-
Tyca pOJIHOTO U BTOPOTO SI3bIKa HA MEXIAYHAPOJHOM YPOBHE, PYCCKHIM S3bIK TAKKE
npuoOpen HOBble (PpyHKIMU 3a mpenenamu Poccuu, U MOCTCOBETCKash MHUTPAlIUs
ChIpajla B 3TOM OYEHb BaXXHYIO POJIb. 3HAHUE PYCCKOTI'O S3bIKA CPEAU IOCTCOBET-
CKHX Tpa)kJlaH HE TOJIBbKO MO3BOJIMIIO EMY COXPAaHUTh CBOM CTaTyC JIMHIBa-(ppaHKa
U 3bIKAa MEXKTYHAPOIHOTO OOIICHHUSI, HO U YKPETUTh CBOU MO3UILIMU HOBBIMHU, pPaHee
HEU3BECTHBIMU QyHKUUAMHU. Cpeay HUX JABYM HOBBIM (PYHKLHS — KOMMOAU(DUKA-
LIMM PYCCKOIO s3blKa U €ro BCEMHUPHOMY YKPEIUIEHUIO B KA4E€CTBE IPUTAKHOTO
s3bIKa — TIOKa YTO OBLJIO y/AEJICHO Majo BHUMAHUSI.
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Yro kacaercs nepBoi (yHKIUH, TO HEJJaBHEE UCCIIEI0BAHUE ITOKA3bIBAET, UTO
PYCCKHUH SI3BIK — 3TO KOMMOJIUTH, PaCIPOCTPAHEHHBIN MpEeAMET MOTPEOICHUS, «B
OCHOBE KOTOPOTO JIEKUT OO€llaHue B3aMMOIIOHMMAHUS M yCTpaHeHHE OaphepoB
i yenemHoro oomenus» (Muth 2017a: 405). CnegoBarenbHO, BO MHOTUX €BpO-
MEHCKUX CTpaHax (M HEEBPOMEUCKUX TAK)KE) PYCCKUH A3BIK CTaJl 3aHUMATh BaKHOE
PBIHOYHOE TOJI0KEHUE, YTO 00ECIIEUNBAET €r0 POJIb HE TOJIBKO KaK SI3bIKA MEXKITY-
HapOJHOr0 U MEKITHUUECKOIO OOIIEHHUS, HO U KaK A3bIKa, UMEIOIIEr0 SKOHOMUYE-
cKyto 1neHHocts (cM. Muth 2017b, Suryanarayan 2017, Viimaranta et al. 2017 u
ap.). B pamkax nepBoHayaibHOM TEOPUN KOMMOAN(DUKAIIUH S36IKU OMPEIEIISIOTCS
C TOYKH 3pEHHsI UX CIIOCOOHOCTH NPUHOCUTH 3KOHOMUYECKYI0 TpuObLIb (Duchéne
& Heller 2012). B 3TOM OTHOIIEHUN W3MEHUIIOCH TTOJIOKEHHUE PYyCCKOTO S3bIKA HA
MHUPOBOH apeHe sI3bIKOB KaK TOBAPOB, TO €CTh MX POJIM KaK PHIHOYHBIX [IEHHOCTEH:
«CrnencTBueM 3TOM TEHJICHLIUU SIBIISIETCA OTXOJ OT AUCKYPCOB “TOpAOCTH’, KOTO-
pBbl€ CBA3BIBAIOT SI3bIKH C UACHTUYHOCTSIMU, TEPPUTOPUSMH U HALIMOHATIBHBIMH I'OC-
ylapCcTBaMH € JUCKYpCaMu “TIPHOBUIN’, KOTOPBIE MPEACTABIAIOT SI3bIKH B SKOHO-
MHUYECKHX TEPMHUHAX KaK TOBaphbl, MOJE3HbIE JUIs IPOU3BOJACTBA PECYpPCOB»
(Pavlenko 2015: 387).

Bropas ¢yHKIMS pyccKoro si3blka 3aciykHuBaeT 0ojee riiyOOKOro BHUMAaHUs
13-32 €€ JUHAMMKHU M MPSMOT0 BIMSHMS HAa MOHUMAaHHME COLMOJIMHIBUCTUYECKOM
LEeHHOCTH si3blka. Cyapba pyccKOro si3blka yHHMKallbHa, IIOCKOJIBKY 3TO IIMPOKO
pacnpocTpaHeHHbIH S3bIK ¢ MHOKECTBOM BO3MOXKHBIX (DYHKITHI: POIHOM S3bIK WK
OJIMH U3 NEPBBIX YCBOEHHBIX SI3BIKOB, OJMH U3 POAHBIX SA3bIKOB MJIM SPUTAXKHBIHI
A3BIK, S3bIK KyJIBTYPHOTO HACJIEHsI, TMHTBa-(PpaHKa, sI3bIK MEHBIIMHCTBA HJIU S3bIK
IpyNIbl MEHBUIMHCTBA, SI3bIK KOMMOJM(UKALMH, «SI3bIK OBIBILIEro OKKYIMaHTa»,
WHOCTPAHHBIN SA3BIK, A3BIK KaK MHCTPYMEHT BIIACTHU, HHCTPYMEHT MSTKOW CHIIBI,
A3BIK (JIMHTBUCTHUYECKOM, MOIUTUYECKOM, T€ONOIUTUYECKON U Tp.) HANPSKEHHO-
CTH, SI3BIK Kak (hopMmaT /i 1e6aTtoB u T. 1. JleHCTBUTENBHO, 3Ta cnenuduyeckas
COLIMOJIMHTBUCTHYECKAs CUTYALHsI C PYCCKUM 3bIKOM IIPUBEJa K OOIUpPHON 061a-
CTH MCCJIEIOBAHUM, ITOCBSIIEHHBIX EMY KaK SI3bIKY JUACIIOPBI U 3PUTAKHOMY SI3BIKY
cpeau UMMUIpAaHTCKOro HaceseHus. OnuH n3 Hanbosee CI0XKHBIX BOIIPOCOB CBS-
3aH C MOHUMAHUEM COLMAJIBHBIX M MCUXOJIMHIBUCTUYECKUX ACHEKTOB, KOTOPHIE
OIIPEIENIAIOT €r0 COXPaHEHUE B CEMbSX UMMUIPAHTOB M CPEIU TPYIII SKCIATOB U3
Pa3HbIX MOCTCOBETCKUX IOCyAapcTB. IHTEpecHO, YTO caMu 3TU CTpPaHBbI SIBIISIFOTCS
BaXXHBIMM O0BEKTaMHU COLIMOJMHIBUCTHUYECKOTO aHAJIN3a, MMOCKOJIbKY pa3iIUyHble
IIO/IXO/Ibl K HAIIMOHAJILHOM SI3bIKOBOM IOJIMTHKE MPUBEIH K BECbMa HEOJHOPOIHBIM
CTaTyCHBIM YPOBHSIM PYCCKOTO $13bIKa M €r0 MPUCYTCTBHIO B S3bIKOBOH Ccpejie.

B nanHOl cTaTbe MBI HCHOJIB3YEM TEPMUH PYCCKOA3bIUHBIE COOOUecmada,
KOTOpbIE MHOTOUYMCIICHHBI U pazHooOpa3Hbl. Pa3anoBa-Knapk (Ryazanova-Clarke
2014) ompexenser «auacnopy» Kak MEHEE€ TOYHOE 0003HAUCHHE BCEX BO3ZMOKHBIX
PYCCKOSI3bIUHBIX OOLIMH 3a ImpenenamMud Poccuu, MHOCKONBKY 3TOT TEPMHH
[I0/Ipa3yMEBAET CUJIbHBIE CBSI3U C pOAMHON. COLMOJMHIBUCTHUECKUE MO3ULMU
PYCCKOSI3bIYHBIX COOOIIECTB MOTYT OBbITh CHJIbHEE WM ciabee, a ¢ AKHU3HECTIOCO0-
HOCTBIO PYCCKOTO U €ro MEKIIOKOJEHYECKUM COXPAaHEHHUEM WM CMEHOH BO
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MHOT'OM CBSI3aHBI CTaTyChbl KOHTaKTHBIX S3bIKOB U KyJbTYyp. BaxkHa u posib OTHO-
IICHUSI K A3BIKY, M PACX0XKICHUN MEXKTy OTHOLICHHEM U S3bIKOBOM KOMITETEHITHEH
B IMMUTPAHTCKUX cooOrmiecTBax (cp. Lasagabaster 2008).

