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ON THE NATURE OF “SURZYK”: DIACHRONIC ASPECTS

1. Introduction

In the last decade, interest in Surzyk has considerably increased, gaining a
central position in the debates about language policy, language planning and
sociolinguistic issues concerning Ukraine.

Various attempts to classify Surzyk have thus far been made, from a per-
spective determined by the branch (field) of studies and the interest of the
researcher.

The majority of publications have interpreted this “mixed language™ as the
product of causality (circumstances) - especially in the first prescriptive writings
on this topic -, or have tried, from a of functional perspective, to subordinate it
to specific categories: prostorecie (Ukr. prostoricéja) (Trub 2000: 52); pidgin
/creole etc. Almost all the studies about this mainly oral “language” variety have
adopted a mere synchronic perspective, even when trying to provide a “typo-
logy” (Bilaniuk 2005: 121-135) of this non standard language.

After a few months spent in Ukraine to accomplish my field work, I reached
the conclusion that this presumed mixed language is even more complex than
the majority of studies so far available seem to suggest.

On the basis of practical and theoretical activity aimed at understanding the
origin and causes (development) of Surzyk, I also came to the conclusion that, in
order to arrive at a reasonable explanation of this phenomenon, one should
consider other parameters, such as the regional (dialectal) - diachronic develop-
ments of the Ukrainian language itself, which contributed to the formation of
this so called “Russian-Ukrainian™ hybrid.

Here, 1 will focus on the interpretation of some diachronic language features,
leaving aside other aspects that would go far beyond the scope of this paper.

Diachronic insights and references might not always be as accurate as
language historians would expect. However, I will provide concrete evidence
that Surzyk is not exclusively the product of language contact, namely the
admixture effect of Russian linguistic elements on Ukrainian but also the result
of other factors. This multilayered language phenomenon can be seen as the
manifestation of different stages in the historic development of the modern
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Ukrainian language, in which dialect continua, fossilized Russian expressions,
and lexical items all interact in creating this too often stigmatized non standard
language variety.

In addition, I shall introduce the concept of “prototype” Surzyk, more
appropriate for a classification of my data, better conveying the idea of Surzyk’s
specific, recurrent and generalized linguistic features.

2. Current definitions of SurZyk and the concept of “Prototype” SurZzyk

In this section I shall compare four quite recent definitions of SurZzyk. I do so,
not because I wish to follow a certain linguistic tradition, but rather as a
necessary attempt to delineate the object of my investigation. I will then
introduce a new concept: that of “prototype™ Surzyk.

2.1. Let us first begin with four established definitions:

1. “... Ukrainian and Russian, in the form of a hybrid — surzhyk — a non
standard language that incorporates elements of both™. (Flier 1998: 113)

This first pragmatic definition originates from Flier (ibidem), and syn-
thetically renders the idea of what people mean by the term “Surzyk™; it is easily
comprehensible, especially for the novice. However, its simplicity is somehow
inadequate to render justice to such a complex phenomenon.

2. Cypxuk (6yxk6. — cymiw dcuma 3 nmueHuyero, AYMenio 3 gigcom im. in., a
maxodc bopowHo 3 maxko2o 3epHa) — Mmoea, 6 AKil wmyuno 06 'eduani bes
JOMpPUMaKHA 1imM. HOPM eneMenmu pizHux Mos. Vocue. nepesasicno 14000 yKp.
IIpocmopivus, 3acmiveno2o HEEMOMUBOBAHO 3ano3udeHuUMU, (BHACAIOOK YKp. —
poc. lumepgepenyii).( ...) Cypyucux — ye 36i0nena moéa, nosbaenena Hay.
konopumy, Kpacu u eupasnocmi. Haunowwupeniwuti y nobymoco moenenni,
36I0KU NPOHUKAE HA CMOPIHKY 2azem i HCYpHAanie, KHUNCOK i bpowyp. bopomvba
3 C. — oome 3 zon. 3agdans y 2anysi nidsuwjenns Kyaemypu ykp. mosu (...)"
(Ukrajins’ka mova. Encyklopedija 2000)

This second definition can be seen as an attempt to summarize the theoretical
views on SurZyk expressed in articles published in the last years of the 1990s,
and resembles the formulation made by their Ukrainian authors. There is still the
underlying idea that this language mixture has been artificially constructed,
without logic, or organizational discourse. The attempt to classify it as a kind of
prostorecie, at least with reference to its function in Ukrainian society, clearly
derives from Trub's article. The bias of dealing with a “broken,” impure and
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inadequate “language,” expression of local folklore, is still apparent, along with
the purist call to fight back and inhibit its development.

