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The article describes the history of the Topolect Literature Movement (TLM), which devel-
oped in Hong Kong in the 1940s, and analyzes its typological features. TLM was one of the
most radical projects implemented to replace writing in the national standard language based
on northern dialects with writing in the local language variety (Cantonese / Yue). This variety
was a non-northern idiom that performed the function of the L-language in diglossia. TLM
authors did not try to break the connection between the written language and its oral form:
many, primarily poetic, texts were somehow intended for public performance; in other types
of texts, a close connection with the spoken language was supported by the strong presence
of a narrator. Texts were recorded using Chinese characters (a standard character with an
identical / similar reading was used to write down a topolect morpheme, or a character using
it as a phonetic element indicating reading was created). The final failure of TLM, in addi-
tion to purely political factors, can be explained by a shift in attention from the urban literate
audience to peasants. This resulted from the attitudes of the Chinese Communist Party that
functioned in a rural environment, very different from the urban one, where TLM writers who
sympathized with leftist ideas actually lived and worked. The prevalence of traditional poetic
forms reflected a bias towards the traditional culture of the rural community. The willingness
to focus on a local audience, even to the detriment of the national language unity, created
a potential conflict with the aspirations of most of the Chinese intellectual elite who were
determined to solve the problem of nation-building. Nevertheless, TLM serves as a unique

* This research was conducted at the Institute of Linguistics RAS through a grant from the Russian
Science Foundation (project No. 19-18-00429).

© Cankr-IleTep6yprckuii rOCymapcTBEHHBI yHUBepCUTeT, 2020

https://doi.org/10.21638/spbu13.2020.307 415



example of the rapid development of writing in one of the Chinese topolects in the checkered
twentieth century.

Keywords: Cantonese (Yue), Chinese language, Chinese poetry, written language, spoken lan-
guage, vernacular.

Discrepancies between the main Chinese “dialects” in terms of phonology, vocabulary,
spelling and grammar are so great that a native speaker of one of them cannot understand
the meaning of texts written in the other [1]. For this reason and to avoid the dialect-bound
variant, sinologists suggest new versions of translating the Chinese term fangyan 7 & that
describes local lects; for instance, John DeFrancis constructs the term regionalect in his book
“The Chinese Language: Fact and Fantasy” [2, p. 57]. However, we suppose that Victor Mair’s
term topolect is more appropriate and represents the most neutral and accurate translation of
the Chinese fangyan (literally, “speech of different areas”) [3].

That is not to say that throughout their history, Chinese topolects were completely
deprived of written forms. But they have always been the languages for certain types of
local literature, traditionally non-prestigious among the Chinese literati. Obviously, there
was not a single case of using a written non-standard language in governance or com-
merce. Even during the periods when China was separated, no attempts were made to
create a regional literary language based on one of the local topolects. Starting from the
mid-XIXth century, Christian missionaries recorded local lects, usually in Latinized form,
as part of their efforts for the Evangelization of ordinary Chinese. Some of these written
forms, particularly, the system developed for the Amoy dialect, were somewhat popu-
lar among converted Christians, but the Chinese authorities generally treated them with
hostility [4]. For most of China’s history, there existed only two forms of written Chinese:
the classical literary language based on the prose of the late Zhou and Han (Vth century
BCE — IlIrd century CE) (wenyan X %) and a vernacular?-based literary language that
first appeared in the Tang period (baihua & +%).

In both cases, the prestige of the established norms was apparently enough to block
the development of any regional competitors. This stratification is directly related to the
problem of why discussing literature in topolects is so complicated. However, when the
modernization project was initiated at the threshold between the XIX'" and XX centu-
ries, it brought the idea of writing in the spoken language, separated from the standard.
A special role in the process of shaping applicable models to create a written language for
essentially oral topolects was given to Cantonese (yue ). Its unique position lies in the
fact that within the Yue area, the gap between the written standard and oral speech was
very large; at the same time, the dominating local cultural center in the region was British

! The gist of the problem is that fangyan is identified in Chinese linguistics by the following main
criteria 1) Commonality of the standard used in the areas of distribution 2) Commonality of writing in
use, i.e., the described entity is not a dialect in general terms of linguistics and Chinese as such should be
considered as a family of languages.