B T0 ke BpeMsi 3TH HOBbIE COLIMOJIIMHIBUCTHUECKHE PEaTMH BCEeTJa UK U PO-
JOJDKAIOT UATH PyKa 00 PyKy C PYCCKHM si3bIKOM B HOBOM oOmmunu (Pavlenko
2017). Ilonnmanue HHOT/1a HECOTIOCTABUMBIX CUTYAIIM MOYKET OBITh OUEHB T10JIe3-
HBIM JIJISl COLMOJIMHTBUCTUYECKOTO OMUCAHUS PYCCKOTO sA3bIKa. « BaskHO M3y4HTh,
MOYEeMy Ha MMOCTCOBETCKOM MPOCTPAHCTBE HAOIIOIAI0TCA pa3InYHbIe 0000IIEHHbIE
TEH/ICHIIUY B MCIIOJIb30BAHHUH SI3bIKA, CAMOUJICHTU(DUKAIIMK U TPYIIIIOBOU HICHTH-
¢duxamum» (Cheskin & Kachuyevski 2019: 4).

ConuoaMHIBUCTUYECKAs! CUTYalMsI C PyCCKUM SI3bIKOM KaK YHAcJ€10BaHHBIM
MO-TIPEXKHEMY OCTaBIIsIET 6€3 OTBETa MHOKECTBO BOIIPOCOB, U 1LI€Ib STOTO CHEIH-
aJILHOTO BBITYCKa — CIIOCOOCTBOBATH OoJiee TITyOOKOMY MOHMMAHUIO HEKOTOPBIX U3
HuX. B HEeM mpencTaBieHbl HOBbIE CPaBHUTEIbHBIEC HCCIEAOBAaHUS 10 Mepeaayue u
COXPAHEHHUIO PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA KaK APUTAXKHOIO B CTpPaHaX (B HEKOTOPOM CTENEHM)
C UCTOPUYECKUM MPUCYTCTBUEM PYCCKOTO fA3bIKa (Hampumep, ctonusd, I 'epmanus,
W3pauns, Benusa u CHIA), HO Takke U B MEHEE M3YUYEHHBIX CpeIax C OYEHb
HeJaBHEH HUCTOpPHEH pPYCCKOTo s3blKa Kak 3pUTakHOro (Hampumep, Mcmanws,
Kunp, Uunusa, HOxnas Kopess u SAnonwus). Kpome Toro, nanubeiii crenuaibHbIM
BBINYCK MPU3BaH OTPA3UTh Pa3MYHbIC TEKYIIHE ACHEKThl PYCCKOTO s3bIKa Kak
SPUTAKHOTO: B HEM COOpaHbI pabOTHI O Pa3TMYHBIX KOMMYHUKATUBHBIX U (DYHKIIU-
OHAJIBHBIX POJIIX PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa KaK yHACIEAOBAHHOTO, O CEMEMHOM SI3bIKOBOM
IIOJINTUKE B OTHOILEHUU PYCCKOI0 KaK 3pUTAKHOTO B Pa3HbIX CTpaHaX, O JOHIH-
TIOHBIX M3MEHEHHSIX €ro COLMOJIMHTBUCTUYECKOTO CTaTyca U O CTPYKTYPHBIX
W3MEHEHUSX, KOTOPhIE HOCUTEIU MPOU3BOJAT B PYCCKOM SI3BIKE KaK 3PUTANKHOM.
Takum 00pa3zom, aBTOPBI OOCYXKIAIOT PAa3IUYHbIE COIMOIUHTBUCTUYECKUE TEpe-
MEHHBIE, KOTOpBIE MOOYKIAI0T MUTPAHTOB IIEPBOTO MOKOJICHHS TIepe1aBaTh WK HE
nepenaBaTh CBOU POJHBIC S3bIKM HOCHUTENSIM BTOPOTO MOKOJICHHUS; OCOOCHHOCTH
MMOCTPOCHHUS UJCHTUYHOCTU Y Pa3HbIX MOKOJICHUN MHUTPAHTOB; SIBJICHUS, KOTOPBIC
XapaKTepU3yIOT S3bIKOBOM BHIOOP M HACIEAHE S3bIKOBBIX CHCTEM B MOCIEIYIOIINX
MMOKOJICHUSIX; U 3aMETHOCThH SI3bIKOB MUTPAHTOB B TAKUX YCJIOBHSIX, KaK S3bIKOBOM
naHamadgT.

2. PycCKUM A3bIK B NOCTCOBETCKUX MMMMUIPAHTCKMX coobLiecTBax

B Hacrosmee BpeMs pyCCKHil sI3bIK pacIIpOCTpaHEH o BceMy Mupy. [ToMmumo
Poccuiickoii deaepanuu u 4eTbpHAALATH HALIMOHAIBHBIX FOCY1apCTB, 00pa30BaB-
muxcs B pesyinbTare pacnana Coserckoro Coro3a, BO MHOTUMX CTpaHaX 00OCHOBa-
JIOCh 3HAYUTEIIBHOE KOJUYECTBO PYCCKOS3BIUHBIX. Kpome TpaaunMOHHBIX
Mmect npoxwuBanusi B M3pamne, I'epmanun u CILIA (Ben-Rafael et al. 2006),
OOIIMHBI PYCCKOA3BIYHBIX MMMUIPAHTOB B TOCJIEJHEE BpEMs CTald OCOOEHHO
MHOrouMcaeHHbIMU B 3anagHoil EBpone, Ha banxnem Boctoke u B A3un. Kak yxe
YKa3bIBaJIOCh BbIIIE, OOJIBIIMHCTBO U3 HUX CBSI3aHbl PYCCKUM S13bIKOM BHYTpPEHHE,
a HE KOHKPETHOW 3THUYECKOW MJIM HAIMOHAJIbHOW NMPUHAIIC)KHOCTBIO. []. JlaliThH

841



Anastassia Zabrodskaja and Olga Ivanova. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (4). 828-854

(Laitin 1998) ompenenun pycCKuid S3bIK KaK MapKep TPYNIIOBOM HUACHTHYHOCTH
CpeaH PYCCKOSA3BIYHBIX COOOIIECTB 3a pyOeKOM, XOTs CIIeyeT NPOSBIATh HEKOTO-
PYIO OCTOPOKHOCTH C TOUKH 3PEHUS PA3INYUi B MICHTUYHOCTH U B3IJISAIaX MOCT-
coBerckux ummurpanroB. A. Yeckun u A. Kauyescku (Cheskin & Kachuyevski
2019) HacTauBaroT Ha TOM, YTO PYCCKOS3bIYHASI UACHTUYHOCTD CJIO’KHA U BapbUpy-
€TCsl B pa3NIUYHBIX COOOIIECTBAX, B KOTOPHIX TOBOPSAT HA PYCCKOM SI3BIKE.

