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The paper discusses the issue of using the Ukrainian and Russian language and consequences of bilingual-
ism in Ukraine which caused the development of surzhyk. Also the matter of social reception of surzhyk
is discussed. Data from scientific reports are the base of conducted scrutinisation: INTAS project — «Lan-
guage Policy in Ukraine: Anthropological, Linguistic and Further Perspectives» (2006-2008) and the report
of the Razumkov Institute of 2017. The geographical context is taken into consideration when analysing usage
of linguistic code in Ukraine. The data analysed in the paper shows the linguistic trend in the use of individual
language codes in Ukraine and how it has changed in recent years in each area of the country (Central, West-
ern, Eastern, Southern). The conclusions draw a potential path of further development of the analysed issue.
Keywords: surzyk, the Ukrainian language, the Russian language, bilingualism.

tatement of the problem and its applicabi-

lity. The aim of the paper is to analyze data
connected with language usage on the territo-
ry of Ukraine. The primary focus in this article
will be on social reception and usage of surzhyk
based on the results of researches conducted in
2006 and in 2017. The geographical context will be
the leading indicator in the interpretation of data.
The problem is up-to-date according to people mi-
gration within the territory of Ukraine according
to the current political situation.

Analysis of latest researches and publications,
which the author relies on. In the work, we will
refer to the results developed by Artur Bracki
[1, p. 129], carried out as a part of the INTAS
project — «Language Policy in Ukraine: Anthro-
pological, Linguistic and Further Perspectives»
(2006-2008) [2, p. 234-277] and formulated in
the report of the Razumkov Institute of 2017 [3].
The survey conducted within the INTAS project
was attended by 2 015 respondents from various
regions of Ukraine, answering questions in Decem-
ber 2006 [2, p. 340-343]. The 2017 report was com-
piled on the basis of the results of a social survey
conducted on the 3-9" of March 2017 in all re-
gions except occupied territories (Crimea, Donetsk
and Luhansk oblasts) [3, 4]; 2,016 respondents aged
over 18 participated in the study [3, 4]. The main

goal of the report was to analyze the basic identi-
ty component of Ukrainians — a system of values
important for citizens, its specificity and regional
differences [3, 3]. The linguistic aspect was also
taken into account in the analyses carried out.
Researchers, by selecting the criteria for schedul-
ing the acquired data, also classified them due to
the language used by the respondents.

Formulation of the purposes of the arti-
cle and tasks of the article. The paper discusses
the issue of social reception of surzhyk based on
analyzing data gathered in 2006 and 2017. Both
surveys took into consideration using the Ukrain-
ian and Russian languages, as well as surzhyk.
The main task is to scrutinise the usage of surzhyk
in context of geographical territory. The analysis
will be based on the most representative results
of the empirical research.

Main research material. In our opinion, when
considering the topic of surzhyk, at first, it is nec-
essary to verify how popular it is among the peo-
ple living on the territory of the Ukrainian state.
The research group, answering the question about
their every day language [2, p. 105], showed
the following results (Fig. 1).

As it results from the statistics presented
above, over 40% of respondents were in favour
of using Russian in everyday situations, while just
over 35% described themselves
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Fig. 1. Chart: own study based on research results: JI. Maceaxo, MoBHa

language do you speak
at home?» and «What lan-
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guage do you use to communi-
cate outside of home (at work,
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at school, etc.)?») for the first question 52% of re-
spondents indicated Ukrainian, while answering
the second question, the percentage of those who
chose the answer «Ukrainian» indicated nearly
49% [3, p. 27]. The reported increase of about 10%

of the popularity of the Ukrain-
ian language is connected with
the socio-political events taking
place in recent years. It is note-
worthy that in surveys from
2017, nearly 68% of respondents
named Ukrainian as their moth-
er tongue [3, 6], which is a sig-
nificant increase compared to
the data obtained as a response
to this question in 2006 — 55.5%
[4, p. 358]. The presented re-
search results clearly indicate
an upward trend in the populari-
ty of identification the Ukrainian
language, thus reducing the per-
centage of the population point-
ing to Russian or surzhyk as its
language code.

