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Summary

The Ukrainian language, as the language of the people enslaved for several centuries,
has always been subject to negative colonial influence. The policies of the Russian imperial and
later Soviet reigns were particularly detrimental to it. One of the consequences of such actions
is the mixed Ukrainian-Russian speech created on the territory of Ukraine, which is also called
“surzhyk”. Negative changes have even affected the sphere of transitional units of the language
system, among which there are also actively formed in dynamics adverbial equivalents of the
word — differently formed combinations that approach the adverbial lexical-grammatical class
of words in the Ukrainian language system.

These findings, based on the material of Sashko Stolovyi’s “Orynyn. Roman pro ste-
lepnoho cholovika” (2024), raise intriguing questions regarding the nature and extent of the
gradual, targeted destruction of the Ukrainian language system by the Russian colonial regime,
which led, in particular, to a distorted perception of their language by Ukrainians. Despite his
obvious mastery of the norms of the Ukrainian literary language, the author of the analysed
novel actively uses mixed Ukrainian-Russian speech forms, mistakenly considering them ele-
ments of the local dialect.

In one text, only within the adverbial equivalents of the word, dialectal or uncodified and
literary Ukrainian speech units interact with mixed Ukrainian-Russian speech forms with var-
ying degrees of activity. On the one hand, there are significantly more literary Ukrainian units
than mixed Ukrainian-Russian forms (28 vs. 16). However, on the other hand, there are consid-
erably more mixed Ukrainian-Russian forms than distinctly dialectal (16 vs. 3) and uncodified
Ukrainian forms (16 vs. 2). In mixed Ukrainian-Russian forms, phonetic, lexical, lexical-pho-
netic, lexical-morphological, and lexical-phonetic-morphological interference is observed.

Key words: mixed Ukrainian-Russian speech (surzhyk), interference, dialectisms, Slo-
bozhan dialects, transitional units, the Ukrainian language.
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1. Introduction

The several hundred-year history of the Ukrainian people has always been full of vicis-
situdes that posed a threat to Ukrainian statehood and the existence of the Ukrainian people
as such. Unfortunately, modern times are no exception, when Ukrainians are fighting for their
independence in a bloody war unleashed by Russia.
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The Ukrainian people suffered particularly devastating effects during the imperial and
later Soviet occupation. The main determinants of the nation — territory, culture, and language,
came under enormous threat. In addition to the attempts made to exterminate the Ukrainian
nation physically, the totalitarian system actively worked to erase any signs of Ukrainian iden-
tity, including through linguicide (see, in particular, Shevelov, 1989). We still observe the con-
sequences of all these actions, primarily in the use of a subcode! created on the territory of
Ukraine — a mixed Ukrainian-Russian speech, which is increasingly designated “surzhyk’2.

As is known, the most active changes in the language system are experienced at its lexi-
cal level, while grammar and phonetics remain the most stable and are difficult to be influenced
by extralinguistic factors. However, colonial pressure on the Ukrainian language was of such
magnitude that it also affected the transitional elements of the language system, those structures
that are formed in dynamics. Especially, we mean the adverbial equivalents of the word® —
differently designed combinations that are on the border of a proper word, on the one hand, and
a free or phraseological combination, on the other hand, and also approach the adverbial class
of words in the Ukrainian language system.

Mixed Ukrainian-Russian speech (surzhyk) has repeatedly become the object of study
by both Ukrainian and foreign researchers (for example, Bracki, 2009; Del Gaudio, 2010;
Dziubyshyna-Melnyk, 2010, Khentshel & Briuhhemann, 2016; Khentshel & Taranenko, 2015;
Kuznietsova, 2023; Masenko, 2019; Mozer, 2016, Rysich-Shafraniets, 2022; Sira et al.,
2020; Sokolova, 2021, Stavytska & Trub, 2007; Taranenko, 2008). Although scholars raise
various issues of the functioning of surzhyk in Ukrainian territories (from linguistic, historical,
stylistic, sociolinguistic, etc., points of view), there are still few studies devoted to the research
of mixed Ukrainian-Russian, literary and dialectal speech units interaction in one text/dis-
course (among which, however, are Del Gaudio, 2008; Dyka, 2011; Dyka & Shvedova, 2023).
The examination of mixed Ukrainian-Russian (surzhyk) elements in the structure of adverbial
equivalents of the word is being carried out for the first time.