B nacTosiimee Bpemsi K pyCCKOMY sI3bIKY KaK CPEICTBY OOIICHUS, UACHTUIHO-
CTH ¥ KOMMoIu(DUKaIHMK 32 TIpeneraamMu Poccun MpUMEHSIOTCS pa3HbIe OIpeee-
HUs. Pycckuid sI3bIK B MOCTCOBETCKUX TOCYJapCcTBax MPHUHATO OMPENEATh Kak
JIUH2BA-DPAHKA, A3bIK MENHCIMHUYECKO20 O00WeHUs, OQUYUATbHBIU A3bIK, A3bIK
MEHbUWUHCMBA WU UHOCMPAHHBIU A3bIK B HOBBIX COL[MOJIMHIBUCTUYECKUX JIAH-
madTax. BaxkHO OTMETUTD, UTO POJIb PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa KaK JTUHTBa-(ppaHKa ype3BbI-
YailHO BapbUPYETCS B paMKax HAIMOHANBHOW TOMUTHKH JepycudUKamm
(Pavlenko 2006). belmu mpoBeieHBI OOIIUPHBIE UCCIICTOBAHNUS MEHSIOIIUXCS S3bI-
KOBBIX CHUTYyallui B YETHIPHAIATH IMOCTCOBETCKUX HAIIMOHAIBHBIX TOCYIapCTBAX
(manpumep, Pavlenko 2008). OcHOBHBIC pe3yJIbTAaThl OTJIMYAIOT CTPaHbl banTuu ¢
uX TIyOOKOM M BCEMPOHUKAIOMIEH MOJMTUKON B OTHOIICHUH HAIIMOHATBHBIX S3bI-
koB (Brubaker 2014), a Ttakxke ctpanbsl KaBkasza, KOTOpbIe UCKIIOUUIN PYCCKHM
s3bIK U3 3akoHoaarenbeTBa (Hogan-Brun & Melnyk 2012), ot ctpan LlenTpanbHoit
A3uu, c A3bIKOBOI MOJUTUKON B MOJIB3Y PYCCKOTO, KOTOpas MPHU3HAET PYCCKHIA
A3BIK TM00 Oo(pUIIMaANBHBIM, THOO SI3PIKOM MEKHAIIMOHAILHOTO 001meHus (Aminov
et al. 2010). Takue BocTOUHOEBpOIIEHCKHE TOCYAapCTBa, Kak bemapyce, YkpanHa u
MomnoBa, 00pa3yroT 0COOYIO TPYIITY CTPaH ¢ MEHSIOIICHCS TUHAMUKON S3BIKOBOM
nonuTuku. B To BpeMs kak benapych npuHsiia pycckuii sSi3bIK B KaUeCTBE CBOETO
BTOPOTO TOCYAAPCTBEHHOTO 53bIKa, KOTOPBIM B HacTofAllee BpeMs ne-pakTo Hc-
MOJIB3YETCSl B KaUeCTBE OCHOBHOTO si3bIka cTpanbl (Pavlenko 2013), MomgoBa mo-
TSPU30BaHA MEX]y HAIIMOHATHHBIM MOJJIABCKUM U MPECTIKHBIM pycckuM (Prina
2012), a YkpanHa MpoXoauT pa3HbIE ATaIlbl S36IKOBOTO PETYIMPOBAHUS, BKIIIOUAS
KpalHIOW CTeNeHb MOTUTH3AINH sI3bikoBOro Bompoca (Csernicskd 2017, Smaglo
2020).

B cTpanax 3a nmpenenamu OCTCOBETCKOTO MIPOCTPAHCTBA ITOKa3aTeneM o0LIei
XapaKTePUCTUKHU JI1 MOCTCOBETCKMX HMMMUIPAHTOB SIBJSETCS UMEHHO PYCCKHIA
SI3bIK. B MOCTCOBETCKMX MMMHUTPAHTCKUX COOOIIECTBAX PYCCKUM S3BIK YaCTO HUC-
MOJIb3YETCS B KAUeCTBE JIMHIBa (hpaHKa U S3bIKa MEKITHUYECKOTO OOIIeHUSs, He3a-
BHCHMO OT 3THHUYECKUX WJIM HAlMOHAJIBHBIX TPyII HocuTeneu (cp. Ryazantsev
2015). BaxHO OTMETHUTBH, YTO HE BCE IMMOCTCOBETCKHE UMMHUTPAHTHI — PYCCKOSA3BIY-
HbIe. [{71s1 TOTO, 4TOOBI H30€KATh JTF0OO0T0 IMOBEPXHOCTHOTO WU YIIPOIIIEHHOTO TIO/I-
xona k auacnope, [[. Mamoruna (Malyutina 2020) noguepkruBaeT BaKHOCTh pa3-
JTUYHST MEXKy TEMH TTOCTCOBETCKUMH MUMMHTPAHTAMH, KOTOPBIE UCTIOIB3YIOT PyC-
CKUH 53bIK, U TEMH, KTO HE XO04YEeT UMETh C HUM HUYEro oo1ero. 3to HabmoieHne
KQKETCS OYeHb YMECTHBIM, YYHTHIBAs, YTO HCTOPUYECKH CIIOKWIACh OOIIas
TEHJCHIIMS Ha3bIBaTh «PYCCKUMY» JIOO0Or0 MMMUTrpaHTa u3 ObiBIIEero COBETCKOTO
Coro3a (cm., Haripumep, Andrews 1998 o Takoil HCTOPUYIECKOM MTEPCTICKTHBE).
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HecMoTpss Ha 3TH pasznuuusi, UMEHHO PYCCKUHM S3bIK NOJYYWJ IIMPOKYIO
noanepkky 3a npenenamu Poccun. Poccniickas denepanus 3anmycTuia «IpOEKT
COOTEYECTBEHHUKOB), HAIIPABJICHHBIH Ha B3aUMOJEHCTBUE C POCCUICKUMHU Ipax-
JaHaMH, TPO’KUBAIOIIMMU 3a TPaHULEH, B YAaCTHOCTH HA TOOIIPEHHE CBA3EH
C POAMHON U MCIIOJIB30BAHKE TAKUX CBSA3EU U1 IPOJABHKEHUs Poccun U pycckoro
s3pika Ha 3amnazne (Byford 2012). Bnusaue 3Toro mpoekra pacrnpocTpaHseTcs Ha
MHOTHX IOCTCOBETCKMX UMMHIPaHTOB. «Pycckas auacrnopa — 3To He auacrnopa B
CTPOTOM CMBICIIE clIoBa U He “pycckas”» (Suslov 2017: 10): B rpymnmsl cooTeue-
CTBEHHUKOB BO BCEM MUPE BXOJAT HE TOJBKO POCCUNCKUE IPaKIaHe, POKNUBAIO-
e 3a pyoekoM, Ho U UMMUTpaHThl U3 CoBerckoro Coro3a, OBIBIINE COBETCKHE
PYCCKOSI3bIUHBIC TPaXKAaHe, rpaxaane Poccun u ObIBIIME COBETCKHE TpakJaHE B
LEeJIOM. DT UMMHTIPAHTCKUE OOLIMHBI 00BEANHEHBI 001Iei ncTopuel 1 o0IKUMHU
BOCIIOMMHAHUSIMH, U PYCCKHMH SI3bIK UTPAET KIIOYEBYIO pojib B 3THX cBA3sX (Elias
& Shorer-Zeltser 2006). OO6mmii S3bIK U KyJbTypa, KakK SICHO 3asBISIOT
A. Mycraiioku, E. [IporacoBa u M. EneneBckas (Mustajoki et al. 2020a), MmoryT
ropaszio CUJIbHEE CII0COOCTBOBATh YCHEIIHOW KOHCOIMIAIMH JUACTIOPBI, YEM JIF0-
00l MPUHIINAIT UICOTOTUIECKON MU MOJIUTUYECKON JIOSUTbHOCTH. Takum 0Opaszom,
B 1I€JIOM, YyBCTBO IIPUHAJIEKHOCTH K PYCCKOS3BIYHOM TMACIIOpE HE CBA3AHO C I10-
nutudeckumu npuctpactusimu (Golova 2020).

