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B myGimkaruy TOBOPHUTCS 0 CHHKPETHIECKOM XapaKTepe OeIopyCcCKOoro
CHUHTAKCHCAa MPHU BBIPAXKCHUH TIOCECCUBHBIX OTHOIIEHUH. bemopycckue dwvimo-
U UMemb-KOHCTPYKIIMM  TIOJHOCTBIO PABHOIPABHBI MPU  BBIPAKCHUU
«OTTOPKUMOM TPUHAIJICKHOCTHY, OJHAKO HAOIIOJAIOTCS OIpeeIEHHbIS
CEJICKTUBHBIE OTPAaHUYEHUS COYETAEMOCTH TJIaroJIbHOTO TMpeauKaTa meysb ¢
HEOTUY)XIaeMbIMU  («HEOTTOPKUMBIMU»)  HMEHAMHU. CoueTtaemMoCTh
0eJIOpyCCKUX TJarojioB Oviyb U Meyb C UMEHAMHU B TO3UIMM TOCEcCcyMa
(oObekTa oONamaHus) 1e1eco00pa3HO OIMUCHIBATH TaKXXE IMOCPEICTBOM
cenexkTuBHBIX Kateropuit [+Concr] // [+Abstr], [+Anim] // [-Anim], [+Pers]
Il [-Pers].

B.A. IInyHrsiH OTHOCUT O€JIOPYCCKUM SI3BIK K uUMemb-sa3bikam. Buaumo,
M0 MPUYMHE HAJIU4Ms B OEIOPYCCKOM KOHCTpYKUMU A maro [Ilnynrsa 2020:
194]. D10 KOHCTarausg MNPUHIUIIHAIBHOTO THIIOJOTHUYECKOTO OTIAYUS
OCIIOPYCCKOTO SI3bIKa OT PYCCKOTO TIPH BBIPAKCHUH ITOCECCHBHOCTH Ha
CUHTaKcHueckoM ypoBHe. OnHako crienuduka OeIopyCcCKOro CHHTaKcHuca Beé
KE B CHHKpeTH3Me.

B OGenopycckoMm JmTEepaTypHOM S3BIKE HCIIOJB3YIOTCS KakK uUMenb-
KOHCTPYKIIUH, TaK W OblMb-KOHCTPYKIIMH, YTO TIO3BOJIIET CUWTATH
Oenopycckuii A3bIK U €Sse-, u habere-sazvixom onHOBpeMeHHO: KooicHbl HApoO
Mae xays 6 a03iH 2eHisibHbl MEop, i 2amul meop — mosa (A. Pazanay); Pas y
yabe écub cina, mol 3aycéObl 3HOUO3eUL Cnocab JHcblyb HA ceeye, npad et
cabe oapoey — wmo xcwvigoe, dHcvlevim i 3acmaneyya (5. Konac). B coBerckoe
BpEMs I10J] BIUSHHUEM PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa KOHCTPYKIHS y MsAHe éCub Hadaa
npeobianath B 0EJIT0PYCCKOM SI3bIKE, B YACTHOCTH, B MYOIUIIMCTUKE U TEKCTAX
XyJ0)KECTBEHHOM mnuTeparypbl. OpHako, MO HaIMM HaOMIOJAEHUSM, B
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Oenopycckoil (Gppa3eoyqorui U MapeMHsix, apXaundHbIX MO CBOEU CYyTH, UMEET
MECTO MPEUMYLIECTBEHHO A MaAlo.

A.E. Cynpyn [Cympyr 1999] cnpaBeninBo oTMmedan, 9To OeIOpyCCKHMA
JUTEPATYPHBIA SI3bIK HAXOJUTCA MEXKIY JABYMsI SI3bIKOBBIMU apeajamu —
Slavia Orthodoxa i Slavia Latina. Hainumie B GeIOpYCCKOM JTUTEPATyPHOM
A3BIKE JIByX MOCECCUBHBIX KOHCTPYKIIMH C Trjarojiamu meys U Oblyb — euié
OJIMH MpPUMEpP B TMOJIb3Yy KOHLEMIMH «MEXIY» H3BECTHOTO OEI0pyCcCKOTO
y4€HOT0-CIIaBUCTA.