3. “...nowupena 8 Vkpaini posm. Hazea nenopmam. iHOUgio. MOBIEHHA NeGHOT
ocobu ma coyionexkmy neeHoOi epyni, wo O6YOVIOMbCA HA OCHOBI IMIULYBAHHA,
inmepghepenyii eremenmis 06ox i 6inbwe mos”. (Taranenko 2004: 665-668)

This third point represents only one of the several aspects of the ample space
dedicated to this topical question in Ukraine. Above, I have established the
salient points for our discussion; namely, that SurZyk is still considered by and
large as kind of “oral speech,” pertaining to specific individuals or to specific
social groups, the consequence of the interference and mixture of elements of
two or more languages.

4. “Surzyk conceptually unites various kinds of language mixing, serving as the
antithesis to the concept of linguistic purity. Surzyk started as an informal term
and now figures prominently in public discourse, a key player in the post-
independence struggle over language values”. (Bilaniuk 2005: 104)

Point four is a successful attempt at classification: for the first time, a definition
clearly formulates and emphasises the fact that the label “Surzyk” covers more
than one kind of language mix, regardless of the degree of interference, and the
language(s) involved. This definition supports my view that it was in fact crucial
to arrive at a reliable linguistic classification of Surzyk, necessary to determine
the kind of “language” under investigation.

2.2. My second step consists in setting specific parameters for an appraisal of
Surzyk; to do so, a new classification concept must be introduced. The term
“Prototype” Surzyk seems to most appropriately convey the idea that there
exists a Surzyk “Typus,” serving as a stable medium for everyday com-
munication, functioning as L1, particularly for those speakers who do not have
any other language resource to properly communicate. This Prototype Surzyk
shows recurrent cross-linguistic morpho-syntactic constructions and basic
lexical items, and extends over broad regional areas, from East to West. There
are, of course, regional and local variations. But if these variations are compared
against the underlying linguistic “system” of Surzyk, it is evident that there are
sufficient general characteristics to permit communication between speakers
from separate regions. Obviously, regions which, historically, were under the
Russian Empire have a larger number of lexical and grammatical items in
common than those in the South-western part of the country. Notwithstanding,
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in the course of my field work I noted many basic similarities, even in regions
where people would be expected to use only Ukrainian'.

3. Levels of Investigation

3.1. This observation of language praxis in Surzyk speakers, and my exa-
mination of their linguistic features, leads me to suggest that, for an appropriate
description of this essentially oral speech of Ukraine, three levels need to be
considered:

A) A diachronic linguistic perspective since SurZyk contains language ele-
ments representative of older stages in the development of Ukrainian. There is
evidence of grammatical and lexical features functional both in Russian and
Ukrainian throughout the 19" century. A contemporary speaker, coming from a
rather strong language planning (a purist’s) perspective, would consider such
forms as exclusively “Russianisms>” or SurZyk.

B) Dialect change: dialectal partitions along with dialect continua played, and
still play, a determining role in the formation not only of the literary Ukrainian
language, but also in the diachronic composition of Surzyk.

C) SurZyk is obviously also the result of prolonged language contact’,
synchronic as well as diachronic, where specific linguistic, sociolinguistic and
psycholinguistic parameters have contributed to the creation of this non-standard

' The synchronic results as well as the dialectal aspects contributing to the formation of a

generalized SurZyk type will not be treated, as previously mentioned, in this paper.

One may object that the 19" century “Russianisms™ could have also been the result of a
strong Russian Influence which culminated in Imperial Russia with the edicts against the use
of the Ukrainian language (Valuev's circular!863 and Emskyj ukaz 1876). To this purpose |
wish to remind that several presumed “Russianisms”, which [ prefer to define local
(dialectal) elements of a not fully standardized “Ukrainian”, appeared in texts even prior to
1654 (the year marking the "unification” of Ukraine with Moscow). Moreover these elements
can be found in texts of Western Ukrainian provenience, dating back to the early 17"
century, i.e. in territories directly subject to the Polish influence. (cf. Ohienko 2004: 146-
162). These presumed “Russian™ forms, common to the “Ukrainian™ language well before
Sevienko's and Kotljarev'skyj's works, can be considered as grammatical and lexical
components of the different Ukrainian varieties before standardization took place. These
lexemes are also reported in Hrinfenko's dictionary. A final remark concerns the changed
language consciousness of contemporary speakers of standard Ukrainian. In course of time,
forms apparently extraneous to the current way of speaking, have been perceived as either
Russianisms or SurZyk.