B HekoTOphIX MPUHUMAIOLIUX CTpaHaX POJb PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa Kak cpedcmed
06weHuss TUACTIOPHI Y)KE JIOCTUTIIA 3HAYUTENBHBIX ycrexoB. B M3paunne, nanpu-
Mep, PYCCKHM SI3bIK CUCTEMATUYECKU UCIIOIB3YETCS B Pa3BETBICHHOM CETH IeyaT-
HbIX ¥ nekTpoHHbIXx CMU (Elias 2011). EneneBckas u @uankosa (Yelenevskaya
& Fialkova 2003), ocHOBbIBasiCh Ha HappaTUBaX WMMHUIPAHTOB, MMOKA3aJH, YTO
pycckosi3pIuHbIe B M3panie riry0oko 0CBEJOMIIEHBI O IIEHHOCTU U (PYyHKLMOHAb-
HBIX BO3MOYKHOCTSIX PYCCKOI'O fA3bIKa. B pe3ynbraTe pyCCKHil S3bIK HCIOIb3YETCS
Jake B OUIMAIbHBIX CUTYalUsIX, HalpUMep, B Ou3Hece U cepe BHICOKMX TEXHO-
noruii. Iloxoxas cutyauus cymectByer B ['epmannn u CIIA, rae npoxusaroT
o0IIMpHbIE pyCcCKOA3bIYHbIE coolmiecTBa. B I'epManuy 0ko1o mecTu MUITMOHOB
HOCHTEJIEH PYCCKOro sI3bIKa, OOJIBIIMHCTBO U3 KOTOPBIX CUUTAIOT PYCCKHUI CBOMM
MapkepoMm uaentuanoctd (Hamann et al. 2020). BeneactBue 3Toro pycckuid Si3bIK
NOJICP>)KUBACTCSI M HUCHOJb3YeTCsl BO MHOIMX KOHTEKCTax: OT 0Opa3oBaHUs
(B OCHOBHOM, JI€TCKUX CaJI0B U HAYaJIbHBIX IIKOJI) 10 KOMMEpPUYECKOW MHPPACTPYK-
TYpPBI, CPEJICTB MAacCOBOI MH(OPMALIUU U COLUAIIBHBIX CETeH, a TAKKe METUIMH-
ckux yupexxaeruii (Bergmann 2015). B Coenunenssix LltaTax, rae no cocTOsHHUIO
Ha 2010 roxg 6oJee Tpex MUJUTMOHOB Y€JIOBEK TOBOPpHIIH Mo-pyccku (Aref’ev 2014),
PYCCKHMIl BBICTYNAaeT B KadeCTBE $3bIKa COLMAIBHOW Cpelbl HWMMHUIPAHTOB
(Hubenthal 2004), KOTOpbI MOJIOKUTENBHO BOCIPUHUMAETCS, H3Yy4aeTcss |
HCIIONb3yeTcss MHOTUMH SpuTakHuKaMu (Kagan 2010). [ly6nudnoe npucyTcTBHE
pycckoro si3bika B CIIIA oueHb HIMPOKO, B TOM YHMCJE HE TOJBKO B Ipecce, HO
TaKXe B IOPUAMYECKHX M MEIUIMHCKUX CIyxk0ax, o0pa30BaTeNbHBIX YyUpex/e-
HUSX, KOMMepUYecKol HH(pacTpyKType M OCOOEHHO B aKaJIeMHUYECKUX Kpyrax

843



Anastassia Zabrodskaja and Olga Ivanova. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (4). 828-854

(Kagan & Dillon 2010). Bo Bcex Tpex YNOMSIHYTBIX CTpaHaX pPYyCCKOS3bIYHBIE
IPYMIIBI B LEJIOM MOJIOKHUTEIBHO OTHOCSITCS K PYCCKOMY SI3bIKY KaK K 9pUTaKHOMY,
oOecrieunBas €ro COXpaHeHHE U Mepeaady U3 MOKOJIEHUs B MokojeHue (cp. Moin,
Schwartz & Breitkopf 2011 npo U3pauns u I'epmanuto; u Kagan 2010 npo CLLIA).
OnHAaKO COIMONMMHTBUCTUYECKUN CTaTyC U (DYHKIIMOHHUPOBAHUE PYCCKOTO S3bIKA B
JPYTUX CTpaHaX ¢ KPYHMHBIMH PYCCKOSI3BIYHBIMH COOOIECTBAMU HE 00s3aTeIbHO
CIIEAYIOT TaKOM ke cxeme. B HeKOTOPHIX M3 HUX NMPUYMHA MOXKET 3aKII0YaThCS B
OoublIei paccpeiOTOUEHHOCTH PYCCKOS3BIYHBIX MO BCEH CTpaHe, ¢ pa300IueH-
HbIMU (M HEOOJIBIIMMHU) CBSI3IMHU C coobuiecTBoM. llpumepom MOryT Cily>XKHUTh
PYCCKOSI3bIYHBbIE MUMMUTPaHTHI B BennkoOpuTanum, KOTOpbIe IPEACTABISIIOT COO0M
JIOBOJIEHO (hparMEHTUPOBAHHOE COOOIIECTBO C CHIIBHBIMU COLIMATBHBIMHA U KYJIb-
TYPHBIMH Pa3IMYUsIMH U pa3HOOOpa3HBIMU 00IIECTBEHHBIMU IpakTukamu (Byford
2012). Ha pwIHKE pPYCCKOS3BIYHBIX MHUTPAHTOB BenuMKkoOpUTaHMHM CYIIECTBYET
PYCCKOSI3bIYHASI CETh MCTEOIMIIMEHTA, BKIIIOYAIONIAs MaTepralbHble (TPOLYKTHL,
pabouyio cuiy, yCIyrd W T.J.) U CUMBOJIMYEcCKHe (MH(OpMAIHIO, YCIYrH, KOH-
TaKThI U T.J1.) GOpMBI 0OMEHA; HO OHA SIBHO HAIlEJIeHa Ha pacCpeJOTOUYECHHYIO U He-
CKOJIbKO HEONpPEJIEICHHYIO LEJEeBYI0 TpyIMIy, KOTOpas B OCHOBHOM CBSI3aHa
yepe3 HehopmanbHbie conpanbhbie cetu (Byford 2012).

B HekoTOphIX cTpaHax pyCCKOS3bIYHBIE COOOIIECTBAa MOSBUINCH COBCEM He-
JIaBHO, a IMacIiopa 4YeTKo He oprann3zoBaHa. Haunboiee spkuMu npumMepamMu MOTyT
CILyKHUTb pyCCKOsI3bIuHbIE 0O1IMHBI B FOxHOW EBpone, riae pycckuil si3bIK ABIISETCS
OJTHUM W3 MHOTHX $I3bIKOB HMMHUTPAHTOB M3 YUCJIA MEHBUIMHCTB, CO CJIOKHBIMU,
JUHAMHYHBIMM M Pa3HOOOpPa3HBIMU COLIMOJMHTBUCTUYECKHUMH CHUTYaIUSIMHU.
B Urtanuu, HanpuMep, pyccKOsA3bIYHOE COOOIIECTBO XapaKTEpU3yeTCsl MHAUBUY-
aJIN3MOM U Pa3pO0JIEHHOCTHIO, B OCHOBHOM M3-3a €r0 OTHOCUTENIEHO HEOOJIBIIIOTO
pasMepa W BBICOKOW paccpemoToueHHOCTH 1o ctpaHe (Perotto 2014). B cBoem
coronMHrBucTruueckoM uccienaopannu M. [leporro (Perotto 2014) o6Hapyxuna,
9TO OOJIBIIMHCTBO WIEHOB 3TOTO COOOIIECTBA HE OYESHDb 3a00THTCS O MOICPKAHUT
KOHTAaKTOB C IPYTUMH PYCCKOSI3bIYHBIMU UJIM O COXPAHEHUH PYCCKOTO S3bIKA.

Takum 00pa3oM, COIMOJMHTBHCTUYECKAs CHTYalHs C PYCCKUM SI3BIKOM B
MOCTCOBETCKUX MMMHIPAHTCKUX COOOIECTBaX OYE€Hb M3MEHYMBA U HECTaOWIbHA.
TpaHcHaMOHANBHOCTD ONPEAEISET COUUATBHYI0, KYJIbTYPHYIO U SKOHOMHUYECKYIO
NesATeTLHOCTh coBpeMeHHBIX auactop (Yelenevskaya & Protassova 2015). Dto
OJUH U3 (PaKTOPOB, OOBSACHSIOUINX COLUOIMHIBUCTHYECKHE Pa3IMYMsl B PyCCKO-
S3BIYHBIX JMACIIOPaX, HO ONPEACICHHO HEOOXOUMBI JIOTIOIHUTENIbHbIE HCCIIe10-
BaHMS 00Jie€ KOHKPETHBIX (HAIlMOHAIBHBIX M CICHM(PUYHBIX I COOOIIECTBA)
(hakTOpOB, KOTOPBIE OOBICHSIOT (M MPEICKA3bIBAIOT) (PYHKIIMOHAIBHYIO U CUMBO-
JIMYECKYI0 LIEHHOCTh PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa KaK S3bIKa UMMHUIPAHTOB. B 3TOM OTHOIIE-
HUU OJHHUM U3 MEPBBIX HEOOXOIUMBIX LIArOB SIBISIETCS pacCMOTpeHue (GpakTopos,
KOTOpbI€ OJaronpusTCTBYIOT WIM MPENSTCTBYIOT COXPAaHEHUIO PYCCKOIO s3bIKa
KaK 9pUTA)XHOTO B PA3JIMYHBIX COOOIIECTBAX 110 BCEMY MUY .
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3. PyccKuid A3bIK KaK 3pUTaXKHbIN