2 The term “vernacular” is meant hereinafter as an idiom used for everyday contacts by a certain
group of native speakers; it is attributed a status lower than that of standardized linguistic forms [5, p.261].
A vernacular language is a language that failed to develop a standardized form, was not codified, or has
no established literary tradition. In the context of language standardization, the terms “vernacular” and
“vernacular dialect” are also used in modern linguistics as alternative names for “non-standard/ non-
literary dialect”
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Hong Kong, where no strict language policy was pursued for transition to a uniform form
of Chinese.

At an early stage of the development of written Yue in the Guangdong region, its use
was limited to certain prosopoetic formats intended for recitation and singing (shuochang
wénxué "8 X 5). In the first half of the XXth century, Yue was gradually infiltrated into
other types of texts, including those of high prestige among the educated elite. We will
examine in detail the implementation of a radical project for the transition from H-lan-
guage (standard) to L-language, viz. the Hong Kong Topolect Literature Movement (TLM,
fangydn wényi yiindong 7 & X 2B F)/ fangydn wénxué yundong 7 & X 5 & 5)1), which
developed in the mid-XXth century.

TLM was initiated in 1947 with a series of newspaper articles, where pro-Commu-
nist and left-wing writers (many of them actually did not live in Hong Kong) discussed
what should be done to make literature greatly influential on “the masses” TLM struc-
ture was soon formalized and the Guangdong Dialect Literature and Art Research Group
(Gudngdong fangydn wényi yanjii zii |~ = 75 & XL Z4F 50 48) was organized. Three sec-
tors were formed within this research group — for the Yue, Hakka, and Chaozhou I
dialects [6].

TLM efforts in Hong Kong were supported by well-known Chinese writers Mao Dun
& (1896-1981) and Guo Moruo ik % (1892-1978), who were both unfamiliar to
Yue. In 1948, Mao Dun published several articles, in which he argued that the discussion
of dialect literature taking place in Hong Kong had significance far beyond the scope of
the local South Chinese problems [7, p. 129]. However, most of the TLM authors who were
actively involved in the project came from Guangdong. Hua Jia % % (1915-1996), a lead-
ing editor, theorist and fiction writer of the movement, originated from Nanhai County
near Guangzhou and participated in the left-wing movement since 1933. The list of ac-
tive contributors also included Lou Qi #4% (1912-1997) who wrote songs and narrative
poetry in Hakka and Xue Shan # b (1915-1999), a theorist and novelist from Chaozhou.
We cannot determine exactly, how many writers were involved in TLM, but their number
was decidedly over twenty. Since most of these authors have not become widely known,
very little biographical information is available for most of them [8, p.106]. However,
based on the volume of materials published in Yue, it comes obvious that Yue-speaking
authors dominated.

In 1947 and 1948, most of the theoretical articles and literary works of TLM were
published in two newspapers: “Zheng Bao” Chin pao iE4R and “Hua Shang Bao” Wa xiong
sen pao®® B 4R (Hua Jia worked at editorial offices for supplements of both newspapers).
“Zheng Bao” published mostly poetry in traditional formats, while “Hua Shang Bao” pub-
lished prose.