Statistics differs in rela-
tion to how respondents per-
ceive the way people commu-
nicate with their surroundings
[4, p. 321]. Respondents had
a choice of 5 answers: Ukrain-
ian, Russian, both Ukrainian
and Russian, surzhyk and others.
They provided the following an-
swers (Fig. 2).

The presented  research
results allow wus to observe
that the communication us-
ing surzhyk was made to oth-
er people 3 times more often
than by respondents themselves.
The presented results show low
surzhyk’s prestige as a language
code and reluctant admission
to speak it. Such a distribution
of data may also indicate that
respondents do not admit to
speaking surzhyk [4, p. 321].

In the conducted surveys,
the percentage of the population
using surzhyk in a given area
of Ukraine was checked. The di-
vision according to regions was
used: Western Ukraine, Cen-
tral Ukraine, Northern Ukraine,
Eastern Ukraine and the South
of Ukraine. The result of the re-
search was as follows (Fig. 3).

The data showing the per-
centage of users of surzhyk in
different regions of Ukraine
[4, p. 321] confirm the thesis
that areas lacking a dominant
language, at the same time con-
stitute a border sphere (run-
ning more or less in the course
of the Dnipro) between the lead-
ing influence of either Ukrainian
or Russian, and are in the widest
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dimension affected by the problem of mixing lan-
guages. In connection with the above mentioned
facts, surzhyk is the most widespread language
in central Ukraine. Reflecting on the reason for
this state of affairs, it is possible to put forward

m Ukrainian mRussian = Ukrainian and Russian ® Surzhyk = Other
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Fig. 2. Chart: own study based on the results of the research published in:
HMoxarok 2 (in:) 0. Becrepc-dinbrep, MoBHa moJriTika Ta MOBHA CUTYAI[is
B Ykpaiui, Kuis 2010, p. 357

Using surzhyk on a regional basis based on research carried out in 2006
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Fig. 3. Map: own study based on research results: C. Jlean laygio,
B. Tapacenko, Cypskuk: akTyaJbHI MUTAHHS Ta aHAJI3 KOHKPETHOIrO
npuriany (in:) FO. Becrepc-/linbrep, MoBHa moJsiTka Ta MOBHA CUTYaIlisd
B Ykpaiui, Kuis 2010, p. 319
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Fig. 4. Chart: own study based on the results of the research published
in: C. eas I'aynaio, B. Tapacenko, Cyp:kuk: akTyajibHi IUTAHHA Ta aHAJII3
koHKpeTHOro nmpukiaany (in: FO. Becrepc-Jlinbrep, MoBHa moJsiTuka
Ta MOBHacuryauisi B Ykpaiui, Kuis 2010, p. 320)
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a hypothesis about the largest labor migration to
the central areas of the country, both by residents
of the eastern (definitely Russian-speaking) areas,
as well as those from western areas (much more
Ukrainian-speaking) (Fig. 4).

From the presented research it is clear that
in the areas covered by bilingualism (parallel
use of Ukrainian and Russian language), the use
of surzhyk is increasing, in particular, it is possible
to observe this in the northern part of Ukraine.
Thus, it can be observed that the significant num-
ber of bilinguals favour the use of the analyzed
linguistic phenomena.

In a survey carried out in 2017, respondents
answered the question which language they speak
at home (there was no question about using the lan-
guage at all). The answers that they could point
to were «Ukrainian language»; «usually Ukrain-
ian»; «neither Ukrainian nor Russian»; «usually
Russian»; «Russian»; «other language» and «dif-
ficult to say». The answer «neither Ukrainian nor
Russian» should be treated as a mixture of these
two, because completely different languages were
a separate answer.

The results of the survey are as follows (Fig. 5).