Cratyc pyccKOro si3blka Kak JPUTAXKHOTO CHIJIBHO Pa3iIU4aeTcs B Pa3HbIX
oOmHax. B HEKOTOpBIX M3 HHUX PYCCKUI SA3BIK — 3TO IOJHOLICHHBIN S3bIK,
nepeaBaeMblii U3 MOKOJCHHUs B MOKOJEHHE, C JIOJTOH COLMOIMHIBUCTUYECKON
ucropueil. Takue YKOPEHUBIIHECS JAUACTIOPHI COCTOSAT KaK M3 TOTOMKOB PYCCKO-
S3BIYHBIX SMUTPAHTOB, TaK U U3 HOBBIX UMMHrpanToB (Mustajoki et al. 2020a).
OnHako HE BCE WIEHBI TAKUX TUACIIOP COXPAHSIOT PYCCKUH SI3BIK M KYJIBTYypYy
¢ redyenueM BpeMeHH (Smyth & Opitz 2013). OueBUIHO, UTO CYLIECTBYET MHOMXKeE-
cTBO (paKTOPOB, 00YCIOBIUBAIOIINX COXPAHEHHE PYCCKOTO A3bIKa KaK SPUTAKHOTO
BO BceM Mupe. DakTUUeCKH 1axe B CTPaHAX CO 3HAYUTEIbHBIMU PYCCKOSI3bIYHBIMU
cooOmiecTBaMu, TAKUX Kak | epMaHusi, MHOTHE IPEJCTABUTENIN BTOPOTO MIOKOJICHHS
MMMHTPAHTOB acCUMIIIUPYIOTCs JIMHTBHCTHYECKU (Golova 2020). Cnexyer noba-
BUTH, UTO PYCCKUH S3BIK 32 PyOEKOM HE OCTAETCs CTAOMIIbHBIM, U3MEHEHHUS U Ba-
puanuu Hen30eKHbI (B KauecTBe 001ero o63opa cM.: Ryazanova-Clarke 2014).

COIMONMHTBUCTUYECKHAE M TICUXOJUHIBUCTHUECKUE HCCIICAOBAHUS IPUTAXK-
HBIX SI3bIKOB IMOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO BHEIIHKUE U BHYTPEHHHE YCIOBHS HE JCHCTBYIOT MO
OTIENTHFHOCTH Ha COXpaHEHHE YHACIICAOBAaHHBIX S3bIKOB. CyIIeCTBYeT MHOXKECTBO
(hakTOpOB, BIMSAIOMIUX HA COXPAHEHHE IPUTANKHOIO S3bIKA WIIM €r0 3aMelIeHHEe C
TEUYEHUEM BPEMEHH; HCCIIEeIOBaHUS TIOKA3bIBAIOT POJIb (PaKTOPOB, 00YCIOBICHHBIX
MPUHUMAIOIIKUM OOIIECTBOM, U (PaKTOPOB, UCXOISAIINX OT CAMUX HOCUTENEH yHa-
cnenoBaHHoro si3bika (Schalley & Eisenchlas 2020). JleficTBUTENBHO colMabHAS
LEHHOCTh SPUTAXKHOTO $3bIKAa KaK $3bIKa MEHBUIMHCTBA OIpeNesseTcs] TeMHU
poJIsiMH, KOTOphIE OH Wrpaet B mNpuHHMaromem obmectBe. H. Xopabeprep
(Hornberger 2005) nmpearnonokui, 4To Bce T100aTbHbIE XapaKTEePUCTUKU TPUHH-
MAIOIIEr0 COOOIECTBAa UTPAIOT POJIb B COXPAHEHUH IPUTAKHOTO SI3bIKA, BKIIOYAS
COLIMOJIMHTBUCTUYECKHM CTaTyC 3PUTAXKHOTO SI3bIKA, OTHOILIEHUE K HEMY HOCHUTE-
JIe SPUTAXKHOTO SI3bIKA U MPHUCYTCTBUE APUTAKHOTO S3bIKA B PA3IUYHBIX 0OIIIe-
CTBEHHBIX cepax (Hampumep, B 00pa30BaHUU U HA PbIHKE TpyJa). OYHKIIMOHAb-
HBI MOTEHIMAJI YHACIEJIOBAaHHOTO sI3bIKAa BHE JIOMa Takke BaxkeH. Yacrora mc-
MOJI30BAHUS M BO3MOXKHBIE KOMMYHHUKATUBHBIE POJIM IPUTAKHOTO SI3bIKA KaK B Ce-
MEIHOM KOHTEKCTE, TaK U 3a €ro MpeieIaMyi UMEIOT OOJIBIIOE BIMSHUE HA €T0 JKU3-
HecriocobHocTh (Banfi 2018). Cpeaun npyrux (hakTopoB MCCIIeI0BATEIN MOICPKH-
BAaIOT POJIb MPECTHKA IPUTAKHOTO S3bIKA U OTPAKAEMOT0 UM KYJIBTypHOTrO (poHa
(Romanowski 2021); BO3MOXKHOCTH HCIIOJIb30BAHUS IPUTAKHOTO S3bIKA B CUTYa-
IUSAX C COIMAIBHO-DKOHOMHUYECKHMH pecypcamu, Harnpumep, B cepe oOpa3oa-
HUS, HA PBIHKE TPYyJa, B CPEIACTBaX MaccOBOM MH(OpMAIINH, B CHCTEMax 3/paBo-
OXpaHEeHHs WM B cepe T0OBIX IPYTHX TrocyaapcTBeHHbIX yeuyr (Aalberse et al.
2019); crenenb caMOUCHTU(UKAIIUHN C KYJIbTYPOU DPUTAKHOTO S3bIKA U TTO3UTHB-
HO€ OTHOIIEHHUE K €ro CUMBOJIMYECKUM M (PYHKIMOHAIBHBIM IIeHHOCTsIM (Ivanova
2019); u cTeneHp BO3ACHCTBUS Ha S3BIK HCTOPHYECKOTO HACIIEINSA, a TAK)KE COKpa-
meHne Takoro BnusHUs goma (Montrul 2016). 13 aToro ciemyer, 4To ciemyomniee
YTBEPKICHHE OKa3bIBAETCS JOBOJIBHO MPAaBUIbHBIM: «B03MOKHO, TIaBHBIN BBIBOJ]
MHOTOJIETHUX UCCIICIOBAHMI B 00JIACTH COXPAaHEHHS M CMEHBI SI3bIKA 3aKIII0YAETCS
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B TOM, YTO CYIIECTBYIOT pa3zHOOOpa3Hble (DaKTOpPBI, KOTOPHIE OKAa3bIBAIOT CBOE
BJIMSIHME B KOHKPETHBIX CIIy4asiX, U CTAHOBUTCS] HEBO3MOXKHBIM IIOCTPOUTH EAMHYIO
[IUPOKO NMPU3HAHHYIO TEOPHIO O COXPAaHEHHUH M CMEHE SI3bIKA, IPEICKa3hIBAIOIIYIO,
YTO MPOU30MUIET B TFOO0H MaHHOM ABYs3bIYHOM cpene» (Aalberse et al.: 49). Takum
o0pa3om, colmaabHbIe (PaKTOPBl CHCTEMATHYECKH JOTOJIHSIIOTCS HA0OPOM WHIIHU-
BUYalIbHBIX XapaKTEPUCTHUK JIUI], TOBOPAIINX HA SI3bIKE: UX BO3PACTOM, IMOJIOM,
CEeMEWHBIM TI0JI0)KEHHEM, 3HAHUEM SI3bIKA, TPUIMHAMU MHUTPAIIUH, CPOKOM TIPOKH-
BaHUs B CTpaHe NpeObIBaHMs, KOHTaKTHOU rpynmoii u 1.1. (Nesteruk 2010).