It is clear that under the generic label of “language contact” and sociolinguistic causes, a
whole series of sub aspects need to be taken into account: the role of the Russian adstrat; the
situations in which code-switching and code alternation are determinant, just as the
importance of linguistic accommodation. To what extent can be spoken of interference and
fossilization etc.

"
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language, or, in more recent terminology, fused lects (Auer 1999: 309-332) /
(Bilaniuk 2005: 122)

3.2. As already stated above, in this paper 1 shall concentrate upon specific
diachronic aspects of Surzyk, or probably Ukrainian, postponing discussion of
the last two parameters for later occasions.

I will undertake to demonstrate the relative abundance and recurrence of
lexical and grammatical items which contributed to the formation of Prototype
Surzyk, too often identified as either Russian elements in Ukrainian and/or
stigmatized as Surzyk. My investigation is based on authoritative literary
samples, derived from late 18" and 19" century literary sources."

4. Examples and interpretation

In this section, I shall present a few language samples from literary texts with
recurring equivalents in the variety defined above as “Prototype Surzyk.” A
linguistic commentary about the nature of these presumed Russian words in
Ukrainian, or hypothetically Surzyk, will complete the section.

4.1. Examples
From: Natalka Poltavka’

* Natalka
1. €Ecmp xe moau, wo... (First act, 1* scene, p. 218)
2. ¥ nac ecmv nocnosuys. (First act, 2™ scene, p. 220)
3. Ock nigite nuu B Heaimo abo B npasnuk no IMonmasi, To nobGauwure...,
110 i poskazamu He MoxHa. (ibidem)
4. Bin ne gunosam. (First act, 4™ scene, p. 228)
5. B nadexcoy na Gora. (ibidem)
6. | BiH HB 1 Tak xe nam sTye 06 nac, Ta 6oitecs eepuymsca. (ibidem)
7. 51 scuzns cBOW Henasudxcy... (Second act, 10™ scene, p. 245)

* Terpylycha
8. JIyuue 6 Gyna s ymepna... (First act; 4™ scene, p. 228-229)
9. Yorupu 200u yxe. (ibidem)

It is highly probable that documents of the last two or three centuries may contain traces, if
not more evident features, of this presumed language mixture. At the present stage however
archive documentation has not yet been investigated.

Cf.: Isan Kormspescokuit 1982. [Moemuuni meopu, opavamuuni meopu, aucmu. Kuis:
Hayxosa aymxa.
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10. ... 3amyxc Tebe oodamu. (ibidem)
11. A Tak npusurna k ceoeMy 6esrananui... (First act, 6 " scene: p. 232)

* Petro
12. 51 napouso npuitmoB cieda... (Second act, 4™ scene, p. 238)

*  Mykola
13. Yo20 xc T4 He cBOiM ronocom kpukuys? (Second act, 4" scene, p. 238)
14. Yeteptuii yxe 200. (ibidem)
15. ITodoacou ne mene Tyt. (ibidem)
16. Hatanka ebiwana na uac croda suiitu. (Second act, 9™ scene, p. 243)

From: Moskal‘-Carlvn!k

* Fyntyk
17. 3naio mpoxu-nemnozo. (First act; 1™ scene; p. 252)
18. Jobpe-xopowio. (ibidem)

* Tetjana
19. ... @ 0as o020 mene mobure? (First act; 1™ scene; p. 253)
20. 5 éoroce Gora i mobawo ceoro yonosika. (ibidem)
21. Xazaina nema ooma. (First act; 2™ scene; p. 254)
22. Tpu nedini yxe tomy (First act; 11" scene; p. 272)

From: Sel‘menkgnenﬁéxk“

« Sel'menko
23. ... TaKk moz0i BXxe, Tee-10, 1 oxeuyepu 1o Mexe ... (First act, 3" scene, p.
226)
24. Ta it a1 npomie usoro... (First act, 4" scene, p. 229)
25. Panu cmapamsca... (First act, 4™ scene, p. 232)
26. Hema Ta ii Hema! A kpinko Oyno ioro mpeba-nada. (Second act, 1*
scene, p. 235)

From: Mykola Dieria?