In 1948, the works in topolect began to appear in other print publications such as
“Wényi shénghud’, Manngai sunwut X 7.4 &, and even the newspapers unrelated di-
rectly to left-wing forces, such as “Xing ddo ribao” Xintou yatpao £ % B 4k and “Hudqido
ribao” Wakhio yatpao %4+ B 4R, published some literary texts in Yue or articles on dialect
scripts. In 1949, the movement reached its peak. “Da gong bao” Ta kung pao K/~ 3R,
a left-wing newspaper widely read by intellectuals, launched a biweekly section entitled
“Topolect literature” Fongchin manhok | Fangyan wenxue 7 & 3 %2. “Hua Shang Bao’, in
addition to regular publications of dialect works in the supplement, also included at times
a similar section dedicated entirely to the Yue literature. Several works were published as
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separate books in 1949, e.g., Xue Shan’s novel “Meeting of Monks” Wosen wui /| Héshang
hui #= %%, Lu Qfi’s poem “Loving couple” Yunenchi | Yuanyangzi % % ¥, and Ou Wen’s
B L play “Today is not the same as yesterday” Kamsi m thun wongyat | Jinshi wil tong
wdngri 2B "EF 42 B [6]. Two collections were also published. “Literature in topolect”
Fonchin manhok | Fangyan wenxue 7 & X % represented a single-volume anthology of
articles, stories, and poems written by various TLM authors. The second book was a col-
lection of theoretical and literary works by Hua Jia “On the art of writing in topolect” Len
fongchin manngai | Lin fangydn wényi # 7 & L 2.

The movement went down markedly by the end of 1949, when the PRC was founded
on the mainland. The last issue of “Hua Shang Bao” was published on October 15, the day
Guangzhou was captured by the People’s Liberation Army; “Zheng Bao” ceased its pub-
lishing soon. Newspapers that continued in Hong Kong stopped publishing TLM works;
the last text in Yue appeared on October 12, 1949, in “Da Gong Bao”. By the end of the
year, most of the TLM writers returned to China.

The majority of TLM works addressed the formats with the already accepted use
of written Cantonese. In 1949, Huang Ningying # T % (1915-1979) noted that of the
94 TLM works that he managed to collect about 90 percent were in poetic form [9, p. 34].
TLM authors generally avoided the “southern songs” format, namyam (nanyin, ¥ %),
largely because most of TLM works used a more colloquial language than that of namy-
am. Fu Gongwang 45/~ % (1911-1977) also notes that namyam were associated with the
higher strata; he defends the use of longchau (longzhou, %+, literally “dragon boats”) as a
format associated more closely with the grassroots culture [10, p.50].

Let us review “Willow-thin hand” Ko lau sau / Gé liti shdu /415 by Fu Gongwan as
an example. The poem tells the story of a hungry boy who steals some food. He is spotted
by a corrupt policeman and therefore the main character is recruited into the army. The
unambiguous purpose of the work is to arouse the reader’s sympathy for the poor boy and
anger against the police. The fact that the boy steals beef brisket noodles (a Guangzhou
specialty) suggests relatedness to Guangzhou and many other movement texts are obvi-
ously set in the capital of Guangdong, Hong Kong, or surrounding areas. Here is the initial
text fragment?:

—ABl 4 2 F, FoeR BT 98 R AR,

Hizthady, ©EHigiE,

Y RFMAEMH S,

HiBS BT, —FHAEM BTG,

FARE R R A, A B IRAT4E 55

BE“S BT AELRE, RILAMHE K28,

REREHH R, —Zo&E—HR. 7

a boy was sitting on haunches in the street, screaming he was hungry.
[a man] carrying a yoke of noodles with beef brisket passed him by.
the boy stole some [noodles] meanwhile.

* Original spelling is preserved, Yue lexical units marked bold in the text, translation made by the
author of this article.

4 Most likely, this is a typo of 1 khei/ tsui — “he/ she”.

5 Here is also a probable typo of /8 ko/ ge — an uncertainty marker.
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and a policeman was walking along just in time, [he] grabbed the boy and dragged
[him] down the street.

another policeman saw [this], came up and booping the first one,

he said: “today I was unlucky with recruits, I watched out [for them] all day, but
didn’t catch anyone.

when you sell off this batman, do not forget to give me a share” [11, p.28].

