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LANGUAGE SITUATION IN THE SOUTH-EAST OF UKRAINE (BASED
ON THE MATERIALS OF 1926 ALL-UNION CENSUS)

On the basis of data analysis of 1926 All-Union Census, the author has analyzed the composition
of the south-eastern population of Ukraine by native language; studied the peculiarities of linguistic
structure in particular districts, as well as in towns and villages, carried out comparative analysis
of ethnic and linguistic structures of the population; determined the level and character of its
language assimilation.

The results of the research enable us to state that in 1926 the Ukrainian language was native for
the absolute majority of the population in the south-east of Ukraine. The Russian language was on the
second place, it even conceded to Ukrainian in its demographic power, but had more power that is
communicative because, in fact, it was the official language in the USSR and it had more assimilation
influence. Unlike the Russian-speaking population, dominating in quantity in urban areas, Ukrainian-
speaking people concentrated in the rural areas and did not have assimilation potential.

The comparative analysis of ethnic and linguistic structure of the population enables to make
conclusion about deformation of language situation in the region. It was more vivid in urban
settlements, where the share of Russian-speaking people exceeded the percentage of ethnic Russians
a bit more than one and a half times. Although in the rural areas the situation was much less deformed
than in the cities, the signs of Russian assimilation were seen there as well. The comparison of
correlation between ethnic and linguistic structure of the population in the south-east and across the
whole Ukrainian SSR, showed that assimilation processes in south-eastern part of the Republic were
happening faster than in the Ukrainian SSR in general.

Having carried out the analysis of language issue in definite regions, the author found out that
in the majority of them, except Luhansk, Stalin and Odessa regions, the population, whose native
language was Ukrainian, dominated. As far as the urban settlements are concerned, in the majority
of districts Russian-speaking community dominated. The largest part of inhabitants, whose native
language was Russian, lived in coal-mining Donbass cities — Dmitrivske and Stalin. Concerning
rural population of south-eastern Ukraine, the Ukrainian language was native for the majority of
population in all the seventeen districts.

Key words: Ukrainian language, Russian language, language assimilation, linguistic structure,
ethnic structure, South East of Ukraine, 1926 All-Union census.

The problem statement. The research of lan-
guage issue in Ukraine in different historical periods
is becoming actual nowadays when language factor
is actively used both in internal and external poli-
tics. In the first place, this concerns the south-east-
ern Ukraine, which experienced significant Russi-
fication. The research of language situation in the
region in different historical periods allows to trace
the dynamics of changes that took place in the lin-
guistic structure of the population in the region and
reproduce the stages of its Russification.

The research source base is the 1926 All-Union
census. It enabled to study the language situation in
the south-eastern Ukraine even prior to the forced
industrialization and solid collectivization, which
influenced the ethnodemographic, and language pro-
cesses in the Ukrainian SSR.
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The analysis of recent research and publica-
tions. The relevance of the article is stipulated by the
fact that the majority of researchers in our country used
the 1926 census data for studying social and ethnic
structure of Ukrainian SSR population and some of its
regions as well [1; 4; 7; 8; 9; 12], but its informational
possibilities were used not fully [5; 6; 10, p. 99].

The purpose of the article: on the basis of
1926 All-Union Census analysis of materials to study
the peculiarities of language situation in the south-east
of Ukraine in the given period; define peculiarities of
linguistic structure of population in the South East of
Ukraine in general and in some definite regions, urban
and rural settlements; state the demographic power'

' Term “demographic and communicative power of lan-
guage”, “language stability” was borrowed from: Macenko
JL.'T. Moga i cycniiabcTBO: ITocTronoHIampHUH BuMip. KuniB :
Bupg. nim «kKM Axagemisty, 2004. 163 c.
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of the most common languages in the south-east of
Ukraine; carry out comparative analysis of ethnic and
language structure of the population in a region; define
the level and nature of language assimilation of defi-
nite ethnic groups; compare the intensity of assimila-
tion processes in region and republic as a whole.