The presented results allow us to confirm
the hypothesis about the growing popularity
of the Ukrainian language in all regions of Ukraine.
Characteristically, the drop of surzhyk users (in
the surveys of 2017, «neither Ukrainian nor Rus-
sian») and the increase in respondents pointing to
Ukrainian allow us to accept the conclusion that
fluctuation occurs within these two groups of us-
ers. It is noteworthy that in the eastern regions
of the country, the proportion using Russian is
over half.

Respondents also assessed the level of prestige
of particular communication methods — the high-
est rated Ukrainian (45.9%), followed by English

(38.1%) and Russian (27.1%) [4, p. 321]. Surzhyk
was not indicated. It is worth noting that only
one-third use Ukrainian in professional, business
contacts and the sphere of education. The vast
majority of respondents recognized the national
language as a symbol of Ukrainian statehood (over
70%) [5, p- 186]. Despite this, among the residents
of large cities, Russian was considered more pres-
tigious [2] and [5, p. 186].

When analyzing the phenomenon of surzyhyk
it is worth asking a question about who uses it
and what association makes people use it. The re-
search [6, p. 118-122] shows that these are mainly
people remembering the communist period, while
at the same time poorly educated. Respondents
described Suryuk as «the language of commu-
nication between grandparents and grandmoth-
ers» [95, p. 186]. Negative connotations associated
with this linguistic phenomenon are indicated by
the fact that the respondents admitted cursing in
surzhyk (5.7%) [2, p. 355-356] and [4, p. 323].

The pejorative reception of using surzhyk was
also visible in the statements given by members
of the focus group. It is interesting that the re-
spondent’s territorial origin did not matter. As ex-
amples, the following statements [4, p. 322-323]
can be cited:

«Rather, I am against. It comes out in total that
it [surzhyk — author’s mote] is meither the correct
Russian nor Ukrainian.»

/Dina, 30 years old, nurse, Odessa/

«It sounds bland... Better to be correct language.»

/Taras, 19 years old, student, Lviv/

«Mostly megative [I refer to surzhyk — author’s
note], because it is a distortion of the language, it is
something that I think is incorrect.»

/Tetiana, 18 years old, schoolgirl, Donieck/

«It’s a mixture of a bulldog with a rhino, it’s
a distortion, really, it’s a mockery.»

/Grigorij, 44 years old,
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Respondents, asked about
the genesis of surzhyk, in-
dicated Russification, influx
of people of Russian-speak-
ing origin (including re-
spondents from the East
of Ukraine) and connotations
with the prison language
> | [4, p. 323]. It is legitimate to
conclude that the analyzed
phenomenon was unambig-
uously criticized. The nega-
50 tive attitude to surzhyk was
shown by both respondents
using the correct Ukrainian or
Russian languages, but what
25 is interesting also by surzhyk
users [4, p. 324]. Researchers
indicate [4, p. 324] that this
is related to the currently
critical reception of the peo-
ple using surzhyk (often in

South

Fig. 5. Chart: own study based on the results of the research published
in: OCHOBHI 3ACAJIV TA IIJIAXV ¢OPMYBAHHS CIIJIBHOIL
INEHTVYHOCTI TPOMAIAH YKPATHIL Indropmarniitano-aHamiTaHi
matepianau xo Kpyraoro croay 12 kBitHa 2017p., Ilenrpy PazymroBa,

Kuis 2017, p. 27

small towns or in the villag-
es of Central and Eastern
Ukraine). Today, it is per-
ceived as a separate linguistic
code characterized by a lack
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of grammatical and lexical correctness, which was
not recorded by older generations. This position is
also reflected in the survey results cited above.
Conclusions. To sum up, it should be said that
at present surzhyk is not a mass phenomenon but
noticeable and significant. The most up-to-date in-
formation indicates that along with the increase in
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the prestige and interest in literary («pure») Ukrain-
ian language, the trend of the return and promotion
of the national language can be observed. Surzhyk,
in Ukrainian society, is perceived and associated pe-
joratively. The conclusion is also that its creation
and development is caused by the phenomenon
of bilingualism functioning in Ukraine.
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MOPIBHAJBHE JTOCJIIMKEHHSA COIIAJILHOI'O CIIPUMHATTA CYPIKUEKA
3A OCTAHHE JECATUJIITT