The purpose of the article is to trace the correlation and interaction of surzhyk, dialec-
tal or uncodified and literary speech units within the same text, using the example of adverbial
equivalents of the word, taking into account the colonial influence of Russian on the Ukrainian
language.

Methods. The research was carried out within the framework of the descriptive method
using the method of continuous sampling, distributional analysis, contextual analysis, and func-
tional analysis — to identify and select the factual material, as well as phonetic, morphemic,
dialectological, contextual and stylistic analyses with elements of the comparative method — for
the decomposition of specific manifestations of the use of mixed Ukrainian-Russian, literary
and dialectal or uncodified Ukrainian units.

Data. The research was conducted on the material of “Orynyn. Roman pro stelepnoho
cholovika” by Sashko Stolovyi (2024). The novel is set in the village of Koziivka, Bohodukh-
ivskyi District, Kharkiv Region. The story is primarily told on behalf of the main character of
the work, Demian Orynyn from the Kozyk family, whose entire life is filled with historical
events of the 20th century, namely: the Soviet occupation of Ukraine, the Holodomor-genocide
of 1932-1933, World War 11, the repressions of the totalitarian regime against the Ukrainian

! This study will not address the issue of bilingualism.

2 Given the still negative connotation of this term, we will mostly use the phrase “mixed Ukrainian-Rus-
sian speech”.

3 For more information about these units, see our dissertation research (Sukhovets, 2024).
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people, and other unlawful actions committed by the colonial regime against Ukrainians.
In addition, the story also covers the declaration of independence of Ukraine and the events
of the 2000s. Linguistically, the region outlined in the work represents the Slobozhan dialects
of the southeastern dialects. It is important to note that the novel, as declared in the annotation,
is written based on the local dialect.

2. Interaction of various speech types elements in the structure
of the adverbial equivalents of the word

The studied text presents, in different quantitative proportions, elements of mixed Ukrain-
ian-Russian speech (16 units), Ukrainian dialect (Slobozhansky) speech (3 units), uncodified
Ukrainian speech (2 units) and Ukrainian literary speech with the conditional inclusion of col-
loquial elements in this group (28 units). Let us consider each of the named types of units
separately.

Mixed Ukrainian-Russian units

Several units have a Russian noun base and are orthographically as close as possible
to the Russian pronunciation norm, such as: (1) 3 eénimaniem ‘3 yBarorw’ // ‘with attention’,
(2) 3 0eymesa ‘3 mutunctBa’ // ‘since childhood’, (3) na cnop // for a bet (in Ukrainian, this
combination corresponds to the phraseological unit 6umucs 06 3axnao // to make a bet), (4)
00 yoienenisn ‘Bin (on) 3auByBanHsa’ // ‘from astonishment’ (lexical interference). Compare in
sentences:

(1) “ITankd BcTae, 3 yciM BHIMAHIEM CIIyXalOuyH, JIOAW TOXK HPUTHXIIH, CIyXarOTh”’
(Stolovyi, 2024: 214);

(2) “3 menrBa OpuHa HemOMOOIIOBANA Ki3, BOHO 1 BPEIHE, 1 XUTPO3Z€ETIaHe, 1 JIHOK
YCBOTO JIBI, SIK Haye Oor 11 creriaibHo o0ainmuB” (Stolovyi, 2024 29);