Geographic borders of the research is the terri-
tory of south-eastern Ukraine, which includes mod-
ern Kharkiv, Luhansk, Donetsk, Dnipropetrovsk,
Zaporizhia, Kirovograd, Mykolaiv, Odessa, Kherson
regions; in 1926 this territory was divided into 17 dis-
tricts: Kharkiv, Oziumsk [N.M. In the article the names
are given in accordance with census], Kup’iansk,
Luhansk, Starobilsk, Artemivsk, Stalin, Mariupol,
Melitopol, Zaporizhia, Odessa, Mykolaiv, Kherson,
Dnipropetrovsk, Zinoviivsk, Kryvyi Rih, Pershomaysk
districts. The following is not included into geographi-
cal boundaries: the Crimea, because it wasn’t a part of
the Ukrainian SSR and Autonomic Republic of Mol-
dova, which wasn’t totally ethnic Ukrainian territory,
although it was a part of the Ukrainian SSR till 1940.

The author’s calculations are based on the data
of 12 [2, p. 286-288, 291-293, 309-313] and
13 [3, p. 12-38, 247-256, 340-341, 343-345,
348-349] volumes of All-Union Population Census
(1926), which are reflected in the table VI “Popu-
lation by nationality, native language and literacy”,
including the information concerning language of
population in 17 districts of south-eastern Ukraine
in particular, urban and rural settlements as well.
Data concerning given figures in the Ukrainian SSR
were taken from the issue “Results of Census in
Ukraine in brief. 17-12 of December 1926. National
and age structure, native language and literacy of
population» [11, p. 42—45].

Population of UKSSR by native language
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Diagram 1

Presenting the main material. According to the
census data, population of the South East of Ukraine
constituted 11816147 people. 1926 All-Union Census
showed that for absolute majority of population, i.e.
for 65.2% (7701434) Ukrainian was native language;
Russian was native for 26.4% (3124030); other lan-
guages were native for 8% (939250); 0.4% (51433)
didn’t declare native language at all (native language
was defined as language which the interviewee could
speak better or usually spoke). So, by its demo-
graphic power Ukrainian language exceeded Russian
2.5 times (see diagram 1).

The absolute majority of population with Ukrain-
ian as native language — 90% (6915521people) lived
in villages and only 10% (785913 people) lived in
towns. On the opposite, people with Russian as native
language were more equally dispersed between and
village: 56% (1750093 people) lived in cities, 44%
(1373937 people) — in villages.

For comparison, it should be noted that in gen-
eral in the Ukrainian SSR the Ukrainian language
was native for 76,4% (22160992 people), Russian —
for 15,2% (4421813 people), for 8% (2304250 peo-
ple)—another languages, 0,4% (109485 people) didn’t
answer this question at all (see diagram 2). Thereby,
part of the population of south-eastern Ukraine, who
had Russian as native language, exceeded the same
rate a bit more than 1.5 times.

It should be noted that ethnic and language struc-
ture of the population in the south-eastern Ukraine
didn’t coincide (see diagram 3).

In addition, the correlation between Ukrainian
speakers and Russian speakers varied within region
and republic as a whole. Thus, in the south-eastern
Ukraine share of Ukrainian-speaking population

Population of UKSSR by native language

0,4%

® Russian m Ukrainian

m Other languages m Language not indicated

Diagram 2
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Ethnic and language structure of the population
south-east of Ukraine (1926)
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exceeded the share of Russian-speaking population
2.5 times, whereas in the Ukrainian SSR — it was
5 times. It should be mentioned, that 71% of Rus-
sian-speaking population of Ukraine was concen-
trated in the south-east.

The share of those who considered Ukrainian as
native language was 6% less than ethnic Ukrainians
among the population in the south-eastern Ukraine
and constituted 71%. Whereas the proportion
of population with Russian, as native language,
was 8% more than the share of ethnic Russians —
18%. In addition, the disproportion was obvious
between the representatives of other nationali-
ties in the ethnic structure of the region — 11%
and share of those, whose native language was
neither Ukrainian nor Russian, but other langua-
ges — 8 % [8, p. 159].