*  Hiyv na Jninpi
27. Yci wcoanu (323)

Cf.: I'puropiit Ksitka-Ocnos' suenxo 2005. Hosicmi - 11 'ecu. Xapkis: Donio.
Cf.: Isan Heuyii-Jlesuuskuii (1988). Muxona Hxcepa: Hosicmi, onosioanns,napucu. Kuis:
Becesnka.
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28. Ilonanusanu cmaxanu 4aio. (321)

29. | Bucoke Ta rimboke CHHE iroHCcbebKe Hebo. (321)

30. Bo 00 KueBa do Bumiroposa ropst oCTynuiauch... (321)
31. Ha pagomax nocraHoBaiu ixams ryptoMm... (321)

* Ilosicts: Mukoaa /Ixkepn
32. ..crenaTscs 4yaosi 20podu... (17)

* baba [Tapacka Ta 6a6a ITanakka
33. Ioy a maxa cepouma ..A Conop ixa no mene: Yozo ue T™M He
ckaxeri...(246)
34, A e3ana Ta § 3aliHana nocTaTh cepea PpilM; Aymalo: ayuye A
oocmynaioch 00 tebe™. (246)

From: Sevéenko's private 1:01're51:_mna:lelu:eu

35. ..Teoco auxa s ne 8o3bmy Ha cebe, a ceoco mobi ne oddam. Tak wo e 3
mux nucem? Ilanip 36aeaame ma it 200i. Bono, 6ay, i max i He mak, a éce
maku ayyuie, Konu ROAYHUAN, npouumaciu xo4 00HO Cl1060 pioHe ...

36. LIlle nucomo, komope naidewt y Mocmy nucoMi 3anevamaue, oooaii
lsany Cmenanosuyy JJumoscokomy | nokioHuch tiomy 00 mene'.

4.2. The table below gives a schematic representation of the speech parts taken
from the examples above.

SCHEME OF ARCHAISMS’®

NOUNS: Bo3ayx, Bpems - BpeMHS, Il1aBa — rojioBa, rojl, ropoj; Aypak, *KH3Hb,
3aMYK, KBITOK/UBITOK, KpacKa, JbKapCTBO, MbIP/MHP, MbIC/b, HaJexkIa,
nucemo, noOBABl, MOXKAP, MOCAOBULS, MMPAa3HHUK, COBBT, CTAKaH, CTAPHK, TPYIL,
ThIKBA, (haMuIlif, Xa3sin, yac, WyTKa, A3BIK .

| PRONOUNS: KoTOpbiil, KTO/XTO.

L]

Cf.: Tapac Illesdenko 1964. Jlucmu, nomamxu, ¢on'xnopui sanucu. (= Ilosne zibpanns
meopie v wecmu momax. Tom 6). Knis: Axanemia Hayk Ykp. PCP. See also: Bilanjuk (2005:
109).

Some of the words reported in the table stem from Hnatjuk's paper (Hnatjuk 2006: 44-48) .
They are representative of the kind of language in which Skovoroda (1722-1794) wrote his
philosophical and literary works. Hnatjuk's contribution has revealed particularly useful for
our argumentation.
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ADJECTIVES: o6wwmii, kpacHu#, NpexHii, ApeBHAsA, MOOE3HbIH; JA0BOMHHI\
JIOBOJIEH — 3a/I0BOJICHHH, KayKIbIH/KOXKINH, YKpalleHHbIi.

VERBS: BepHyTbCH; 603bMy; KAamu; iXaTh; HayaTH/HauMHATH; oOimana;
000am; OJCTYIUIIOCH, MOAOXKIH, MOAY4uIM; TIPOTIB. MPHBHKIIA; HEHABHIDKY:
OJ/1aTH; OCTABHTH/OCTAaBJIATH; IbJlaTh, KyllaTb, CTapaTrbCi; CTPOITH -
TIOCTPOMTh, TIPHKa3al, 00y4da; €cTb.

[ PREPOSITIONS: ot/ox + gen.; k + dat.; no + dat.; 06 + acc. |

ADVERBS: n06pe-xopowmo; croaa/ciofu; Jiyqiie/yqde/nyTye; B KOHIE; MHOTO
(= Gararo), Henb3s, rae, ko(r)aa, To(r)aa - Torai; TPOXH - HEMHOIO.