(3) “bysa, [Ha BynuIli] XJOMI W JMiBYaTa CHIBAIOTH YW IIYTATh, KAYArOIIsl MO 3eMIIi,
OOPIOKAIOIIIA, YCI KYYOI0 TyIIaTh OMHE OJHOTO. | Kpryars TaM, Haue XTO KOro pike. [...] A e
rpaioTh Ha cnop. Lle BoGie came nonynsapue” (Stolovyi, 2024 22-23);

(4) “Minpamxa OxcaHa o YAIBJ€EHIS ) pOTa PO3KPIUIA, YH BiJI CIKPETHO ITOYYTOTO, a%K
XOJIOJYMK 13 POKEBHM XPOHOM YIaB 13 JIOKKH Ha OLTy CKaTepTUHY MK Kypsdoi MediHKHA Ta
ocenenus 3 uuoyneto” (Stolovyi, 2024: 40).

It is indicative that the prepositional element of the enumerated adverbial equivalents
of the word is distinctly Ukrainian. The opposite situation (a Russian prepositional element in
Ukrainian phonetic form and a literary Ukrainian noun base) is observed only in one case — in
the unit (5) om paoocmi ‘Bin (on) pagocti’ // ‘from joy’ (phonetic interference):

(5) “A B Cepris B ouax oTeMH110, Byxa 3axnaino. Ot pagocti. Lo 11e xx BiH nepiuuii pa3
CaMOCTOSITIJIBHO @X 3a cello ixarume Ha BenoBi. Oue arac!” (Stolovyi, 2024: 246).

The unit (6) paodi npiniuis ‘(3a)panu npucroiiHocTi’ // ‘for grace’ has a completely Rus-
sian phonetic design (lexical interference):

(6) “Itu M [xomuMkaM] sikpa3 yepes LEeHTp, 3a kKantopo. [1oTiM mepexoasars 1opory.
Tpeba cHauaa MOAMBHUIIIS HAIBO i HapaBo. KoHeNIHO, y celi [ie He 03Havae, 10 TaM MalllnHa
Moxe ixaru. [Ipocto paai npinivisa 1o achansripoBanoi goporu” (Stolovyi, 2024: 208).

More units combine different types of interference, such us: (7) 6 omsim ‘y Bignosinas’ //
‘in response’, (8) 6ce spems ‘Becw uac’ // ‘all the time’, (9) o Hacmpoenis ‘s HacTporo’ //
“for cheer’, (10) 3 cooamu ‘3 poxamu’ // ‘over the years’, (11) 3 srcaonocmro ‘i3 xamHicTiO /
13 xkagibuictio’ // ‘with greed’, (12) 3 ocmoposcnocmio ‘3 0bepexHicTIo / 3 ocToporoio’ //
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‘with caution’, (13) 3 npuxaroueniamu ‘3 npurogamu’ // ‘with adventures’, (14) na ckopocmi
‘Ha mBHaKOCTI’ // “at speed’, (15) no ouepedi ‘mo uepsi’ // ‘in turn’, (16) 6e3 cros ‘6e3 cni’ //
‘without words’.

The mixed adverbial equivalent of the word (7) 6 omeéim “y Bignosigs’ // ‘in response’
has a common initial prepositional element for Ukrainian and Russian languages and a Russian
noun base in Ukrainian phonetic figuration (lexical-phonetic interference):

(7) “Bci ocTaHOBIWIINCH Y CBOMOM Ipa3HyBaHHI, 3aBMEPJIM HA TPU CIKyHJH, 00 XKe K
PO3IUBHIII TOCTIO i MO3MOPOBUTH B OTBIT” (Stolovyi, 2024: 40).

In the mixed unit (8) 6ce spemsa ‘Beck uac’ // “all the time’, the pronominal element sce //
all, common to Ukrainian and Russian, agrees with the Russian full-meaning noun element
epemsa // time:

(8) “Lli nBa MicAli B HAC HEMa MOKOI, OO BOHO TaK Baja 3BiATH, OUIYUICHIE, IO BCe
BpeMsl [ ApOXBH | MK CO00# Ipu3yThCs — QUPKAIOTh, THPKAIOTh, YUPKAIOTE (Stolovyi, 2024: 39).