It should be stated, that there were only 66%
(2054832 people) of ethnic Russians among
Russian-speaking population. The other part
formed the Ukrainians — 23% (719944 people)
and representatives of national minorities — 11%
(349254), i.e. the majority among those who indi-
cated Russian as native, but were not ethnic Rus-
sian, were Ukrainians. Concerned the population
with Ukrainian as native language, it should be
added, that 99% (7649632 people) consisted of
Ukrainians, the representatives of other national-
ities formed only 1%.

The Russians demonstrated the high level of
language stability, because 98% (2054832 people)
of them claimed native language of their ethnic
background and only 1% (22985 people) — Ukrain-

48| Tom 31 (70) N2 4 2020

ian and 0.05% (1100 people) — other languages.
Language stability of the Ukrainians was lower:
the Ukrainian language was indicated as native
only by 91 % (7649632 people) of native Ukrain-
ians, 8.5% (719944 people) indicated Russian
and 0.2% (18969 people) — language of other
nationalities, 0.2 (15375 people) didn’t declare
their native language.

In the majority of districts in the South East of
Ukraine, precisely in thirteen out of seventeen, the
Ukrainian language was native for the majority of
population: from 88% to 51,8%. In Mariupol dis-
trict Ukrainian was indicated as native by the relative
majority of population — 43.8%. As for the Russian
language, it was native for the majority of the popu-
lation only in three districts: Luhansk — 57.5%, Sta-
lin — 46% and Odessa — 39.1%. In two latest districts
this majority was relative, moreover, the difference
between Russian speakers and Ukrainian speakers
was insignificant, 2% and 3.5%, accordingly. The
share of population, indicating their ethnic languages
as native was the highest in Odessa region — 25% and
Mariupol district — 21%, where in the rural area lived
representatives of Greek, German, Bulgarian national
minorities (see table 1).

So, notwithstanding the domination in quantity of
the Ukrainians in the region, their assimilation influ-
ence on the representatives of other ethnical minor-
ities was insignificant, moreover, they themselves
were the object of assimilation from Russians. This
can be explained by the fact that Russians were the
titular nation in the USSR, the Russian language was
widely used in all the most important spheres of state
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Table 1

The population of the South East of Ukraine by native language in districts

. Native language (%)

Ne District Ukrainian Russian Other Not indicated
1 Starobilsk 88 11.4 0.4 0.2
2 Pershomaysk 86 4 9.8 0.2
3 Kryvyi Rih 85.4 9.3 5 0.3
4 Kup’iansk 81.5 17.9 0.2 0.4
5 Oziumsk 81 17.8 0.9 0.3
6 Zinoviivsk 79.4 14 6.3 0.3
7 Zaporizhia 78 15.4 6.3 0.3
8 Dnipropetrovsk 77.3 18 43 0.4
9 Kherson 68.7 22 9 0.3
10 Kharkiv 65 31 3 1
11 Artemivsk 60 34 3 1
12 Melitopol 52 33 14.7 0.3
13 Mykolaiv 51.8 33 15 0.2
14 Stalin 44 46 9 1
15 Mariupol 43.8 34.9 21 0.3
16 Luhansk 38 57.5 3.5 1
17 Odessa 35.6 39.1 25 0.3

Totally 65.2 26.4 8 0.4

and social life (even during the period of Ukrainiza-
tion) and, therefore, had more communicative poten-
tial than Ukrainian.

It should be noted, that in all the south-eastern
districts, as well as in the region in general, diver-
gence between native language and ethnic back-
ground of the part of population was observed.
The most obvious it was in Odessa and Mariupol
districts, where the share of population with native
Russian language was 16% higher than those whose
nationality was Russian (39.1% and 23.3%, 34.9%
and 19% accordingly). In Luhansk and Stalin dis-
trict this rate was 15% (57.5% of population with
Russian language as native and 43% of ethnic Rus-
sians) and 12% (46% of population with Russian
language as native and 34.3% of ethnic Russians).

In those districts where population lived mainly
in small towns and in villages, the deformation of
language situation was insignificant. For example,
in Pershomaysk district the share of Russian-speak-
ers was 4%, only 1% exceeded the share of ethnic
Russian population — 3%. In Starobilsk district this
rate constituted 1.4% (11.4% Russian-speaking
and 10% of ethnic Russians), in Kup’iansk — 2.1%
(17.9% Russian-speaking and 15.8% of ethnic Rus-
sians), Oziumsk — 3% (17.8% of Russian-speaking
and 15% of ethnic Russians). However, even in
these, mainly Ukrainian according to their ethnic
structure districts, the signs of Russian-language
assimilation were present.