PARTICLES and Conjunctions: na “ta”, ecnw/ectim, Ho, Oyaro, WIH
(disjunctive conjunctions)

[ NUMERALS: nepsuii; yersepTHit. |

[ PREDICATIVES: Y nac ects; Tpe6a - Haza. |

4.3. Notes about the language

These examples show evident lexical and grammatical forms which a contem-
porary speaker/reader would classify as either Russian influx on Ukrainian or,
worse, stigmatize as Surzyk.'’

If we compare the sentences above with contemporary prototype Surzyk, we
immediately notice striking grammatical and lexical similarities. Although these
examples do not present a complete picture of all the lexical items which have
equivalents in the modern sub-language, such phrases nonetheless recur quite
frequently; in addition, they show doublets used in folk speech, as in examples
(17) and (18).

"% It is worth pointing out that, even among Ukrainians with a higher education or philological
degree, this “purist” attitude towards language is quite popular. In their view, all language
forms not corresponding to the contemporary classification criteria of standard literary
Ukrainian are immediately dismissed as Surzyk, without considering the possibility that such
forms could have been, at some stage, integral parts of the Ukrainian lexicon and grammar.

However, questions concerning psycholinguistic factors affecting people's language
selection and evaluation, as well as the role of linguistic consciousness will be not dealt with
here.
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Certain characters’ speech does contain more Russified set phrases and/or pet
phrases, such as “mee-mo sk iozo,“ etc. - such as Voznyj's, for example. These
are not at all infrequent in some elder Surzyk speakers; however, I deliberately
did not report their language in order to avoid criticism from scholars who
maintain that specific characters are well-known for using this kind of “mixed
language™.

Even Sevéenko's language, particularly when he spoke (wrote) in unofficial
situations, reveals traces of features common to a whole generation of authors,
still found in contemporary prototype Surzyk. Scholars have various views on
the use of certain features, perceived as Russianisms. Bilaniuk (2005:109) in her
most recent publication suggests: “Despite Sevcenko's desire for Ukrainian, he
included quite a few Russianisms in his own letters to his brother, so that a
reader today could even label some passages as Suriyk. But because the
Ukrainian language was not yet standardized, it is not really appropriate to call
this language Surzvk.”

However, a few lines later, she does not exclude the possibility that we are in
presence of dialectal elements'". (...) “I have italicized non-standard forms that
would have been seen as Russian-influenced according to the contemporary
Ukrainian standard, although some of these could be interpreted as dialectisms
that happen to be similar to Russian”.

The selection criterion of lexical items, with special reference to the nouns,
was made according to two basic principles. First of all, some very common and
recurring words were presented, for prototype speakers of Surzyk would not use
a particularly complex vocabulary. These words are still in use in present-day
Surzyk.

We should also bear in mind that many of these words have co-existed for
long time with a doublet. In fact, words such as a3wix, kpacka, yeimox, zonosa
etc. had a concurrent form; e.g.: mosa, ¢hapba, xeimox, 2nasa; which was
eventually accepted in the normative Ukrainian lexicon, and became the only
standard available form.

Indeed, the opinion expressed by Hnatjuk (2006:47) confirms the postulation:
“(...) Hasedeni crosa, 30Kkpema i YEPKOBHOCIOB ARIIMU, WUPOKO BICUBATUCA 6
HapoOi nopsid 3 [HWUMU CUHOHAMU, HacmuHa 3 SKux yeitiuwa 00 ckiady
CyNacHol yKpaincbkoi limepamypHoi Mosu’.

Other nouns, as for example, “xa3zain”, though still part of the standard
Ukrainian lexicon, are often replaced, due to their formal (and sometimes
semantic) similarity to the Russian equivalent, by a term felt more appropriate;

""" Once again the term dialect has to be regarded in its broader sense. Since the “dialect(s)”

here meant is the way Ukrainian people indeed spoke in the area subject to the Russian
empire, and these forms were considered part of their language.
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in our case, with the word “2ecnedap*, wrongly considered more Ukrainian;
therefore a sentence like (21) can be easily designated as SurZyk.

The adjectives may present the following suffixes: -stit, -as, -as, etc. The
examples reported in the scheme derive from Skovoroda’s writing; however,
such forms can be found, in gradually decreasing way, throughout 19" century
Ukrainian literature. The modern reader may be inclined to judge such forms as
being Russianisms or SurZyk, overlooking the fact that even in normative
grammars of the Ukrainian Language, these forms are defined as “literary,
stylistic” devices of poetry of the past.