Exactly such an orthographic expression (and not the dialect spen ’s) leads us to believe
that this is a mixed adverbial equivalent of the word, which formally copies the Russian form,
but is phonetically perceived as Ukrainian (lexical-phonetic interference).

In the mixed Ukrainian-Russian unit (9) ors nacmpoenis ‘st Hactporo’ // ‘for cheer’,
the initial prepositional element for both languages is combined with the Russian noun stem
partly in the Ukrainian ([o] instead of [a]) phonetic figuration (lexical-phonetic interference):

(9) “Tlepiomiuecku My»XHKH MiJHOCATh HOCUTKH i HAOMPAIOTh COBKOM TOpY TJIMHU 3-T1i]T
Hir To y CBupiionmmmu, To B ['padoBmmm. JlocunaroTs iM AJIs1 HACTPOEHIs TyIU aHITIOTIB, ICTOPIH,
TYMOPECOK i IPUCBHUCTYBaHb (Stolovyi, 2024: 210).

The mixed adverbial equivalent of the word (10) 3 2cooamu ‘3 poxamu’ // ‘over the years’
is a vivid expression of lexical-phonetic interference, well then Ukrainian initial prepositional
element 3 combines with Russian noun stem in Ukrainian phonetic figuration (fricative [r]
instead of the normative for Russian explodent [r], Ukrainian “okannya” instead of the norma-
tive for Russian [a] in the pre-stressed position):

(10) “Hix Isan Benmuko mmOypHwmii 3 gentsa. [...] 3 romamMm BiH, KaHENTHO, MiApIC i
B TOJIOBI KJIETIKa 3aBejiacs, Ta SIK OTO Ha AyOKax coOepyThbCs 3 MYXKHKaMH, TO TYAATb JO
MOCITITHROH 3Bi311U Ha HEeO1” (Stolovyi, 2024: 115).

In the mixed unit (11) 3 ocaorocmro ‘i3 xxagHicTIO / 13 *)amiOHicTIO’ // ‘with greed’, we
consider lexical-morphological interference. Even though the autonomous noun element of the
specified adverbial equivalent of the word awcadnicms is recorded in the “Dictionary of the
Ukrainian language” in twenty volumes (SUM-20) with the marking pioxo // rarely, it can still
be perceived in the text as a lexical unit borrowed from the Russian language. In addition, the
mixed nature of this unit is indicated by the double interference of the genitive: on the one side,
we observe the non-normative for Ukrainian, but normative for Russian, suffixal [o] instead of
[i], however, on the other side, we also deduce the normatively expressed orthographically for
Ukrainian flexion -7 instead of the normative for Russian form of expressing softness of [T] in
the suffix and flexion -s10:

(11) “Tlocmenne Temyo JiTa Mepeq OCIHHIO HE TITBKH INKOISAPa 3aCTaBIA 3 JKATHOCTIO
OJIIIUTYBAaTh KOXKEH THXXJICHB BOJIi 1 cBoOOomn” (Stolovyi, 2024: 210).

A similar situation can be observed in the mixed adverbial equivalent of the word (12)
3 0CMopodicHOCMIO ‘3 00EPEXHICTIO / 3 ocTopororo’ // ‘with caution’, only in this case the auton-
omous noun element is of Russian origin* (lexical-morphological interference):

4 Compare the adjectival and adverbial forms ocropoxHuii and ocropoxHo respectively in the
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(12) “Tak iHTEpecHO, SIK KiHb 3 OCTOPOKHOCTIO TO MOHIOXa JMCTOUOK, To Cepris, TO
pPyYKy” (Stolovyi, 2024: 200).