OTHOCHUTENIBHO PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA KaK APUTAXKHOTO MOXKHO CAETATh HECKOJIBKO
3ameuyaHuil. ECTh HECKONbKO Ba)KHBIX ACMEKTOB, 00YCIOBIMBAIOIINX COXPaHEHHE
PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa KaK SPUTAKHOTO B PA3JIIMYHBIX PYCCKOA3BIYHBIX COOOIIECTBAX.
Cpenu Haubosnee BaxHbIX (PaKTOPOB — KOHTAKTHBIN S3BIK M €r0 COLIMATIbHBIN Ipe-
CTHX, BO3MOXXHOCTH ISl MOJyYCHHS OOpa3oBaHUs, COLUAIBHO-IKOHOMHYECKUE
MpeUMYyIIeCTBa U OTHOLICHHE HOCUTENEH K MOJUTUYECKUM U COIIMAIbHBIM KOHHO-
TalUsM PYCCKOTO Kak HallMOHAJIBHOTO si3blka Poccun. A Mycraiioku, E. Ilpora-
coBa u M. EneneBckas (Mustajoki et al. 2020b: 5) odueHb YE€TKO PE3IOMUPYIOT 3TO:
«Hewnpneonornveckas mojaaep)kka pyccKOro si3blka 3a MpeJesiaMH CTPaHbl — 3TO
JIeJIMKATHBIN BOIPOC, KOTOPBIN HE TOJIBKO MPHU3BIBAET K 100pOii BoJie, HO U TpeOyeT
HKCHEPTHOTO 3HAHUS MECTHOTO S13bIKa, 00Pa30BaTEIbHOM MOJUTUKHA U SKOHOMHUYE-
CKOI1 CUTyaluu, KOTOPOE MOKET JIMO0 cO371aTh CTUMYJIbI ISl COXPaHEHUS PYyCCKOTO
A3bIKa, TUOO0 C/IENaTh €r0 HeaKTyalbHBIM Ul COLHAbHO-DKOHOMUYECKON BEPTH-
KaJIbHOM MOOMJIBHOCTH IPE/ICTABUTENEH JUACTIOPY.

Bo MHOrmx cTpaHax pyCCKOSI3bIYHBIC KYJBTYPHBIE YUPEKACHHUS CIIOCO0-
CTBYIOT COXPaHEHHIO PYCCKOIO SI3bIKa KaK APUTAKHOTO YepPe3 BOCKPECHBIE IIKOJIBI,
S3BIKOBBIE KYPCHI WM JTaXKe (XOTSA U PEXe) peryisipHOe LIKOJIbHOE 00pa3oBaHHUE.
Tem He MeHee, CeMbH UTPAIOT KIIFOUYEBYIO POJIb B YKPEIJICHHH PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa KaK
SPUTAKHOTO, M B ’TOM OTHOIICHUH Ba)KHO IOHUMATh, KaK MOJIUTHUKA B OTHOIICHUU
CEMEIHOro si3plKa CO3AAETCA B PA3NMYHBIX PYCCKOS3BIYHBIX COOOIIECTBAX IO
BCEMY MUDY.

B cBoem onucannu ceMeHOM S3bIKOBOM MOJTUTUKH B PYCCKOSI3bIUHBIX CEMbSIX
B CIHA O. Hecrepyk (Nesteruk 2010) ymomuHaeT 0 HEOOXOAUMOCTH, BCIIE] 3a
JIx. @UIIMaHOM, pa3rpaHUYUBATh nepedayy A3blKA W COXpAHeHUe A3bIKa IS
MOHUMAaHUS ABYS3bIUMsA Y S)puTaKHUKOB: O. HecTepyk ykasbIBaeT Ha TO, 4TO mepe-
Jada s3blKa (MCIIONIb30BAHME PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa KaK YHACJEJIOBAaHHOTO JETbMHU B
ceMbe) ropaszzio Oosee pacnpocTpaHeHa M YCIEIIHA, YeM COXpaHEHHE S3bIKa
(ucmonb30BaHUE PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa B KAYECTBE YHACJIEIOBAHHOTO IMOCIEIYIOIIUMU
MOKOJICHUSIMU JJIS1 BBITIOJIHEHHSI pa3IMYHbIX (QyHKIMH). Jlenas ak[eHT Ha PyCcCKo-
si3praHoi nuacrtope B CHIA, O. Jlaneko (Laleko 2013) moguepkuBaer, 4To UMMH-
TPAHTHI B TPETHEM M YETBEPTOM IMOKOJCHHUSAX, B TOM YHCIIE TIOCTCOBETCKUE TPaK-
naHe, OOBIYHO MPOSIBISIOT MEHEE CHIIBHYIO SMOIIMOHANIbHYI0 03a00Y€HHOCTH IO
MOBOJAY COXPAaHEHMS PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA KaK PUTAKHOTO. Ee BBIBOJ OTHOCHTEIHHO
CyIbOBl pycckoro si3pika Kak sputakHoro B CIIA He oueHb OjarompusTeH:
«<...> mpenmnonaras, 4To OTHOLICHHE K S3BIKY JIOMa BBICTYINAET IOKa3aTeJeM
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IIPOJOJIKAIOIIETOCS MEXKITOKOJIEHYECKOTO COXPAHEHHUS SI3bIKA B CEMbSIX UMMUTPaH-
TOB, Mbl MOXEM BBIIBUHYTH TUIIOTE3y O TOM, YTO CTPEMJIEHHUE K COXPAHEHHUIO U
AKTUBHOMY HCIIOJIb30BAaHUIO 3PUTAXKHOIO SI3bIKa 3a IpeaejaaMu JOMa U CEMbU
MOJKET HE BXOJUTh B YUCJIO BBICIIUX IPHOPUTETOB POXKACHHOTO B AMEpPUKE MOKO-
JICHUS PYCCKOA3BIYHBIX dpuTakHIKOBY» (Laleko 2013: 391).

s cpaBHEHMS: COLMONUHITBUCTUYECKAsA cUTyauus B OUHISHINM MOKa3bl-
BAaeT, YTO B OOJILIITMHCTBE Cy4YaeB IMOJTUTHUKA B 00IaCTH CEMEMHOTO SI3bIKa CIIOCO0-
CTBYET coXpaHeHuIo pycckoro si3bika. E. [Iporacosa (Protassova 2008) nosicuser,
9TO OOJIBITMHCTBO PYCCKOSI3bIYHBIX CEMEH BRIOMPAIOT IIKOJIBI C TIPETIOIaBaHIEM Ha
(DMHCKOM M PYCCKOM $I3bIKaxX WJIM C MPENoJaBaHUEM PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa B KAYECTBE
SPUTAXKHOTO, XOTSI 3TH PE3yJbTaThl MOKA3bIBAIOT 3HAUYUTEIbHYIO COLHUATIbHYIO
KOPPEJSLMIO: CEMbH C HU3KUM COLMAIbHO-3KOHOMHUYECKHM CTaTyCOM MEHeEe
CKJIOHHBI MOJABEPraTh CBOUX JETEH BIHMSIHHUIO PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa KaK yHACJIEeJOBaH-
Horo. AnanoruuHo M. IlIBap (Schwartz 2008) moka3bsiBaeT, 4TO PyCCKO-E€BpEii-
CKM€ WMMHTpaHThl B M3pawie akTHBHO y4acCTBYIOT B Iepefadye CBOUM JIETSIM
PYCCKOTO s3bIKa KaK 3)pUTAKHOTO U, YTO HEMAJIOBAXKHO, KAJIYIOTCS, KOrJa o0pa3o-
BaTeJIbHBIC M COI[MANIbHBIC YCIOBUS HE 00ECIeUnBaIOT COAIaHCUPOBAHHOTO BIIaJIe-
HUSL PYCCKUM SI3BIKOM Ui uUX naeredl. Takum oOpa3oM, COLIMONMHTBUCTHYECKHE
CUTYyalliu B OTHOILIIEHUH PYCCKOTO sI3bIKA CHJIBHO Pa3IMYaroOTCs B Pa3HbIX CTpaHax,
Y UCTOPUYECKHUE BOIIPOCHI (HAIPUMEP, HATMYUE PYCCKOIO SI3bIKA WIIA COLIUANIbHAS
OTKPBITOCTH K SI3IKAM MHUTPAHTOB) MIOMOTYT MHOTO€ OOBSCHUTH B JIOTIOJTHEHHUE K
COIMAIPHBIM U WHIWBHUIYATbHBIM (PAKTOpPAM B COXpPAaHEHUHU PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA Kak
SPUTAXKHOTO. SI3BIKOBBIE HJICOJIOTHH, @ TAK)KE YIIPABJICHUE U MPAKTUKA HCIOIb30-
BaHUS PYCCKOTO KaK YHACJIEOBAHHOTO SI3bIKa — TPH CTOJIA CEMEHHOM S3BbIKOBOM
MOJIMTUKA B COOTBETCTBHM C Kiaccuueckoil mojenpio b. Cmonbcku (Spolsky
2004) — 3aBUCAT OT CTpaHbl U 0OPa3yIOT CBOETO PO/a KaJeHIOCKOT MEHSIOMINXCS
1 HEYCTOWYMBBIX KOHTEKCTOB, OJarOnmpHUATCTBYIONINX WA MPEMATCTBYIOIMIUX CO-
XPaHEHUIO PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa KaK 3PUTaKHOTO.