Pycckuii s3bIK — THUIHAYHBIA €SSe-s36ik  (Oblmb-5361K), TaK Kak IS
BBIPAKEHHSI OTHOLLIEHUH MPUHAJIEKHOCTH B HEM HCIIOJIB3YETCSI MOJENb y X-
a ecmp Y. XOThb NpPU 3TOM OTMETUM HAJIUYUE B PYCCKOM S3BIKE PEIKHX
IIPELEACHTHBIX BBICKA3BIBAHUM C TJIArojioM umems. Yecmov umero!; He umei
cmo pybnei, a umeti cmo opyseu,; /[ymatime camu, pewiaime camu. umems
unu He umems?; Ymo umeem — He XxpaHum, nomepsswiu — niayem. Peub B
JAHHBIX TpUMepax UIET 00 obnanaHuu BooOIe, 00IalaHud BOOOpaxaeMoM,
xenaemMoM U T. 1. [[Imynran 2020: 194]. [Ipu 3TOM 0g00HBIE KOHCTPYKIIMH
WHOTIa UMCIOT apXanyHO-KHUXHBIN OTTeHOK [MuxneBny 1991: 211].

benopycckast u pycckasi IOCECCUBHBIE MOJEIIA ITOJHOCTBIO COBIAJAOT
Ha YpOBHE TJIYOMHHBIX (TIPEAMKATHO-aKTaHTHBIX) CTPYKTYp: Pr — Pred Poss —
Pm. Otnuuus B 1UCTpuOylIUH TIArojbHbIX npeaukatoB meys (b)) u 6eims
(PS1) BBIABIIEHBI TOJIBKO Ha MOP()OJIOTO-TpaMMaTHYECKOM YPOBHE — B hopmax
BeIpakeHus1 noceccopa n noceccyma. Cp.: Nnom — VI — Nacc (bi);
y N gen—V f—N nom (P).

The article describes the syncretic nature of the Belarusian syntax. The
Belarusian be- and have-constructions are completely equal when expressing
“rejected belonging™, but there is no complete synonymy between the marked
constructions. There are certain selective restrictions on the compatibility of
the verb predicate meys with non-rejecting names. The compatibility of the
Belarusian verbs 6wuiys and meys with the names in the possessum position
should also be described by means of selective categories [+Concr] //
[+Abstr], [+Anim] // [-Anim], [+Pers] // [-Pers].

V.A. Plungyan considers the Belarusian language to be a have-language.
Apparently, it’s due to the presence of the construction s maro in the
Belarusian language [Plungyan 2020: 194]. This is a statement of the
fundamental typological difference between the Belarusian language and
Russian when expressing possessiveness at the syntactic level. However, the
specificity of the Belarusian syntax is still in syncretism.

In the Belarusian literary language, both have-constructions and be-
constructions are used, which makes it possible to consider the Belarusian
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language both esse- and habere-languages at the same time and indicates the
syncretic nature of the Belarusian syntax: Koowcnst hapoo mae xays 6 aosin
2eHIsNbHbL meop, i 2omul meop — mosa (A. Pazanay); Paz y yaode écuw cina,
Mol 3aycé0vl 3HOUO3eUl Cnocab HCblyb HA ceeye, npab ewt cabe 0apocy — umo
arcwieoe, ocviebim i zacmaneyya (5. Komac). In Soviet times, under the
influence of the Russian language, the construction y mane écup began to
prevail in the Belarusian language, in particular, in journalism and fiction
texts. However, according to our observations, in the Belarusian phraseology
and paroemias, which are archaic in nature, there is mainly s maro.

Adam Suprun [Suprun 1999] rightly noted that the Belarusian literary
language is located between two linguistic areas — Slavia Orthodoxa and
Slavia Latina. The presence of two possessive constructions with the verbs
meyw and Hwiys in the Belarusian literary language is another example in favor
of the concept of “between” by the well-known Belarusian Slavic scholar.

The Russian language is a typical esse-language (to be-language), since
it uses the model y X-a ecms Y to express relations of belonging. At the same
time, there are rare precedent statements with the verb umems in Russian:
Yecmo umero!; He umeti cmo pyobneti, a umeii cmo opyseu, /Jymaime camu,
pemaﬁme camu. umemsv Uuiu He Ll]l/lel’l/lb?,' UYmo umeem — He XPAHUM,
nomepsswu — niavem. These examples are about possession in general,
possession of the imaginary, desired, etc. [Plungyan 2020: 194]. Moreover,
such constructions sometimes have an archaic bookish connotation
[Michnevich 1991: 211].

The Belarusian and Russian possessive models completely coincide at
the level of deep (predicate-actant) structures: Pr — Pred Poss — Pm. The
differences in the distribution of the verbal predicates meys (BL) and 6vimo
(RL) were revealed only at the morphological and grammatical level — in the
forms of expression of the possessor and possessum: N nom — Vf — N acc
(BL); y Ngen -V f—N nom (RL).
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