Amnorarisa

Y crarTi posraAmarTbea mpobdseMy cydacHol cuTyanii MoB B YKpaini 3 oco0sMBMM aKIEHTOM Ha PO3BU-
TOK 1 POJIb CYpsKMKY B KOHTEKCTi (peHOMeHa ABOMOBHOCTi. ¥ myOusikamii Takosk o0roBoproerbca mpobJie-
Ma CYCHIJIbHOTO CHOPUMHATTA cyp:kuky. OCHOBHI JaHi [Jid IPOBEIEHOro aHaJidy OyJsu B3ATI 3 HAYKOBUX
nmonosinert: mpoext IHTAC — «MosHa noJsiTuka B Ykpaini: anTponosorivsi, JiHrBicTH4HI Ta iHIII mepcrerT-
Bu» (2006-2008 pp.) i 3BiT Incturyty Pazymkosa (2017 p.). IIpencraBieHi pe3ysabTaTi JOCIHiAKEHHA TaKOMK
BPaXOBYIOTh reorpadiyHmii KOHTEKCT BUKOPUCTAHHA CYyPsKUKY. [IpoaHaIizoBaHO BUKOPMUCTAHHA MOBHIUX KOJIIB
y Bcix perioHax Yrpainu: IleHTpasnbpHOMy, SaxigHomy, CxigHomy Ta IliBmeHHoMy. BucHOBKM 6as3yloTbCs Ha
TIOTEHIITHOMY PO3BUTKY aHaJIi30BaHOI mpobJsemMn.

KarouoBi cioBa: cypsxuk, yKkpaincbKa MOBa, POCiiicbKa MOBa, JIBOMOBHICTS.
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CPABHUTEJDBHOE NCCJIEJOBAHUE COIVAJBHOTO BOCIITPUATUA CYPIRMKRA
3A IIOCJEJHEE JECATNJIETUE

AnHOTaIIA

B craTbe paccmarpuBaroTca IIpo0JIeMBl COBPEMEHHON CUTyallMy A3BIKA B YKpayHe ¢ 0CODOBIM aKIIEHTOM Ha
pasBUTME U POJIM CYPKUKA B KOHTEKCTe (peHOMeHa ABYA3bIUMA. B mybJamraimm TaksKke oOCYysKOaeTcs IIpo-
OsemMa OOIIECTBEHHOIO BOCIPUATHUA cypskuKa. OCHOBHBIE JJaHHBIE JJIA IIPOBEJEHHOI0 aHaIM3a ObLIN B3ATHI 13
HayuHbIX AokJganoB: npoekT VIHTAC — «fI3pikOoBad NOJMTHKA B YKpaMHe: aHTPOIOJIOTMYECKe, JIMHTBUCTYI-
yeckue u npyrue nepcrektusbl» (2006-2008 rr.) un oruer VHcTuTyTa Pasdymkosa (2017 r.). IlpencraBieHHbIe
Pe3yabTaThl MCCJENOBAHNUA TAKIKE YUUTHIBAIOT reorpadpuiecKknii KOHTEKCT MCIIOJIb30BaHUA cypskuka. IIpo-
aHAJM3VPOBAHO MCIIOJb30BaHMeE A3BIKOBBIX KOJOB BO BCEX pervMoHaxX YKpauubl: I[eHTpajbHOM, 3amajHoM,
Bocrounom n FOsxHOM. BBIBOZBI OCHOBaHBI Ha ITOTEHIMAJIBHOM Pa3BUTUM aHAJIU3UPYEMOil TpobIeMbl.
KaroueBpie c0Ba: CYpiKUK, YKPAUHCKIUI A3BIK, PYCCKUIA A3bIK, OMIMHIBU3M.
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