The mixed adverbial equivalent of the word (13) 3 mpuxnrouenisimu ‘3 npurogamu’ //
‘with adventures’ has a distinctly Russian basis, in the full-meaning element of which the orig-
inal spelling is “corrupted” only by the Ukrainian letter i (lexical-phonetic interference):

(13) “Mu pymu suepen. Tynu, ne Ko3ukis ) anu-xKaanu 1 5K JaHUKH ITO1JIH BApCHUKY Ha
napy 3 M’sicoM, TiepeMallieHi kapeHoi 1noyibKoro. Jle INanko 3 npucyior oMy 3axX0IUIUBICTIO
po3kazyBatuMe Mawmi, [...] SIK BOHM 3 NPHUKJIIOYEHISIMM CHOJHI BHUIEIMIM y BEIHMYE3HOTO
mI00Ye3HOTO KO311BCHKOTO JIiCy TPOXH OCHK, 00 Xara kpacisa Oyna” (Stolovyi, 2024: 198).

In the mixed Ukrainian-Russian unit (14) #a ckopocmi ‘Ha mBuakocti’ // ‘at speed’, the
common to both languages initial prepositional element is combined with the Russian noun
stem, demonstrating, together with the Ukrainian “okannya” and the orthographically expressed
Ukrainian flexion, lexical-phonetic-morphological interference:

(14) “ITpoixokarh JICOBOKO JIIIMHOIO 3rOpy BHU3 0 CTaBKa, Ha ckopocTi. CTpamrHo.
AJe knacHo, 00 i [aix] Hikonu He cTpatuth. i 3Ha, mo pode” (Stolovyi, 2024: 184).

The mixed adverbial equivalent of the word (15) no ouepeodi® ‘mo uep3i’ // “in turn’ com-
bines the Russian noun stem partly in the Ukrainian phonetic figuration (the [o] and [i] sound
like this in the original) with the phonetically figurationed Ukrainian initial prepositional ele-
ment no (Russian normative pronunciation is [na]) (lexical-phonetic interference):

(15) “Tlonepeny mroau Bce OMk4e Bo3aMu inyTh 10 KosiiBku. I BUAKO, 10 HECKOIBKO
BO03iB mijpsa. Ta i mo ronocy 4yyTu — Jitoau 3Hakomi. [...] | Tak iHTepecHo, 10 igyTh 1 CIiBaIOThH
MiCHIO Mo ouepeni” (Stolovyi, 2024: 33).

Only phonetic interference is also observed in unit (16) 6e3 cros ‘6e3 cmis’ // ‘without
words’, which presents the normative Russian [o] instead of the normative Ukrainian [i] in a
closed syllable:

(16) “be3 cJIOB TIOHATHI MOMEHTH B3aiMOMIATPUMKH, KOJIM Tpeba MiJCiKTH, MiAaaTh,
MOXBATUIIIS yIIoBoM™ (Stolovyi, 2024: 187).

It is interesting to note that such a feature — the preservation of the old [0] in newly
formed closed syllables — is defined by L. Stavytska and V. Trub as one of the features of the
phonetic surzhyk system (Stavytska & Trub, 2007: 73).

Dialectal and uncodified Ukrainian units

The only dialectal Ukrainian elements in the adverbial equivalents of the word were
found to be isolated, recorded barely in the units (17) 0o nociiouvoco ‘1o ocranuboro’ // “to the
end’, (18) i3 onacxor ‘3 modoroBaHHsM / 3 ocTpaxom’ // ‘with fear’ and (19) 3 ocepos // approx-
imately due to anger (with some caveat).

The adverbial equivalent of the word (17) 0o nocrionvoeco ‘no ocranaboro’// ‘to the end’,
despite its similarity to the Russian noun base, can be considered a dialectal unit, since Ukrainian
dictionaries record the noun nocrionii as dialectal (see, in particular, Saharovskyi, 2013: 136,
SUM-20):

(17) “Bona [Mapiuka] Bce BuHecna, figa Kouepry mnaHpKaiia A0 MOCHiIHBOro”
(Stolovyi, 2024: 62).