The short form of adjectives appears to have a much wider diffusion than
would be the case in contemporary standard Ukrainian. Surzyk speakers do not
show wide use of the short forms, but they are likely to say: dosonren/dosonna
in place of 3adoeonenui.

Presence of the adjectival affix -em/w, can also to be seen as a typical
characteristic of Surzyk.

[ndefinite pronouns show the pair kaxcdstiv/koncoui, still in use in some
dialectal varieties. So far, I have no recorded Surzyk examples of the standard
Ukrainian xearcnui.

The most striking verbal features, apart from some clear infinitive forms kept
in Russian, but not in standard Ukrainian, as in the doublet: navamu/nauunamu
— nouamu/nouunamu, are undoubtedly the infinitive suffix in -ms, distinctive
of several dialectal varieties, and consequently, of Surzyk. The past tense of the
masculine is marked by the ending in -7; even though SurZzyk can occasionally
have two concurring endings, with clear prevalence of the Ukrainian -e.

Finally, the verb “moayuums* found in Sevéenko's letter in its past tense
form, is still quite widespread, and rooted in the speech of several western
Ukrainians, whose language otherwise can be identified with Ukrainian'?,

Adverbs and prepositions also offer interesting points. The majority of
scholars who have considered the nature of Surzyk, would affirm that
prepositions as om / 00", k (instead of their standard Ukrainian counterparts id,
do etc.), and the alternation of adverbs like crda/crodu etc. are to be attributed
to a rather strong Russian influence or adstratum. Literary texts seem to imply a
totally different outcome, since they provide instances which perfectly reflect
the actual Surzyk situation, where we can have either “cwoda or ciodu, dobpe

2 I wish to remind that the use of this verb, especially in its meaning of “if it will happen /ecau
noayuumes’”, belongs to those prototypical Surzyk (recurrent) features, which I noticed in the
speech of people coming from Western regions, and whose language was substantially
Ukrainian.

In connection with the issue whether or not the phonetic realization of ed instead of om
depends on the phonological context, can be confuted, since both in Surzyk as well as in
dialectal/archaic Ukrainian it occurs without a specific constrain; as in (34)
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and/or xopowo ", or even both possibilities alternating in the same statement. It
is interesting to observe the prepositional phrases expressed by no + dat.; and 06
+ acc.; the former occurs mainly in modern Russian, though its use is still
mentioned in some Ukrainian grammars and dictionaries, even though a contem-
porary pure Ukrainian speaker would be unlikely to use such a construction,
considered non standard.

The specification of a topic used to be expressed in Ukrainian also by means
of o + acc., although this construction is quite rare even in Surzyk.

The use of the conjunctions and particles reported above is characteristic in
Surzyk; in fact, we seldom hear, at least in the varieties examined, the
following: are, abo, ma, xonu etc., but rather their corresponding archaisms
ec(m)au, no, uru, oa’’ and so on, just as koezda expressing a temporal adverb
will often replace xeiu. However, it’s important to remember that, in this
respect, similar forms could be interchangeable in Russian, also; for example,
xonu (with the stress placed on the first syllable) is considered to be a colloquial
and obsolescent synonym of eczu. (Wade 1992: 501).

Similar cases do underline the close historic-cultural and linguistic ties of the
eastern Slavic group of languages.

There are nonetheless due exceptions to suggested patterns; for example,
surzyk will not select the adverb nens3a, preferring to it its Ukrainian semantic
equivalent ne mooscna; perhaps because the former is not suitable to an eco-
nomic way of speaking, where the negation is simply expressed by the same
predicative form preceded by a negation. Bazamo, on the other hand, seems to
enjoy a larger success than mwuoze, at least in some areas or individual speakers,
although both may recur in the same oral text.

With more explicit reference to sentences taken from Skovoroda's works, as
in the “Aesop's Fable” (Hnatiuk 2006: 45 - 46), we are likely to find such
sentences as “Paszcosop, nazviéaemviit arghasum, uru bykeaps mupa’” — or
further (...) “0ns yuenuxos noemuxu (...)"

Or else the wide usage of the word “ghamunia”, as in (37a.): “Hmsa emy
@puapuk. Pogosoe ke, uan damuisHOe, 1Mpo3BaHie, WiIH, KaK 00bIuHO 6 Ha-
Ppoow 2osopam, hamunia’.

Apart from evident lexical forms common to modern Russian, we can notice
in these examples a tendency to express the genitive singular of masculine
nouns in -a; and the genitive plural of masculine nouns in -e8, in contrast to
modern Ukrainian, where we have -ig. These endings are typical of some Surzyk
varieties, and they represent specific dialectal features' of the Charkiv area.