The language of the poem is colloquial, closer to a typical lungchau song than the
language of other poetic formats. The percentage of unambiguous Cantonese characters
is very high (28 percent). The text has no obvious traces of the standard and therefore no
evidence of the confusion of literary norm and topolect, which is so typical of most early
literary works in Yue.

Characteristically, TLM members, as a rule, did not try to break the association be-
tween the written language and the oral form. In texts such as poems and plays, the con-
nection with the spoken form is obvious, since the piece was intended for public per-
formance in one way or another. In fact, many of the works under the movement were
written with the idea that they would be read aloud to the audience [12, p.22]. In other
types of text, close association with the oral form was supported by the strong presence of
the narrator — virtually all the TLM prose was written first-person.

Apart from the history of the TLM project, discussions of the member authors on
the attempts to create literature in Chinese topolect (Yue, Hakka, etc.) present even more
interest. While these debates do not seem to have had a direct impact on the subsequent
development of written Yue, they show us what was going on among the writers who were
concerned about the problem of creating a written standard and its role in Chinese cul-
ture. These debates are particularly noteworthy because they were held among the authors
committed to the idea of uniting China under the Communist Party but felt, at the same
time, the attraction of their native region and its language. In a sense, TLM authors were
faced with a dilemma. The success of their enterprise depended, at least in part, on the
identification of Guangdong residents with the topolect rather than the national language.
Given the capacity of language to act as a unifying force in the linguistic community, TLM
was almost bound to promote stronger regional, centrifugal attitudes. Nevertheless, TLM
authors worked in support of the national party and at least some of them were its mem-
bers. They were supposed to be interested in promoting the national unity, rather than
devotion to local traditions. The balance between these two conflicting forces was com-
plex and the authors’ debates usually forced them to choose between regional or national
language policies.

When the desire to write in topolect came into conflict with the need to support
the unity of Chinese written language, most authors were ready to sacrifice the unity, at
least temporarily. Ultimately, their readiness to abandon the common standard may have
doomed the movement when the Communists gained control of Southeast China. Many
of TLM writers did not essentially oppose a united written language — they just disagreed
that this language should be Baihua based on the Northern lects or its modifications.
Their reasoning relied on the assertion that many people in Guangdong have difficulties
in understanding Baihua because it is no closer to their native language than classical Chi-
nese. The authors often stated that Baihua should include elements from various topolects
since this language does not represent entire China. Incorporating Cantonese vocabulary

Becmuux CITI6T'Y. Bocmokosederue u appukanucmuxa. 2020. T. 12. Bun. 3 419



into Baihua would not make it much easier to learn but would give Yue speakers a stron-
ger feeling of belonging to the national language.

Almost all TLM members agreed that topolect was capable of reaching the conscious-
ness of “the masses” in the areas of its distribution to the extent, which the standard could
not. They believed that the vernacular seemed more “intimate” (gingi¢ % #7) than the
standard and people would respond to it more favorably and more readily accept the ma-
terial written in topolect [13, p.7; 12, p.40].

As proof of the appeal of material written in topolect, the authors from Guangdong
often wrote about the success of those they called the “urban writers” siman chokka
| shimin zuojia T RAE K and even the “porn writers” wonsiq chokka | hudngsé zuojia
% &4k &; their texts were published in the Hong Kong print media xiupao (xidobao +}»
#2)° [15, p.46]. Hua Jia stated that the works written by “urban writers” were sold by over
10,000 copies — a rather impressive figure at that time (op. cit. [16, p. 16]).

Referring to the problems related to the selection of methods for recording speech
in dialect, TLM authors were largely unanimous. While writers in the CPC-controlled
areas of China experimented with various ways of writing dialect words including the use
of Latinization and the national phonetic alphabet (zhiyin zimii £ % F4) [17, p.13],
texts from Hong Kong unambiguously reflected the long achieved unity — topolect was
recorded in character form exclusively. Apparently, it was extremely important for the
Guangdong tradition to rely on the characters, which were and still are perceived “as a
carrier of Chinese civilization and a guarantee of preserving national identity” [18, p.13].