“Materials for the dialect dictionary of Central Slobozhanshchyna (Kharkiv region)” (Saharovskyi, 2013: 36).

> We are not sure whether it is appropriate to interpret the noun ouepens as a dialect (see Saharovskyi,
2013: 39).
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The adverbial equivalent of the word (18) i3 onackoro ‘3 moboroBaHHIM / 3 OCcTpaxom’ //
‘with fear’ is clearly dialectal, as it is reflected in the remark to the interpretation of its noun
element (see Saharovskyi, 2013: 30, SUM-20):

(18) “Ilem’stH, i3 omackol0 IWBISIYUCE Ha 300pw 0alyHi, HAaTATYyBaB KOXYIINHY
(Stolovyi, 2024: 109).

The author’s use and our research perception as an adverbial equivalent of the word com-
bination (19) 3 ocepos // approximately with anger are controversial, compare in the context:

(19) “Po3maxyroun apuHOM, BoHa [Mapda CremaniBHa KoBanuxa] 3 ocepas renHyna
OIHOTO KaOaHIOPY, IpyTUH POIBIraB i KHHYBCs 3a IEPILUM Y JIiC HaB3OoTiH (Stolovyi, 2024 46).

On the one hand, perhaps, we observe an idiolect feature of the author of the novel, if we
interpret the combination 3 ocepos as an adverbial equivalent of the word with the approximate
meaning ‘due to anger’ and associate its noun element with the lexeme cepoumicms, since the
lexeme ocepos is not recorded in dictionaries with the remark diarexmmue // dialectal. On the
other hand, the analysed combination can be used in the figurative meaning ‘from the centre of
something’ or generally be based on the meaning with the marking anamomiune // anatomical
‘Cepo3HUI 3aMKHYTHI MIIIIOK, B SIKOMY PO3TaIlloBaHe cepiie; nepukapn’ // ‘serous closed sac in
which the heart is located; pericardium’, that is, in the meaning ‘from the heart’ (see SUM-20).

In addition, the text records one adverbial equivalent of the word with an uncodified
noun element, namely (20) y nacynnenni // approximately in scowling, compare in the contexts:

(20) “I Ti rapOy3u MOHA] COHOM TSTHYIIIS XTO3HA-KY/IH B O€3Kpaii, y CBOHiOM 0€3MOBHOMY
HACYIUIEHHI, K CyciJiy, 110 MEXY HisIK He OAUIATE” (Stolovyi, 2024: 33).

The orthographic figuration of another uncodified unit (21) 6 cixyndy ‘y cekynmy’ // ‘in
a second’, presumably, can be explained by a greater degree of narrowing of [e] to [u] in the
unstressed initial syllable, which is a vocalism characteristic of the southeastern dialects (see
Zhylko, 1966: 242-243):

(21) “Tlomixk TeMHHX CTOBOYpiB, IO B CIKYHAY YOCh CTalld CTIHOM, SIK KO3aIlbKa
ciu, meperopomuBiM TOOI Bpara, IIO TaK MOMJIO XPYCHYB JeCh Tam, LIOCh MEJIbKHYJIO”
(Stolovyi, 2024: 231).