The linguistic structure analysis of urban pop-
ulation in south-eastern Ukraine showed that the
share of those who considered Russian as native
language made up 61% (1750093 people), Ukrain-
ian — 27% (785913 people), other languages — 11%
(330989 people), 1% (22269 people) didn’t declare
native language at all (see diagram 4).

It should be noted, that among urban popula-
tion of the Ukrainian SSR Russian-speaking peo-
ple constituted the majority, not absolute but rel-
ative one. Their share was 44% (2386638 people),
whereas the share of Ukrainian-speaking con-
stituted 36% (1930620 people), those who chose
other languages — 19% (1004103 people), 1%
(37879 people) did not declare native language at
all (see diagram 5).

The towns of the south-eastern of Ukraine were
the centres of Russian language assimilation, signif-
icant divergence between language and nationality
of the inhabitants proves it (see diagram 6). Thus,
the share of Ukrainians among urban population of
this macroregion equaled to 42% in 1926, whereas
the Ukrainian language was considered as native
only by 27% from the total.

However, 61% of population considered Russian
language as native, notwithstanding the fact that the
share of Russians in towns made up 36%. The great
majority of representatives of other nationalities — 22%
exceeded twice the share of town inhabitants who spoke
other languages — 11% [8, p. 160].
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Having analyzed the language structure of urban pop-
ulation in certain districts of the south-eastern Ukraine,
we found out that in twelve out of seventeen districts
the majority was population with Russian as native lan-
guage. In ten districts: Mariupol (82.6%), Stalin (80%),
Luhansk (73.3 %), Melitopol (72%), Mykolaiv (70%),
Odessa (65%), Artemivsk (62%), Kherson (59%), Dni-
propetrovsk (57%), Kharkiv (53%) people whose native
language was Russian formed the absolute majority, and
in two: Oziumsk (49.2%) and Zaporizhia (48%) — rela-
tive majority. As we can see, especially high was the share
of Russian-speaking population in three Donbass dis-
tricts: Mariupol, Stalin and Luhansk. Ukrainian-speakers
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formed the majority in five districts: Starobilsk (63.9%),
Kup’iansk (63%) and Kryvyi Rih (62%) — absolute, in
Zinoviivsk (48%) and Pershomaysk (45%) — relative
majority. Towns in these districts (except Zinoviivsk) had
population not exceeding 50000 people, these towns were
not large industrial and trade centres, that’s why the Rus-
sians formed insignificant part of population there, thus
the assimilation processes took place slower.

As it is shown in Table 3, in towns of south- eastern
Ukraine the share of population with Russian as native
language was the highest in Dmitrivske (85%) and Sta-
lin (81%), coal-mining towns in the east of Ukraine,
which were territorially nearer to Russian SFSR, with
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Table 2
Urban population of southern east of Ukraine by native language in districts
. Native language (%)
Ne District Ukrainian Russian Other Not indicated
1 Starobilsk 63.9 34.7 1.3 0.1
2 Kup’iansk 63 35 1 1
3 Kryvyi Rih 62 30 8 1
4 Oziumsk 48.4 49.2 2 0.4
5 Zinoviivsk 48 35 16 1
6 Pershomaysk 45 14 40 1
7 Zaporizhia 39 48 12 1
8 Kharkiv 38 53 8 1
9 Artemivsk 31 62 6 1
10 Dnipropetrovsk 29 57 13 1
11 Kherson 26 59 14 1
12 Luhansk 20.5 73.3 5.1 1.1
13 Melitopol 17 72 10 1
14 Mykolaiv 17 70 13 1
15 Stalin 14 80 5 1
16 Mariupol 10 82.6 7 0.4
17 Odessa 11 65 23.7 0.3
Totally 27 61 11 1
Table 3
Population of the biggest towns in the South East of Ukraine by native language
No City ' 'Native language (%) _
Russian Ukrainian other Not indicated
1 Dmitrivske 85 10 4 1
2 Stalin 81 11 7 1
3 Mykolaiv 78 10 11 1
4 Luhansk 76 17 6 1
5 Kherson 66.4 16.3 16.2 1.2
6 Odessa 66.1 10.1 23.5 0.3
7 Kharkiv 64 24 11 1
8 Dnipropetrovsk 64 20 15 1
9 Zinoviivsk 54 26 19 1
10 Zaporizhia 52 34 13.5 0.5
Totally 67 17 15 1