Although TLM authors opened new vistas for using topolect in various literary texts,
the majority clearly believed that its written application was appropriate in some formats,
but far less acceptable in others. In particular, they experimented with formats that not
necessarily have a strong connection with the spoken language (e. g., novels and essays),
but the main body of TLM literary production was yet issued in formats intended for
oral performance. To some extent, this came from a practical need: fractional amount of
available data on the success of the movement’s works indicates that the texts that could
be sung were the most popular [10, p.22]. Poetry written in the tradition of mukyushy
(muyishi K & 4, lit. “books of the wooden beater””) was greater by an order of magni-
tude. Even among the prose works (plays and short stories) issued in TLM’s publications,
the use of topolect was acceptable primarily because of its close connection with the col-
loquial speech. For instance, many of the stories were written in the style of traditional
Chinese small-form prose (with the narrator’ figure speaking in the first person).

¢ Xiupao were inexpensive and moderate-size (usually, a single folded sheet, i.e., four pages)
newspapers widely read by workers and urban lower middle class (“burghers’, xidoshimin /)»7 K,). This
print media was intended for entertainment rather than information, so xiupao editorial offices had no
newsrooms; instead they mostly contained fiction, reports, and stories about movie and opera stars. The
easy content style of these newspapers facilitated the authorized use of topolect [14, p.118].

7 A wooden beater shaped as a fish or apodal crab was used in Buddhist temples to beat time when
reading prayers. Mukyushu are somewhat related to the Buddhist tradition. These were inexpensive
xylographic prints that began to appear in the Guangdong region at least in the late Ming, when Foshan and
Guangzhou became important centers of the printing industry (see [19, p.6], and [20, p.6, 116-117]). Until
the 1950s, mukyushu remained popular in the Guangzhou area. Most of the mukyushu texts are poetic works
in various formats, popular in Guangdong. They evolved from both local folk songs and song narratives
of the lower Yangtze River region (tdnci #%14]), which often contained traces of local lects in their original
format. Actually, mukyushu represent songbooks available for semi-literate audience, who often knew
fragments of texts by rote.
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We cannot say, how many people actually read the works of TLM; the available data
indicate that their audience was small. The two newspapers that published most of TLM
works, “Hua Shang Bao” and “Zheng Bao” were Communist Party bodies with minor cir-
culation. The largest circulation was shared by “Huaqiao Zhibao” and “Gong Shang Bao”
(Gong syung pao T 4i), but these newspapers included the smallest volume of topolect
works in their issues [8, p.117]. “Da Gong Bao” was probably the most important in pub-
lishing TLM material — it issued a significant number of both theoretical articles and
literary works between March 9, 1949, and August 24, 1949. However, these texts were
read mostly by intellectuals, rather than the workers and peasants whose consciousness
was targeted by TLM authors. Since no newspaper specialized exclusively in publishing
their texts, the only way to estimate the sales success of TLM is to look at the number of
copies sold for separate non-periodicals published by its authors. Their sales did not ex-
ceed a few thousand copies at best [8, p.117]. Even the writers themselves acknowledged
that TLM was not a great success. In particular, Huang Sheng argued that TLM achieved
significant success in theorizing, but the actual results were insignificant [13, p.12].

