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A LOVE TRIANGLE?
SURZHYK IN ITS RELATION TO RUSSIAN AND UKRAINIAN

Discussion:
¢ Russian (R) and Ukrainian (U) in contact
o Resulting hybrid language(s)

cf. surzhyk (S) commonly treated as an ‘impure, mixed language’: a sociolect structurally
based on Ukrainian with a heavy admixture of Russian elements with a pejorative
connotation in view of the new purist language ideology in independent Ukraine

cf. Trasjanka in Belarusian
o Interrelations between the major players within the ‘love triangle’ in both synchrony and
diachrony :

Ukrainian — S — Russian
Hypotheses:

e The hybrid language S contaminated by Russian looks fuzzy depending on the interplay
of many factors:
speech communities (dialects)
boundaries of languages (dialects) in contact
level of pressure from the *big” Russian culture

e The hybrid language S can be of several types:

U/R S — U is the matrix language and R is the embedded (contributing) language
R/U S - R is the matrix language and U is the embedded (contributing) language

e The hybrid language S is a linguistic discourse (defense) used against the assimilationist
pressure from Russian

Ukrainian Russian

SURZHYK (S)

I. SYNCHRONIC DIMENSION
Three main approaches toward surzhyk and Ukrainian and Russian in contact:

(a) ‘emotionally-charged’ (or extralinguistic)

(b) sociolinguistic



(c) linguistic
I.1. THE EMOTIONALLY-CHARGED APPROACH: Masenko (2008), Moser (2009)
(2) the linguistic mix (hybrid language) is chaotic and can hardly be systematized

(2) the emergence of surzhyk in the late 17th c. was allegedly provoked by the
marginalization of the Ukrainian speakers in the process of their Russification and
denationalization

Conclusion: “Little Russian’ surzhyk appeared allegedly as early as 1720 (Moser 2009)

The term “Little Rus’” came to Kyiv/Kiev in the early 17th c. from Western Ukrainian
lands. Metropolitan Jov Borec’kyj (11631) seems to have established the tradition
of viewing the Little Russians (Ukrainians) and the Great Russians (Russians) as
brothers who together constitute a family (Danylenko 2011)

Shortcomings:

= no reference point for judging purity and impurity
= equation of different sociolinguistic situations in Ukraine of the late 17th and early 21st c.

= the opposition between Church Slavonic of the Ukrainian recension vs. the secular
vernacular (Ruthenian/Ukrainian) is not taken into consideration (Danylenko 2006)

I.2. THE SOCIOLINGUISTIC APPROACH: Bilaniuk (2004, 2005)

(1) urbanized peasant surzhyk

(2) village dialect-surzhyk

(3) Sovietized-Ukrainian surzhyk

(4) urban bilinguals’ surzhyk

(5) post-independence surzhyk
Shortcomings:

=  The above types are variants of a fairly unitary Ukrainian-Russian surzhyk;

= In this hybrid, Ukrainian and Russian serve intermittently as the matrix and embedded
languages, cf. U/R and R/U S

1.3. THE LINGUISTIC APPROACH: Flier (2000, 2008)

In lexical code mixing, Russian lexical items become adapted in accordance with the Ukrainian
phonology and morphosyntax:
R/U vumnyj “‘wise’ with the prothetic v- (Shevelov 1979, 58-59) from R umnyj

R/U ponjav (m. sg. pret.) ‘understand’ with word-final [w] (Shevelov 1979, 418-42) from R
ponjal



R/U razhovarjuvaty ‘to speak’ with the Ukrainian derivational suffix -’uva- (< -ova-) from R
razgovarivat’ (Danylenko 2008b, 68)

R/U zdivajet’sja (3 sg. pres.) ‘to mock’ (from R izdevaetsja) with -d- used by analogy to
forms like zdijmaty ‘to raise’ due to a metanalysis in Middle Ukrainian, cf. pody-jmaju
changed into po-dyjmaju (1 sg. pres.) with the new root ready for use with other prefixes,
notably z- (Shevelov 1979, 277), U pi-dijmaju, also z-dijmaju ‘I raise’

Shortcoming:

all the above spatiotemporal varieties are variants of a fairly unitary Ukrainian-Russian
surzhyk (U/R S), although both Ukrainian and Russian present conditions favorable to
change (Flier 2008, 53)

I1. HISTORICAL DIMENSION
11.1. THE ACCULTURATION OF MUSCOVY IN THE 17TH C.