Literary Ukrainian units

Although the analyzed text contains a fairly wide range of mixed Ukrainian-Russian
units, there are significantly more “literary” adverbial equivalents of the word, including: (22)
oe3 cun // without strength, (23) 6 bescouni // in insomnia, (24) 6 oumuncmei // in childhood,
(25) 6 cexynoy // in a second, (26) 6io pody // approximately from childhood, (27) ece oowno //
all the same, (28) 3 Onsa na denv® // from day to day, (29) 3 3axonausicmio // with passion, (30)
3 inmepecom |/ with interest, (23) 3 poxy 6 pix // from year to year, (31) 3 cunoro // with force,
(32) 3 wanoro // with respect, (33) 3 tonocmi // since youth, (34) 3i cmpaxy // due to fear, (35)
i3 nioospoio // with suspicion, (36) iz poseony // from run, (37) na 32adxy // in memory, (38) na
nomid’ // for help, (39) npo 3anac // in store, (40) npocmo max // for no special reason, (41) pas
uepes paz // time and again, (35) pix y pix // from year to year, (42) max camo // alike, (43) we
pa3z /] again. Perhaps, this is because “the vocabulary of the modern Ukrainian literary language
in all its essentials represents the southeastern dialects” (Zhylko, 1966: 25). Let us present the
following adverbial equivalents of the word in contexts:

¢ Tautological forms are considered adverbial equivalents of the word since they can poten-
tially change their spelling and “transform” into complex words, compare giu-na-giu // face to face,
Oe-ne-oe /| here and there, naiu-o-nniyu // shoulder to shoulder, etc.

7 See also the forms momou and omorr in (Saharovskyi, 2013: 112).
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(22) [baba] “Bnana 6e3 cui 3a okoroM. | Bxe HeMa YuM 1 AUXHYTH, HE Te 10 KITUKaTH,
onararu” (Stolovyi, 2024: 133);

(23) “Ilepmri poku [Karpycsi] 6marana cBoto Matip y3sTh il Ha Beenomny. Ta He Opana,
OIIKa3yBajia «IIe Majay». | 3 poky B pik Jexana THXeCEHHKO BHOYI B 0€3COHHI, BUCTEKYIOUN
Kpi3b NIUTMHKY 3-T1i] KOBIPH MaMuuHi 30upanHs [...]” (Stolovyi, 2024: 110);

(24) “Ile#t pa3 y KiMHaTi cTosIa Taka THIIA, Xoua U 3ainum g0 OpHHII — Tak ii 3Baya
MaTH B IMTHHCTBI — yci omuHaausTko” (Stolovyi, 2024: 176);

(25) “HisBimkinsg BenMKa MaTepUHChKa 3alMTHA cuia ganack OpuHI B CeKyHAY”
(Stolovyi, 2024: 45);

(26) “baba cina kojo Tedi Ha OCIIiHEIb, 1 OyJI0 BUJHO 1O ii odyax, IO HEMae TaM
MIPOIEHHS HiKOMY, il 9OpHi Bix poay OpoBM BOPOHMMH KPIJIAMH CKOYMJIM HA KPacdkax Off
4yycTBa HeZlockazanoro” (Stolovyi, 2024: 109);

(27) “Ta sxOu KpbOCHA i HE 3HaNa HIYOTO, TO BCE OJHO U TaK MOHATHO MOJHOCTIO”
(Stolovyi, 2024: 18);

(28) “Best ponvHa 3 THSI HA J€Hb KJana OTENy, i BOHO, KAHENTHO, OlIbIIIe TMaHIKH, HIXK
nina” (Stolovyi, 2024 54);

(29) “Mwu pymwmnmu Bruepen. Tymm, e KoswkiB >KHau-Xaaid 1 JKTaHUKHA TOTIH
BapeHUKH Ha mapy 3 M’sCOM, MepemallieHi xapeHoil uubysnpkoro. [le ITankd 3 mpucymior
oMy 3aXOILUIMBICTIO po3Ka3dyBaTuMe Mawi, [...] K BOHH 3 IPUKIIFOYSHISIMHA ChOJTHI BUIICTIMIIH
y BEJHMYE3HOT0 MIMOOYE3HOr0 KO3iiBCBKOTO JIiCy TPOXH OCHK, IIOO XaTa KpaciBa Oyma”
(Stolovyi, 2024: 198);