Another factor that may have contributed to TLM’s failure was the increased atten-
tion paid to the peasant audience, whom the writers’ works seldom reached [12, p.34-
35]. This attitude to the peasant audience was part of the Communist Party general pro-
gram for the entire China; hence such an attitude in TLM authors is quite understand-
able. The idea of peasantry priority could have originated mostly from party members
involved in partisan war over the border, in Guangdong province. For example, Lou Qi
wrote his works at the direct request of cadres from Guangdong [8, p. 118]. Lou’s case is
not quite typical, but it shows that the movement did not function in isolation from the
Communist Party in big China and the party working in rural areas represented one of
the forces making the authors focus on the peasant audience, whereas those conditions
were very different from the urban environment in which the writers actually lived and
worked. One of the main reasons why TLM authors most often wrote in traditional
verse forms was undoubtedly the existence of genre conventions. Also, the writers were
possibly influenced by their target audience and they decided to work in genres al-
ready popular among the Guangdong peasants. The Hong Kong audience was not left
without attention either — there were literary works about the life of the lower classes
in Hong Kong and notably about the refugees who came to the city from rural areas.
However, the prevailing traditional poetic forms reflected a shift towards the culture
that prevailed in the rural space, rather than the culture in Hong Kong of 1940s. Un-
fortunately, poems that were popular in Guangdong were gradually losing their appeal
in Hong Kong, where a specific urban culture was under development [12, p.62]. The
Hong Kong population got used to reading siupao, where gossips about the theatre and
cinema stars were the centerpiece. The forms of traditional mukyushu often reproduced
by TLM authors were no longer popular in Hong Kong.

The willingness of the TLM members to focus on the local audience, even against
the unity of the national language, was apparently unsuitable to the government/ party
who had to cope with the problem of uniting the nation and it seems unlikely that after
1949 the project could have retained official support as an organized movement. It is not
that topolect script disappeared immediately. Plays, poems, and stories in Yue contin-
ued to appear in Guangzhou newspapers for two years more. However, the authors of
these works seemingly did not belong to the writers originally involved in TLM [8, p. 120];
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moreover, no theoretical articles were published. Obviously, TLM authors just went too
far in their regionalism and were assigned other tasks upon returning to China. From
January to August 1951, many works in Yue appeared in the “Nanfang ribao” supplement,
Namphon yatpao # 7 B4R, including several lungchau songs, plays, articles, and beer
ads. All texts in topolect except advertising were propagandistic in nature and most of
them resembled TLM works, since they were written entirely in Yue, rather than a mixture
of standard and vernacular. However, such works disappeared by August 1951.

The year of 1949 essentially marked the end not only of the TLM, but also of the
unity between Hong Kong and the central/ southern Guangdong as a single Yue-speaking
community. Yue was and is still spoken on both sides of the border, but since 1949, the
two regions started to separate linguistically: Putonghua is promoted on the mainland
and English, vernacular (Yue), and Baihua-based written standard act as the dominant
languages in Hong Kong until present. The divergence between the two regions is even
more pronounced in the development of Yue writing. Written Yue continued to develop
in Hong Kong after 1949 but became almost extinct in the PRC.

Since the early 1950s, the general China’s policy consisted in encouraging the use of
Putonghua and discouraging the use of topolects as much as possible [2, p.226]. In ad-
dition to purely pragmatic considerations of linguistic unity, which fueled this practice,
there also existed the universal cultural sets, which the authorities relied on to root the
chosen language policy model. In Chinese cultural tradition, topolects were invariably
associated with barbarism: during the reign of the last dynasty, the term fangyan was used
by Chinese officials and scholars who compiled bilingual glossaries for such clearly non-
Sinitic languages as Korean, Mongolian, Manchu, Vietnamese, etc. [3, p.4]. In some late
Qin texts even Western languages are called fangyan varieties [1].

The exception to this trend made a brief interlude in 1960, when Guangdong ed-
ucational institutions promoted topolect-based Latinization systems (pinyin #f &) as
“[Guangdong’s] magic weapon in fighting against illiteracy” [21, p.935]. However, the
application of these Latinization systems in real life soon encountered problems, because
they failed to reflect well the real sounding, as well as because of too many variations
within dialect groups.

In recent years, local lects have again gained a more significant role in the publishing
life of China, but this occurred primarily due to the works of northern authors such as
Feng Jicai &%% 7 (1942-) and Jia Pingwa % -F ™ (1952-) [22, p.24]. Southern authors
do not often use topolect in their writing. In Guangdong newspapers, words in Yue appear
occasionally and they are often marked with quotation marks [23]; topolect plays a minor
role in the Guangzhou newspaper cartoons. However, in modern Guangdong, written
Yue is not used to the extent close to the language vernacularization in TLM; in this sense,
follow-up practices are absent in mainland China.