Ukrainian served during the 17th c. as a tool of the acculturation of the Muscovite society and its
written language (Shevelov 1980, Cymblistyj 1991)

() the idea of an all-Russian nation was promoted initially by Orthodox clerical circles
in Ukraine (Jov Borec’kyj) and especially in Synopsis, a history of the origins of the
Slavo-Rossian people (Slaveno-Rmssijskij narod™) published in Kyiv in 1674 under
the patronage of Inokentij Gizel [Innozenz Giesel], the archimandrite of the Caves
Monastery in Kyiv (Plokhy 2006, 230)

(b) the Third South Slavic influence (of the Meletian Church Slavonic) in Russia
(Shevelov, Tolstoy, u.a.):

pronunciation of g as a pharyngeal h, e.g., blaho ‘boon’

pronunciation of the jat’ as [i], e.g., véra [vira] ‘faith’, etc.

(c) the standard language of the Russian Empire remained during the 18th c. bidialectal
— southern (Little Russian, i.e. Ukrainian) and northern (Great Russian) (Danylenko
2008a): the period of a mutual, though very shaky, influence on both languages
(Taranenko 2007, 121)

11.2. DECULTURATION OF UKRAINE FROM THE 18TH C. ONWARD
FROM BILINGUALISM TO DIGLOSSIA

In the late Russian Empire, the Ukrainian-Russian bilingualism was turning into diglossia
because of severe restrictions on Ukrainian-language publications in the Russian Empire from the
mid-19th c. (Danylenko 2010)

(@) The Valuev circular (1863):
[The Censorship Administration] could “license for publication only such books in
this language that belong to the realm of fine literature; at the same time, the
authorization of books in Little Russian with either spiritual content or intended
generally for primary mass reading should be ceased” (Miller 2003, 264)

the alleged complicity of the Ukrainophiles with Polish plotters



the translation of the Gospels into Ukrainian vernacular by Moracevs’kyj in 1860
(Vulpius 2005)
(b) The Ems decree (1876)

The degree of hybridization was small at that time due to the ethnic division of the Ukrainian-
and Russian-speaking strata and inadequate schooling in Russian

First samples of hybridization seem to date to the late 19th and the early 20th cc. (Shevelov 1989,
9): Myxajlo Staryts’kyj’s famous 1883 comedy “After Two Hares” (Flier 2008, 41-42)

The emergence of surzyk was heralded by the policy of Ukrainianization in the 1920s

11.3. PERIODS OF RUSSIAN UKRAINIAN CONTACT

Period Languages in contact Type of language contact

I Ukrainian Church Slavonic (UChS) / Ruthenian /| UChS and Ruthenian as matrix
1569-1709- Polish / Latin / Hungarian vs. Russian Church | languages
1750s Slavonic (RChS) / ‘common language’ codeswitching and  language
mixing

I Bidialectal (Ukrainian-Russian) Church Slavonic (U- | UChS and RChS as “matrix
1709-1750s- R ChS) vs. Ruthenian dialects” vs. Ruthenian as a
1798 matrix language
codeswitching and  language
(dialect) mixing

Il “Great Russian” vs. “Little Russian” (Ukrainian) Russian and Ukrainian as matrix
1798-1863 languages:
codeswitching and  language
mixing
v “Great Russian” vs. “Little Russian” (Ukrainian) Russian and Ukrainian as matrix
1863-1880s languages: codeswitching and

language mixing
Pejorative connotation of the
Ukrainian-Russian  mix  (early

surzyk)
\Y Russian vs. Ukrainian Ukrainian and Russian as matrix
1880s-present languages:

codeswitching, language mixing
and fused lects
emergence of surzyk

1569 — the Union of Lublin between Poland and Lithuania

1709 — the victory of Peter | over Charles XII of Sweden and Ivan Mazepa, Hetman of Ukraine, at Poltava
(strengthening of the Imperial presence in the Ukrainian Hetmanate (Cossack State))

1798 — the publication of Ivan Kotljarevs’kyj’s Enejida written in the Ukrainian vernacular

1863 — the enactment of the 1863 circular of Petr Valuev limiting Ukrainian-language publications




SAMPLES BY PERIODS
Period |

A) Ruthenian as a matrix language:

[...] ego etiam, u a3w Takox(ne), Mvxaub, Hedocmotinwiil, MHOXae Tpbumxs oTh BChxb ckomoesw,
“cxomenw Ovixv”, Tocnoan, “y tede” [...] (Logoss, 1691-1692) (Myxajlo Andrella of Rosvyhove,
1637-1710) (L: 112) (Danylenko 2008c)

B) UChS as a matrix language:

Tope! cope! Axb! cope! Hectepriumoii myku!