significant number of the Russians in the ethnic struc-
ture of urban population: 64% and 57% accordingly. As
it can be seen, the share of Russian-speaking population
exceeded the share of Russian ethnic population nearly
by one fourth: in Dmitrivsk by 21%, in Stalin by 24%.
In the majority of other big towns of the South East the
language situation was even more deformed, because
divergence between share of ethnic Russians and
those, who indicated Russian as native, varied between
33% —27% (in Mykolaiv it constituted 33%, Luhansk —
32%, Dnipropetrovsk — 32%, Kharkiv — 29.1%, Kher-
son — 28%, Odessa — 27.4%, Zinoviivsk — 27%).

In south-eastern Ukraine, as in the Republic in gene-
ral, the Ukrainian language was much more common in
villages than in towns. Hence, among rural inhabitants

of the region 77.4% (6915521 people) indicated Ukrain-
ian as native, 15.3% (1373937 people) — Russian, 7%
(608261 people) — other languages, 0.4 (29164 people)
didn’t declare native language (see diagram 7).

But even in villages the share of Ukrainian speak-
ers in the south-eastern Ukraine was less than in
the Ukrainian SSR on the whole and, consequently,
the share of Russian speakers was higher (see diag-
ram 7 and 8). Thus, Ukrainian-speaking people made
up 85.6% (20230372) of rural population of the
republic, Russian-speaking made up 8.6% (2035175),
those who chose another languages — 5.5% (1300147),
0.4% (71606) didn’t declare native language.

As it is seen from diagram 9, share of the Ukrainians
among rural population constituted 80% and Ukrainian
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language was recognized as native only by 77.4% from
total number. The level of assimilation was insignificant
among other nationalities, total share of which equaled
to 8%, whereas the share of those who recognized other
languages as native equaled to 7% [8, p. 163]. How-
ever, the Russian language was considered as native by
15.3% of population, notwithstanding that share of the
Russians among rural population equaled to 12%. 0.3%
of rural inhabitants didn’t declare native language.
Language situation in the villages was not
so deformed as in the urban areas, because diver-
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gence between native language and nationality
was less significant.

In all the Ukrainian south-eastern districts the
majority of rural population considered Ukrainian as
native language. This rate was the highest in Dnipro-
petrovsk district — 94%from the total, and the lowest —
in Luhansk district, where population with Ukrainian
as native language formed the relative majority —
49%. It should be added, that in this particular dis-
trict the share of rural population with Russian native
language was the highest in all the south-eastern dis-
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tricts and constituted 47%. In other districts it fluctu-
ated from 3% (in Pershomaysk district) to 29.7% in
Melitopol district. As for population with other native
languages, their highest share was in multinational
districts Odessa — 26% and Mariupol — 25.3% from
total (see table 4).

Conclusions. Thus, analysis of 1926 All-Union
population census showed that when at the time of
its conduction, the most widespread languages in
south-eastern Ukraine were Ukrainian and Russian.
Notwithstanding the fact that demographic power of
the Ukrainian language exceeded Russian 2.5 times,
the latest in particular had assimilation influence both
on people of other ethnic background and on the rep-
resentatives of Ukrainian titular nation. Language
deformation is seen from the fact that the share of
Russian speakers exceeded approximately 1.5 times
the share of ethnic Russians in the region. The Rus-
sians were distinguished by high language stability,
because only 1.05% of Russians declared as native
not Russian language. Among the population with
Russian language as native Russians made up a bit
more than a half, the others were representatives of
other ethnic background, including the most numer-
ous- Ukrainian, whereas the share of non-Ukrainians
among Ukrainian-speaking community of the region
was insignificant. This also reflects the fact that
despite significant demographic power, the Ukrainian
language had little assimilation potential, conceding

to Russian. Moreover, the Ukrainians themselves
were the object of assimilation and had lower lan-
guage stability than Russians. Such assimilation influ-
ence can’t be considered as natural process, because
in south-east of Ukraine there were four times less
ethnic Russians than Ukrainians.