Despite its very moderate spread and short life, TLM provides a unique example of an
attempt to overcome the marginal status of writing in one of the Chinese topolects. There
are four main factors that prevent demarginalization of topolect writing. First, it is the
fact that Chinese characters are poorly adapted for writing lects that differ greatly in their
characteristics from classical Chinese. Under the movement, this limitation is overcome
by creating special characters for recording topolect morphemes or using homophonic
morphemes with established traditional spellings; the complete rejection of any other
forms of writing other than Chinese characters is promoted.

422 Becmuux CITI6T'Y. Bocmokosederue u appukanucmuxa. 2020. T. 12. Bun. 3



The second factor is the lack of a tradition of creating texts in regional vernaculars.
Throughout the long maturation period of the national written language, the problem of
writing non-standard regional lects did not emerge. In this sense, the Yue topolect is in a
winning position: its written records were attempted already in the early works of popular
poetry, which spread in the Guangdong region from the XVI'" till the early XX™ century.
All of them use the phonetic borrowing principle in writing topolect words with Chinese
characters (the use of a standard character with an identical/ similar reading, or a char-
acter used as a phonetic element indicating reading). The examples of early poetic texts
in Yue demonstrate that in most cases the validity of using the written form of topolect is
directly related to certain form of correlation between the text and colloquial speech —
usually with oral performance (this trend also persists in the works of the topolect litera-
ture movement).

The third factor restraining the evolution of regional vernaculars is the strong preju-
dice against their use. They are invariably labeled rude and vulgar, a permanent refrain in
commentaries to the popular culture. Under the movement, this restriction is overcome
by a conscious choice in favor of “grassroots”, mass cultural practices supported by the
left-wing discourse.

Finally, the fourth factor is a direct political ban on creating texts in regional ver-
naculars. Strict control over local lects as opposed to the standard is implemented in mod-
ern mainland China. As the national standard expands its capacities across the country
through education, media, trade, and other channels, the topolect space is inexorably
shrinking. In this sense, the Hong Kong Topolect Literature Movement had a rare op-
portunity to develop in the absence of direct bans and even more, with unoftficial support
for its ideology. This is exactly what makes the movement uniqueness, which was not
replicated later in the history of the Chinese language.
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IIncpmenHOE Ha CTy>K6e YCTHOTO: ABIDKEHNE 3a TUTePaTypy
Ha TonofnekTe B [oHKOHTe

I0. A. [lpetizuc

MoCKOBCKMIT TOCYapCTBEHHBIT YHUBEpcUTeT uM. M. B. JlomonocoBa,
Poccnitckaa @epepanus, 119991, Mocksa, Jlennnckue ropsi, 1

s yurnpoBanus: Dreyzis Yu. A. Written at the Service of Oral: Topolect Literature Movement in
Hong Kong // Bectunk Cankr-Ilerepbyprckoro yuusepcurera. BoctrokoBenenue u ahpukaHUCTHKA.
2020. T. 12. Borm. 3. C. 415-425. https://doi.org/10.21638/spbu13.2020.307