Kpowme Toro, HabnrogaroTcs BIMSIHUE CTaTyca PYCCKOro s3bIKa KaK yHacjen10-
BAHHOT'O HA €r0 BHYTPEHHIOIO 3BOIOLUIO U U3MEHEHHUSI U CBSI3aHHAS C 3TUM I10JIH-
THKa B OTHOILLIEHUU CEMEUHOTO si3bIKa. OrpaHMuYE€HHOE 3HAKOMCTBO C 3PUTAXKHBIM
SI3BIKOM MOXKET MMETh Ba)KHOE 3HaYeHUeE IS ero ycBoenus. Hampumep, cucrema-
TUYECKH yTBEPHKAACTCS, YTO YMEHBIIICHHOE KOJIMYECTBO UHITYTA SIBJISIETCSI OCHOB-
HOM MPUYMHON TPYAHOCTEH ¢ MPUOOPETEHHEM OCHOBHBIX IPaMMaTHYECKUX IMPH-
3HAKOB 3PUTAXKHOTO $I3bIKa, B OCOOCHHOCTH PYCCKOIO KaK YHAacJeJIOBAaHHOTO, B
CBSI3H C UCIIOJIBb30BAaHUEM POJIOB UMEH CyIIeCTBUTENBHBIX (cp. Rodina et al. 2020).
UYro KacaeTcst pyCcCKOro sI3bIKa, COOTBETCTBYIOIIME HCCIEIOBaHUS ObUIM MPOBE-
JICHBI BO MHOTHUX MECTaX MPOKUBAHUS UIMMUTPAHTOB, BEISIBUB U3MEHEHUS B CTPYK-
Type PYCCKOTO si3bIKa Kak spurtaxHoro (cp. Protassova 2008 o pycckom si3bike
B Ounnsguauu, Isurin & Ivanova-Sullivan 2008 o pycckom si3pike B CIIIA, u
Schwarz 2008 o pycckom si3bike B M3panne). OnHako HeJaBHEE CpaBHUTEIHHOE
HCCIIEIOBAHUE PYyCCKOro s3bika B M3pawne, I'epmanumn, Hopseruwu, JlatBum u
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BenunkoOpuTanun BBISIBIIIO HEOOXOAMMOCTD MTOMCKA OOIIMX M MPOTHUBOIIOIOKHBIX
YepT SA3BIKOBBIX HM3MEHEHMH B PYCCKOM s3bIKe Kak yHacieaoBaHHOM (Rodina
et al. 2020).

4. CtaTbu AAHHOrO BbINyCcKa

B HacTosilieM cnenuansbHOM BBIITYCKE MHOTOCTOPOHHHM B3IJISL HA SI3BIKH U
CaMOOBITHOCTh MUTPAHTOB CIIOCOOCTBYET MMOHUMAHHIO CIIETYIOIINX BOIPOCOB:

o CoyuonunesucmuyecKkue nopmpenul: KTO IMEPeacT WIIM HE MepelacT CBOK
S3bIK BTOPOMY MOKOJIeHHI0? Kak BOCIPUHUMAIOTCSL PYCCKUI U APYTHE TOCTCOBET-
CKHE SI3BIKU KaK DPUTAKHBIE?

o Coyuanvhas 6uouMocms S3bIKOB: KaK ATH S3bIKM BKIIOYCHBI B Pa3HbIC
cdepbl UCIOIB30BAHUS SI3bIKA (JIMHIBUCTUYECKUN JlaHAIIA(T)?

e 3uanue u omHOWleHUsA: YTO MOCTCOBETCKUE MMMHIPAHTHI U PENaTPUAHTHI
JTYMAIOT O CBOMX SPHUTAXKHBIX SI3bIKAX M KaK UX YOCIKICHUS BIMSIOT HA UX JKU3HE-
CIOCOOHOCTH?

o 3uanue, 0duecmeo u A3bIKOBAsL CUCMeEMA: KaK BCE 3TU COIIMOIMHTBHCTHYC-
CKHE M KOTHUTHUBHBIC TIPOIIECCHI BIUSIOT HAa TPAHC(HOPMAIIHIO S3BIKOBBIX CHCTEM
PYCCKOTO M JPYTUX MOCTCOBETCKUX SI3BIKOB KaK PUTAXKHBIX B COBOKYITHOCTH C MX
KOHTAKTHBIMH SI3bIKAMH?

JlaHHBIH BBITYCK BKJIIOYAET B CE0Sl TEMAaTUUECKUE UCCIIEAOBAHMS, TOCBSILCH-
HBIC YIIPABIICHHIO S3BIKOM B JIBYSI3BIUHBIX PYCCKO-ICTOHCKUX M PYCCKO-UCTTAHCKHX
cembsix (Ivanova & Zabrodskaja), COIMOMMHTBUCTUYECKIM MOJIEISIM COXPAaHEHUS
PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa B Ka4eCTBe yHaclenoBaHHOTo B ['epmanuu (Brehmer), rpammaT-
YECKHMM acleKTaM PyCCKOTO s3bIKa Kak apuTaskHoro B M3panne (Meir et al.), rpam-
MaTHYECKUM M3MEHECHHUSM B PYCCKOM SI3BIKC IO/ BIUSHHEM aHTJIUHCKOTO sI3bIKa
CpeaH pyCCKO-aHTJIMHCKUX JIBYSI3BIYHBIX NMMHUTPAHTOB, mpokuBatonux B CIIA
(Isurin), MHOTOSI3BIYHIO ¥ TPAHCIHMHTBU3MY CPEIH PYCCKOS3BIYHBIX COOOIIECTB Ha
Kurmpe, B Octonuu u B IlIBennu (Karpava et al.), npucyTcTBUIO pyCCKOTO SI3bIKa B
s3pikoBOM JaHamadTe HropuOepra, I'epmanmst (Ritter) m B Tpex asmaTcKux

ctpanax — Muauu, SAnonun u FOxuoit Kopee (Protassova et al.), uconb3oBanuto
PYCCKOTO0, Ka3aXCKOT'0 U PACIPOCTPAHCHUIO aHTIIMHCKOTO SI3bIKa B MIPAKTHUKE UME-
HOBaHUS M nepenMeHoBanms (Smagulova & Madiyeva), a Takke 0 COXpPaHECHHUIO
OPUTAKHOTO SI3bIKA W HIACHTUYHOCTH B JIMTOBCKOW nuacmope (Ramoniené &
Ramonait¢). B cratee A. bpanen u A. Bepmuk (Branets & Verschik) npencraBnen
CTPYKTYPHBIH M 3KCTPAJMHIBUCTHUYECKUI aHAIW3 PELUENTHBHOTO MHOTOS3bIUMS,
JEMOHCTPHUPYIOIINI, KaK 3CTOHIBI IMOHMUMAIOT YKPAaWHCKHUH SI3bIK 4Yepe3 3HaHUE
pycckoro sizbika. [ [Tytsara (Putjata) oOpamaercs K TeMe COXpaHSHHUS SI3bIKA CPEIH
MHOTOSI3BIYHBIX YUHUTEJIEH, CYMMHPYs Pe3yJIbTaThl CBOETO MCCIIEAOBAHMS, IOCBS-
IICHHOTO TPEJICTABJICHUSIM PYCCKO-UBPUTCKUX TOBOPSIIUX O S3BIKOBOW HOPMAaJIb-
HOCTH B O0pa3zoBaTenbHOW cpene. Tpu peleH3uHM Ha KHUTHM B KOHIIE JTAHHOTO
BBIITYCKa BKIIFOYCHBI C IENIBIO MPOJIEMOHCTPUPOBATh, KAK B Pa3HBIX CTpaHaX KakK-
70€ HOBOE IOKOJICHHE HAXOIUT COOCTBEHHBIE CIIOCOOBI MCIIOJIB30BAHUS CBOETO
APUTAKHOTO SI3bIKA B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT OTHOILICHHIA MEXIY S3bIKOM H OOILECTBOM,
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S3BIKOBBIMU yYCTAHOBKAaMHM M BOCHPUATHEM. OTO MO3BOJSAET Oo0Jiee OTYETIMBO
IIPEJCTaBUTh ceOe MPOLECC COXPAHEHUS! PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa U A3BIKOBBIX KOHTAKTOB
IIOCTCOBETCKUX HMMMHUIpaHTOB B EBpome u 3a ee mnpeaenamMu IO CpPaBHEHHUIO
C 0COOBIMM CUTYalMsSIMU C YYacTHEM JBYX WM Ooiiee S3bIKOB, UCCIIEAOBAaHHbBIX U
IIPE/ICTABICHHBIX B 3TUX HAyYHbIX U3/IaHUSAX.