In urban settlements population with Russian as
native made up the absolute majority, while in rural
areas, on the contrary, Ukrainian-speaking popula-
tion prevailed. Though language situation in villages
was less deformed than in towns, the signs of Rus-
sian assimilation influence were also evident there,
because the share of ethnic Russians was lower than
those who declared Russian as native.

Having analyzed the linguistic structure of the
population of specific districts in south-eastern
Ukraine, we concluded that population with Ukrain-
ian as native predominated in the majority of them.
The exception were Lugansk district, where absolute
majority was Russian-speaking population, and Stalin
and Odessa regions, where it was relative majority.

Concerning urban settlements, only in seven out
of seventeen districts the majority formed popula-
tion with Ukrainian as native, Russian-speaking
community dominated in quantity in the other twelve
districts. The largest share of inhabitants with Rus-
sian as native was in Dmitrivske and Stalin. In these
coal-mining towns, the absolute majority of popu-
lation were Russians- migrants from Russian prov-

Table 4
Rural population of south-eastern Ukraine in districts by native language
1 0
No District Native language (%)
Ukrainian Russian Other Not indicated

1 Dnipropetrovsk 94 4.8 1 0.2
2 Starobilsk 89 10.5 0.3 0.2
3 Kryvyi Rih 89 6.2 4.5 0.3
4 Pershomaysk 89 3 7.8 0.2
5 Zinoviivsk 85.4 10 43 0.3
6 Zaporizhia 83 11 5.5 0.5
7 Kup’iansk 82.3 17.2 0.2 0.3
8 Oziumsk 82 16.7 1 0.3
9 Artemivsk 81 14 4 1
10 Kharkiv 80.5 19.1 0.2 0.2
11 Kherson 77 15.4 7.5 0.1
12 Stalin 67.3 19.4 12.3 1
13 Mykolaiv 65 19.8 15 0.2
14 Odessa 60.6 13 26 0.4
15 Melitopol 55 29.7 15 0.3
16 Mariupol 53.3 21 25.3 0.4
17 Luhansk 49 47 3 1

Totally 77.4 15.3 7 0.3
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inces, who came here to find work in coal-mines,
that’s why the divergence between their ethnic back-
ground and native language was less than in other
big towns of the region.

Concerning rural population of South East of
Ukraine, Ukrainian was native for absolute major-
ity in nearly all the districts. The exception was
Luhansk district, where relative majority of popula-
tion declared the Ukrainian language as native.

The assimilation processes in south-eastern
Ukraine occurred faster than across the whole Repub-
lic. The share of Russian-speaking population among

inhabitants of this region exceeded the same rate
in the Ukrainian SSR a bit more than 1,5 times and
the share of Ukrainian-speaking population only
2.5 times exceeded the share of Russian speakers,
whereas in the Ukrainian SSR in general this fig-
ure was five times more. In towns of south-eastern
Ukraine the Russians constituted the absolute major-
ity while across the whole Republic they consti-
tuted the relative one. Even in villages, the share of
Ukrainian-speaking population was less than in the
Ukrainian SSR in general and, consequently, the
share of Russian-speaking population was larger.
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Maaspuyk H.I. MOBHA CUTYAIISI HA IIIBAEHHOMY CXOJII YKPATHU (3A MATEPIAJIAMHA
BCECOIO3HOI'O ITEPEIIHUCY 1926 P.)