CraTbsl MOCBsIIEHA OMVCAHNIO MICTOPUY, @ TAK)XKe aHA/IN3Y TUIIOTOTMYECKIX 0COOEeHHOCTEN
ABVDKEHVS 32 JIMTEPATYpy Ha MECTHOM MAMOMe (KaHTOHCKOM/I09), KOTOpOe pa3BMBAIOCh
B TonkoHnre B 1940-€ roppl. [IBI>KeHME MIPEACTABIAIO COOO0I OIVH U3 CAMBIX PaIMKaTbHBIX
[IPOEKTOB II0 3aMelIeHNI0 MIChMa Ha OOI[eHAIIOHATBHOM CTaH/IapPTHOM S3bIKe, cHhopMu-
pOBaHHOM Ha 6a3e CeBepHbIX [MATEKTOB, Ha MICbMO Ha MECTHOM M[OMe. DTO ObUI UIMOM
HEeCeBEPHOTO THIIA, BBIMOMHABLINII (PYHKIMIO L-s3bIKa B yC/IOBUAX AUITOCCHM. ABTOPBI —
YYaCTHMKI JBVKEHMS He IBITAJIUCh Pa3oOpBaTh CBA3b IJMCbMEHHOIO fA3bIKa C €0 YCTHOI
dbopmoit: MHOTHE, TIPEXIe BCEr0 CTUXOTBOPHBIE, TEKCTHI TaK WV MHAYe MIPEeSHA3HAYANINCD
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[/ IyOINYHOrO MCIIOMHEHVS; B APYIUX TUIAX TEKCTOB TECHAs CBs3b C YCTHBIM S3BIKOM
IOfiiep)KMBaIach CYJIbHBIM MPUCYTCTBMEM paccKazdumka. TeKcThl (PMKCHPOBAMUCh MIPK 10-
MOIIY KUTACKOI repormnduky (MpuMeHsIcs nepormud craHgapTa ¢ MAEHTUIHBIM/TI0X0-
XKVIM YTEHVEM VI Meportng, NCIONb3YIOLINil er0 KaK (POHETHYECKIUII 9/IeMEeHT, YKa3bIBako-
it Ha uteHue). [IpoBa IBYDKEHNUS, TOMUMO YMCTO TIOTUTUYECKUX IPUYNH, 0OBICHSIICH,
Ha Hall B3IJIAJ, CMELIEHMEeM BHUMAaHUA C TOPOJICKOM I'PaMOTHOM ayJUTOpUM Ha KPECTbSH.
9TO MPONCXOAMIO IO, BAMAHUEM YCTAaHOBOK KUTAMICKOM KOMIApTUM, QYHKIMOHMPOBAB-
1Iell B CeIbCKOM MECTHOCTY, BECbMa OT/IMYHONM OT TOPOJCKOI Cpefbl, B KOTOPOI MIcaTeN,
CUMIIATU3MPOBABIINE JIEBBIM MIESAM, JIEMICTBUTENbHO X u paboramu. [Ipeobmaganue
TPaANLMOHHBIX CTUXOTBOPHBIX (POPM OTpa’Kkano YKIOH B CTOPOHY KY/IbTYPbI, ObITOBaBILIE
B CEJIbCKOM IIPOCTPaHCTBE. [OTOBHOCTD YYaCTHUKOB JIBVKEHNUA COCPEOTOUNTHCA Ha MECT-
HOIT aygUTOpuy, faXKe B yIiepO eOMHCTBY HAIMOHATBHOTO A3bIKa, CO3JaBasa MOTEHIMAIb-
HBIIl KOHIUKT € YCTpeMIEHUAMMA 60JIbllIell YacTy KUTAJICKOI VHTE/UIEKTYa/IbHOM 3/IATBI,
KoTOpast OblIa HaCTpOeHa pelraTh MpobemMy 00beuHeHNsT Haluu. TeM He MeHee [IBVDKeHue
[aeT YHUKAJIbHbI IIpUMep OBICTPOTrO PasBUTHs MUCbMA HA OHOM 13 KUTANCKMX TOIOJEK-
TOB ((anbsup) B XX B.

Kntouesvie cnosa: BepHaKynsAp, KaHTOHCKMIl (103), KMTAlCKas I033MsA, KUTAICKUI SA3BIK,
IIVICbMEHHBII A3BIK, YCTHAs pedb.

Crarbs ocTynuia B pefilakiyio 25 ausaps 2020 r.,
pexoMeHzioBaHa K nedatu 29 uronsa 2020 r.
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