" The con junction da, corresponding to standard Ukrainian ma, is not used, at least in Surzyk,

any longer with this function but only as a particle, whose Ukrainian counterpart is max.
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The use of an imperfective passive participle in its adjectival function
“nazvieaemorit” adheres to the contemporary Russian model.
5. The Convergence of Archaisms and Surzyk

The codification of the term Surzyk is to be attributed to Hrin¢enko's (1909)
dictionary, and even if it existed prior to that time, it designated a concrete
mixture of “mixed grains or flour made thereof.” This rural concept was
gradually extended to serve as metaphor denoting “language mixing.”

In the first half of the 19" century, well before the Emperor's edicts (1863 -
Valuev; 1876 - Emskyj) officially forbidding the use of the Ukrainian language,
the relationship between the linguistic — dialectal boundary of Russian and
Ukrainian was quite different from the one we observe today. One could argue
along with Shevelov (1966) that before the Ukrainian language became
relatively well established, especially after the embodiment of Galician elements
(from 1876 until approximately 1920), supra-regional dialectal features typical
of the Northern and South-Eastern regions played a considerable role, as a result
of the geo-political and cultural partition of the country. To put it with Shevelov
(1966:2): “Hingegen gewann das Problem der geographischen Schichtungen um
so griflere Bedeutung, weil es durch die politische Trennung der ukrainischen
Léinder noch verschiéirft wurde... . And a few lines further: (...)*Von der Kraft
mundartlicher Einfliisse auf die Schrifisprache mag jene Tatsache ein beredtes
Zeugnis ablegen, daff der Autor in einer unlingst herausgegebenen Ubersicht
tiber die ukrainischen Mundarten nicht nur jeden Typ, sondern sogar fast jeden
Untertyp der ukrainischen Dialekte durch Abschnitte aus den Werken der
Schriftsteller des 19./20. Jahrhunderts illustrieren konnte. Denn diese Schrift-
steller haben, obwohl sie sich der Schriftsprache bedienten, den Text teilweise
absichtlich, manchmal aber auch unbewusst so seht durch Ziige ihrer lokalen
Mundart gefirbt, daf8 sie einem Dialektologen als Material dienen konnen.*
(ibidem)

Shevelov's opinion can only support the thesis that specific Ukrainian
dialectal elements'®, carried along in the speech of ordinary people, gradually
resulted in the formation of that (mainly oral) language, later to be called
“Surzyk™.

'® By the term “dialectal” here, in its broader sense, is roughly meant the kind of Ukrainian
(even the one used in prose) as it was spoken and written in the area between Kyjiv and
Charkiv, including Poltava and, to a lesser extent, the area around Cerkasy in the first half of
the nineteenth century. It should be reminded that the newly founded University of Charkiv
(1805) was actually the only influential cultural centre where the Ukrainian literature and
culture was somehow cultivated.
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It’s worth remembering that an entire series of words and grammatical
constructions, as listed above, were perceived in those days as part of the
Ukrainian-Russian common stock, whereas nowadays they are stigmatized
either as Surzyk, or dismissed as Russian elements in Ukrainian. (Hnatjuk
2006:45- 47)

Ohnienko's view (2004: 328 — 329), in his paragraph dedicated to Ukrainian
archaisms, offers useful support of the argument that archaisms have contributed
to the formation of SurZyk, and that they constitute part of its lexicon and
grammatical constructions. He writes: “Apxaizmu crosnuxosi 3 6icom uacy
ROZHUKAU 306CiM 3 HAWOI MO8 (...)".

A few lines further he observes “(...) IIpome apxaiunux opm v nawiti mogi
noszocmanocs Hemano, minbKu mu He giduysaemo ix za apxaismu. - Iosipxu
nawi, ocobnugo 3axiono — ykpaincexi,'” nepenosmeni pisnumu apxaizmamu
(...)" And then, speaking about the choice made by some literary men in trying
to reproduce particular stylistic effects in translating, for example, Shakespeare
or the Bible, he adds: “I'pomadanemeo ne niompumano yro Kyniwesy ioewo npo
CMapopyceKy Mogy, 80auaioyl 8 Makux apxaizMax npocmo YeproSHOCI08 AHIZ-
Mu abo mockanizmu’.