B copmane docmaxcs ana, ue mouuio B pyku!
Tope! Ianum mst nramen, mamut Moe Thio,

W3 yrpobel gpimyitiit, — rope! — namum 3eno; [...] (1721) (Dmytro Tuptalenko)
(Komedia, 142)

Period 1l
A) Ruthenian as a matrix language:

Ionexce eme B(b) MPOILIOMB TOLy 3apyuennou nouepb moell AHacTtacin 3a OYHUYKO6020
mosapuwa n/a/na Tletpa CaBuda, 1Mo 060CcmoOpoHHOMY co2naciio H/a/lieMy, TOJIOKEHD K(b)
COBEpILICHIIO CBAaTOBI npilidyyoco wm/e/(c)/a/ia ceHTOps 6 uywciaa TepMbHB, TOTO pagul SIKb
MPOTYIMXb TMpisTeNedl MOMXb MPOCHIb i B(b) JOMBb MO 1no [opoauima Ha OHOE YHCIIO
npubbITe<,> [...] (1752) (PL, 130:121-22)

B) UchS/RChS as a “matrix dialect”:

Awe bvix He sedan, KO cuyego UMEHOBAaHWE OT JIOOJICHHUS HMPOUCXOINT, Henuiesdan Obix Obimu
ironiam, simile illi, ubi lupus ovium pastor appellatur: o praeclarum ovium custodem lupum. Ho
noHesxe robe 3axoH [...] (early 18th c.) (Stefan Javors’kyj) (Ternovskij 1866, 548)

Period Il1:
A) Ukrainian and B) Russian as matrix languages:

— Ta’ ke TBiit OXpiM Bxke BMEp, — Ka3aB rojoBa.

— 1 cocmoim ickniouennum i3 pesuzbkux ckazox i 3 obuecmeennux gioomocmeti, [B] — migxomnus
ncap, MOTHYBIIH NaTIaMU, i1 TOKMHYB MHCATH.

— Ta 3Haro, mo BMep, — ka3ayia Bekna — 1 cToiTh sakmouennum y gioomocmi, K TaH MACAp no-
nucvmennomy xaxe... [A] (1841) (Kvitka-Osnovjanenko, 314; cf. Masenko 2008, 6-7)

Period 1V:
A) Ukrainian and B) Russian as matrix languages: early Surzyk

Tonoxeocmuii. IloToMy 31€Ch y MEHS TAKOE CMEPTENHFHOE BOCTIANIEHIE 3aBETIOCH, LITO dXC UWUNUMD.
Ipons. Korna 6 3armsHyTs ModicHa Oyno BaM y cepye. [B]

Tonoxeocmuii. [...] 51 6u KOXHY MiHymy OIMHKAB Ballle cepiie i cMompen O6u; He MHUBCA O, He
nomajuBcst 0, He THB, JaXke He KypuB O 10 TPH [Hi, Ta 6cbo 6 cmompes 6u. [A] (1883) (Myxajlo
Staryts’kyj; cf. Flier 2008, 41-44)

Period V:
A) Ukrainian and B) Russian as matrix languages: Surzyk

S 3 miTAMU Bce cnonvuana, NiTeH yeasxcana. 51 monona 6yna, a 6o3pacm aiteit Beskuil. Bcbo paBHO
sL BMiNa, 3HaNa, noxHimana. HaBummm Mene, cozunanic Oyio, TI00UTH Hallo, TorAa Oyae B ocu3Hi BCe
mpaBwiIbHO. | Bce Ham ynmadHo Beirna Oyae. A moroM e moOyia s 11Tk Jem, YKe MeHi Hajxoina
poborta, st MONPOCHIIACh: Ty Ha Besiki pisHi pobotu [A] (Masenko 2008, 28)



Hozosopumuvcs me Tpeba, yiM HOro kpacumv: ini memanikom (TaM JOpoXe 4yTh Oyne), ini
06uubHoll kpackoi. [...] Hopmanbhi xmomit, npocmue, 6e3 emix, 3uaent. ITobanakanu. He, Hy Take
caMe JIyq4e BpeMs Uil MeHe, nonimacw — 4depe3 Tpu Heodini [B] (Del Gaudio, Tarasenko, 2008,
325)
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