Ha ocnogi ananizy oanux Bcecorosnoeo nepenucy macenenns 1926 p. agmopom npoananizosano cKiao
nacenenns Ilisdenno-Cxionoi Yxpainu 3a pionoio Moe0w, po3eisHymo 0coOnue0Ccmi MOGHOI CmpyKmypu
N0 OKpeMux OKpy2ax, a maxodc MIiCbKUX I CilbCbKUX NOCENeHHX pe2ioHy, 30iliCHeHO NOPIGHANbHUL AHANI3
eMmHIUHOT Mma MOGHOI CIMPYKMYP HACENeHHs, BUSHAYEHO PiBeHb I Xapakmep 1020 MOGHOI acumMinayii.

Pezynomamu oocrioocenns oaroms 3mocy cmaepoacysamu, wo 8 1926 poyi ykpaincoka mosa d6yia pioHow
07151 abcontomuol 6inbuocmi Hacenents nisderno2o cxody Yrpainu. Ha opyeomy micyi 6yna pociiicbka mosa,
AKA X0ua 1l NOCMYNANAcs YKPAiHCbKill 3a c80€10 0eMOo2paiuHoI0 NOMYHCHICMIO, Pome MAld 3HAYHO OiLlbULY
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HOMYIHCHICMb KOMYHIKAYIUHY, OCKIbKU (hakmuyHno 6yna deprcagroro mosorw ¢ CPCP, a omoice, mana 6invuuuii
acuminayiunui enaue. Ha 6iominy 6i0 pocilicbKOMOGHO20 HACENEHHS, SKe KIbKICHO OOMIHY8AN0 8 MICLKUX
NOCENeHHSX, VKPATHOMOBHE 30Cepe0dCy8ANI0Cs 8 CLIbCHKIL MICYe8OCTI 1l He MAJl0 ACUMITAYIUHO20 NOMEHYIAT).

Tlopisnanenuil ananiz emuiuHoi ma MOGHOI CIPYKMYpU HACENeHHs 0ag 3M02y 3podumu GUCHOBOK NPO
deghopmosanicms MogHoi cumyayii' 6 pecioni. Haubinvu AcKpago 60HaA NPOAGANACA 8 MICLKUX NOCELEHHAX, 0e
YACMKA pOCitiCbKOMOSHUX MPOXYU OLIbLL K Y NIGMOPA PA3a NepesuLLy8ala 8i0COMoOK emHiuHux pocisan. Xova @
cenax Moena cumyayis 6yna 3Ha4Ho MeHu 0ehopMOBaAHOI0, HIdIC Y MICIMAX, yce JHc MAaKu 03HAKU POCIUCHbKO20
acuminayiino2o eénaugy oyau Haseni 1 mam. llopienanusn cniggioHowenns emuiuHoi ma Mo6HOI CmpyKmypu
HacenenHs Ha nisdenHomy cxodi i sazarom no YCPP nokaszano, wo acumiiayitini npoyecu 8 nie0eHHO-CXIOHIl
yacmuHi pecnyoniku iooysanucs weuoue, Hidic 3azaiom no YCPP.

30itichuswiu ananiz MosHol cumyayii 8 OKpemMux oKpyeax, agmop 3 ’scyeaid, wo 6 Oiibuocmi 3 Hux, Kpim
Jlyeancoxoi, Cmanincokoi ma QdecbKoi, nepesasicanro HACeIeHHs 3 PIOHOI YKpaiHcbkoio mosow. Lllooo
MICbKUX nOCeNenb, MO 6 OiNbuoCcmi OKpye KilbKiCHO OOMIHY8aLa pOCIUcbKoMOBHA chintbHoma. Haibinbuioro
YACMKA MEeWKanyie 3 pioHoI0 PoCiicbKo Mool OyIa 6 waxmapcokux micmax lonbacy — mumpiscokomy
i Cmanini. llJooo cinbcvkoeo nacenenns Ilisdenno-Cxionoi Yepainu, mo ykpaincoka moga 6yna pionow s
OinbuoCcmi HacenenHs 8 YCix CIMHAOYsmu OKpy2ax.

Kniouosi cnoea: ykpaincvka moea, pociticbka Mo6d, MOSHA ACUMINAYIA, MOBHA CMPYKMypa, emHIuHd
cmpykmypa, nigdeHnutl cxio Yrpainu, Bcecorosnuii nepenuc nacenents 1926 poky.
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