A final remark substantially confirms the theory that maintains that an evalu-
ation error has led us to regard apparently Russian forms solely as the result of
interference, and the major cause of Surzyk.

In fact, he concludes :"(...) ¥ nac nawi apxaismu, ko eonu odnaxogi 3
BUPA3aMU POCINCLKUMU, 36VMb PYCUIMam, @ Ke No2if0 308CiM He HAYKOSUil
(el

However, it remains a difficult task, even for language historians, to draw a
neat boundary between those features which can be considered part of the
Ukrainian language, and those which pertain to Russian.

6. Conclusion

In this article, I have tried to demonstrate that several expressions, words and
grammatical constructions, at first sight of dubious (spurious) origin, represent
nothing other than older stages of the Ukrainian language. During the long
process of formation and emancipation of Ukrainian, these language fragments
have gradually converged to form that non-standard speech which I have
defined “prototype Surzyk™ with regard to its constituent morpho-syntactic
elements. The introduction of this new concept was necessary in order to present
a proper socio-linguistic evaluation of the acquired language data (delimited and
classified on the basis of specific language traits, peculiar of this mainly oral

" Even though Western Ukrainian dialects keep archaic features, here Ohienko’s opinion can

be, without hindrance, extended to the dialectal areas object of the present study.
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language variety which serves as the true medium of expression for many
people).

Finally, I am convinced that SurZzyk needs to be investigated along three
research directions; a) on a synchronic level within the language contact theory,
and to a lesser extent sociolinguistic and psycholinguistic; b) in a dialectological
perspective, for an interaction between standard Ukrainian and dialectal/regional
subdivisions has always existed; and c¢) according to the diachronic axis, using
the meagre material available: literary sources and, wherever possible, not easily
accessible documents/manuscripts.

Although this paper has not explored the full scope of all three points, the
evidence I have presented and analysed in support of point (c) clearly reveals
something of the true nature of Surzyk.
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AHHOTAIHSI
O npupoje cyp:kHKa: THAXPOHHYECKHH ACMEKT.

B nocnenHem jecATUIETHH 3HAUMTENIBHO BHIPOC HHTEPEC K ONPEIC/IEHHIO Cyp-
KMKa KaK CO CTOPOHbl AMEPHKaHCKMX AaHTPONOJIOroB, TAK M CO CTOPOHBI
JTHHTBHCTOB pa3sHbIX CTPaH,

Eme HemaHo, 3TOT cneunduyeckuit yKpamHCKHil (eHOMEH HCCleJ0BAIH
MOYTH HCKJTIOUHTE/IBHO B paMKax Y3KOro Kpyra napamerTposB, MpearnoduTas CHH-
XPOHHYECKYIO nepcneKTHBy. B GonbuinHeTBe nyOnHKauuii o cypxHKe 3TOT Tak
Ha3bIBAEMBIH «CMEIIAHHBIA A3BIK» PAacCMATPHBAIM KaK Pe3ysbTaT CIy4alHBIX
(hakTopoB: KIACCHOHLHPOBATH €ro Kak MHIDKHH/KPEON HIM OTHOCHIH €ro K
KaTeropHH MPOCTOPEUHs.

B HayuHbix paboTax mnocneiHero BPEMEHH MNpeANPHHHUMANACh IIONbITKA
OMpe/Ie/IHTh «THIIOIOTHIO» ITOTO, B OCHOBHOM, YCTHOIO BADHAHTa A3bIKa.

B nauHoii cTathe nmocTapieHa leab MOKa3aTh, 4TO NPHPOJA CYPiKHKa 00BAC-
HAETCS HE TOJLKO C TOYKH 3PEHHS COLMOTMHIBHCTHYECKOH TEOPHH M S3BIKO-
BOr0 KOHTAKTa HA CHHXPOHHYECKOM YPOBHE, HO TaKKE€ M B JHAJIEKTOJIOrH-
4ecKOH M JHaXpPOHHUYECKOH nepcriekTHBaxX. BrejeHHe MOHATHA «IIPOTOTHIA»
CYPKHKA OYeHb BXKHO /U1 AHANIM3A JIMHIMBHCTHYECKHX JAHHBIX, COOPaHHBIX B
pe3yabTaTe [OJEBOTO HCCIEAOBAHHS. DTO MOHATHE ABIACTCA UEHTPAILHBIM B
npeaIaraeMoii craTbe W BKHBIM Ul HCCle0BaHHS ()EHOMEHa CYPKHKA.