5. 3aKknoueHue

N3-3a NOAUTHYECKOM, SKOHOMUYECKOH 1 JeMorpaduueckoil HecTaOuIbHOCTH
HE TOJBKO 3THUYECKHE MEHBIIMHCTBA (B OCHOBHOM €BPEU U ITHUYECKHE HEMIIbI),
HO M 9THUYECKHE TPYIIIbI YK€ HE3aBUCUMBIX TOCYIapCTB HauaIl SMUTPUPOBATH C
MMOCTCOBETCKOI0 MPOCTpaHCTBa B cTpanbl LlenTpanbHoit u 3anmagHoit EBporbl.
Murpanusi MeKIy HOBBIMU HE3aBHUCHUMBIMU TOCYJapCTBAMU, KOTOpasi BKIItOYasa
TOOpPOBOJIBHOE TIEPEMEIICHHE PENaTPHAHTOB, TAKXKE CTajla Ype3BbIYAIHO MHTEH-
cuBHOM. Kak ecTecTBEHHBIN pe3yabTaT MUTPALIMOHHBIX MIPOLIECCOB, MHOTHE SI3BIKU
MOCTCOBETCKUX UMMUTPAHTOB OBLTH YHACIIEAOBAHbI OT CEME MUTPAHTOB B HOBOM
cpelie U HayaldH MOCIe0BaTEIbHO COCTABIATh YacTh UX SI3bIKOBOM cpefbl. JIMHT-
BUCTHUYECKHUH Pe3yJIbTaT CTAI MHOTOYPOBHEBBIM: B TO BpeMs KaK HEKOTOPHIE MOCT-
COBETCKHE MUTPaHThl chopmupoBanu OONbIINE COOOIIECTBA FKCIATOB, KOTOPHIE
BBICTYTAIOT 32 COXpAaHEHUE, UCIIOJIB30BAHNE U KU3HECTIOCOOHOCTD TPAAMIIMOHHBIX
SI3BIKOB, MHOTHE IPYTHE HHTETPUPOBAJIKCH B CBOM IPUHUMAIOIINE 00111eCTBA U/ 1IN
aCCUMWJIMPOBAINCH KYJIbTYPHO W JIMHTBUCTHYECKH, OTKA3aBIIMCh OT CBOETO
SpUTAXHOTO s3bIKa. Hailr criennanbHbIN BBITYCK MOKA3bIBAET, UTO HU OJHO U3 3TUX
W3MEHEHHH HE TMPOU3OILIO B OJHOYAChE, M CIOXKHO OIpPENeIuTh, KaKue
COLIMOJIMHTBUCTUYECKHE U3MEHEHHUS BCE €IIe MPOI0JIKAIOTCS.

OskuaeMblil pe3yIbTaT CIeNUaIbHOTO HOMEpa — BBISIBJICHHBIE 3aKOHOMEPHO-
CTH, KOTOPBIE OMPEIEISIOT COLIMOTMHTBUCTUYECKUE U KOTHUTUBHBIE aCTIEKThI JKU3-
HECTIOCOOHOCTH 3PHUTAXKHBIX S3BIKOB, @ TAK)KE BIHMSIHHUE YKCTPATHMHIBUCTUYECKHX
(hakTOpOB Ha BHYTPEHHHE CUCTEMBI SPUTAXKHBIX SI3BIKOB. B 3TOM KOHTEKcTE B cIie-
LHAIIBHOM HOMEpPE MpeJIaracTcs JaJbHENIINN aHAJIU3 COUMAIIBHBIX OTHOIIEHUN B
COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX OOIIECTBAX U SI3BIKOBBIX CUCTEMBI B 3PUTAXKHBIX S3bIKAX. DTU
COLIMOJIMHTBUCTUYECKHE PEAJMH, OKPYKAIOIINE PYCCKHH S3bIK, MOKHO BKpaTIIe
omucaTh C MOMOIIBIO ACTOHCKOM moroBopku: “Heal lapsel mitu nime” («Y xopo-
nrero pebeHka MHOTO UMeH»). B cBoem cbopuuke A Mycraiioku, E. [IporacoBa u
M. EneneBckas (Mustajoki et al. 2020a) 3agarorcst BompocoMm: «Pycckuii sS3bIK Kak
KOMMYHUKATHBHBII MHCTpYMEHT: JIMHTBa-(ppaHKa, MOCPETHUK WIH YTO-TO emie?»
U TAI0T 0030p BO3MOXKHBIX ClieHapueB. JlaHHBI crieliMaabHbIN BBITYCK, OTBEYAs HA
HEKOTOPBIEC YK€ 3HAKOMBIE BOIPOCHI, TPUBOAUT K HOBBIM BBI30BaM; CaMo COOOM
pazyMmeeTcs, 4TO OTJEeJbHbIE HENpPEeIBHJICHHBIE OCOOCHHOCTH PYCCKOTO S3bIKa
oOHapy>XKMBalOTCsI B Ooyiee CIIOKHOW CHUTyaluu (Hampumep, HHTepdepeHuus,
TPAHCIMHTBU3M, PELEITUBHOE MHOTOSI3bIUHE).

Kak moka3pIBalOT TeMaTHYECKUE HCCIEOBAaHUS B HAIIEM CIEHUATFHOM
HOMEpe, PYCCKHM U Jpyrue s3bIKU (HApuUMeEp, JUTOBCKUH) MOCTCOBETCKUX
umMmHurpanToB B EBpome u 3a ee mpenenamu MOTYT CTaTh (KyJIBTYpHBIM)
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HacCJICaueEM, HpI/I06peTCHHBIM B OCHOBHOM B Ka4€CTB€ JOMAIIHET'O A3bIKa, 4aCTO oe3
OCO3HAHHOH OCBEJIOMICHHOCTH WX CHHaHHpOBaHHOﬁ SI3BIKOBOM IMOJIUTUKHU CEMBH.
MHoroe 3aBHCHT HE TOIBKO OT OIpPEaACIICHHBIX CII0CO0OB HCHOJIL30BAHMS sA3bIKa,
€ro 06p330BaTeJ'H>HOFO N S5KOHOMHUYCCKOT'O CTAaTyCa B Ooiee IHUPOKOM COO6IJ.[CCTBC,
HO M OT JEeTeH KaK aKTHBHBIX ArcHTOB, KOTOPBLIC MOTYT HNPCAOCTaBUThH CBOH
COOCTBEHHbIE Ha60pLI HOPM U OXXMIAHUN B OTHOIIECHHHU HCIIOJb30BaHUS JpUTaAK-
HOTI'O A3BIKA.
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Oasra UBAHOBA - jouenT kadeapbl UCIAHCKOTO s3bika yHUBepcuTera CajlaMaHKH,
Ucnanus. Chepa ee HAyIHBIX HHTEPECOB BKIIIOYACT SBOJIIOIMIO BIIaJICHUS SI3BIKOM B TE€UE-
HUE )KU3HHU, B 0COOCHHOCTH B YCJIOBHSAX UCIIOJIb30BAHUS SPUTAKHBIX SI3BIKOB U ABYSI3bIUMS,
a Tak)Ke M3MEHEHHs BO BIIQJICHUH S3BIKOM B TMOXHJIOM Bo3pacte. SIBisercs HayuyHBIM
COTPYIHHKOM HCCIea0BaTeNbcKol rpymisl «Heiipoduznonorus, mo3Hanue u noBeaeHUE»
B UHcTuTyTe Heliponayk Kacrtuipu u Jleona, padoueit rpynmsl «CrapeHue u npoQuiiak-
THKa 3aBUCUMOCTH» B HCTUTYTE OHMOMenuIMHCKUX uccienoBanmii (Mcnanms), a Takxe
OCHOBATEJIEM U IPE3UIEHTOM A CCOLMAIIMHU PYCCKOTO SA3bIKa KaK I)puTakHOro B CaamMaHke
(Ucnanms).
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