(30) “BuXoauTh, K KO OaYHIII JTFOAHMHY, 110 3 iIHTEpecoM pole Ky CIipaBy, i HaImoyaTKax
Ka)KeIIIIsL, 10 BOHO JJI0 OCTOJIONHE 1 HIKYIUIITHE, TO HE KOJIOTHCH JINITHBOTO, aif HOMY MOBYKH
JIOPOOUTH CBOE, a Iie OimoBimie Oye, SK nepenuTanl — o, Mo’, ToMorTH. | Oyze B ceni He oqHe
OnaropojHe aino, a nexinbka” (Stolovyi, 2024: 106);

(31) “3 cmaoro, mpu HaXxaTTi Ha ceOe, SI3MUOK HA Py4lli [ABEpei] OMyCTUBCS 10 CBOTO
3aKOHHOTO HU3Y” (Stolovyi, 2024: 43);

(32) “Ha Bo3i Oyna Tiku cama TpyHa 3 Mapiukoro JlaBpeHTiIBHOH, 110 6aThkoBi [ OBTBO}IO.
3HaHy NOBUTYXY Ta HICNITYXy. 3HaxapKy. SIKy ImaHyBamd BCi i B OCTaHHIO ITyTh TaK CaMo
3 maHow npoBoauiu” (Stolovyi, 2024: 64);

(33) “Meni 3 IHOCTI MaTd MpUKa3yBalW, IO HAWJOPOXKYI IYMKH HE IyXe
MOBTOPIOK yrojoc, 00 3 KaKIUM pa3oM, IO BUJIITa CIOBaMHU B CBiT, JyMKa 00€3LiHIO€IIs”
(Stolovyi, 2024: 177);

(34) “Opuna tpoxu yxmmibHyaack. Ta i y KoBanuxu Tiku i 3agada Oyna — HACTPOITh
IIBYMHY Ha Jaj. bo Taka, ax cuHs, cTosuia 3i cTpaxy” (Stolovyi, 2024: 47);

(35) “Hem’sH i3 migo3poro HIIOB Yyepe3 xaTy CIlyXaTd HIOPIYHY iCTOpIto, SKY, Ma’Th,
yKe II'SITHaAIITHH pa3 4uye, 60 6aba Bce HiK He BTOMUTHCA Ii moBTOproBatH. Pik y pik”
(Stolovyi, 2024: 109);

(36) “Konu [em’aH i3 po3roHy 3amuryBaB Ha JionacTh [MinHa], To [laBnUK yMUTh
XamaB 3BOPOTHIO OITyCKHY JIONACTh 1 J0oaBaB ili cBOHON Baru, abu Ko3nkoBoro mimHsuo 10
BepxiB” (Stolovyi, 2024: 86-87);,

(37) “Psabus ®ke ¥ IyX TMPOCTHI, pa3oM i3 JITOYKAMH, OJHE Mip’s ¥ JIUIIAIOCH HA
sraaky” (Stolovyi, 2024: 72);

(38) “Ma [maru] 32 HECKOJBKO IHIB JO TOTO BH3Baja CECTEp CPOYHO HA MOMIY,
nax ThoTh Jlroma 3 XabapoBcbka mpwiieTina. bo BOHO k MasaHHS — Iie IyXe Cepio3HO”
(Stolovyi, 2024: 213);
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(39) “Tam y aroneit rypTroBe HAaciHHSA JIS)KUTh Ha TOCIBHY. UM B KOTO XaTa 3rOPUTh, YU
1ie siKka JIUXa CTaHe — TO JIFOAM TOTOBOPUJIKMCH 1 IEPKYTh TaM NMpo 3amnac, mod Oyo Bcirga Ha
yopHuii AeHp” (Stolovyi, 2024: 24);

(40) “Hyma Ko3mk, mo 1e Bce MpOCTO Tak oOilaenis, oTi Haradsi JpuHOM?”
(Stolovyi, 2024: 24);

(41) “baba Karps Bce ximomnoueniis. ToBYEThCA JABOPOM, SIK €NEKTPOH MO aroMmy, pas
yepe3 pa3 i3-3a TWHAa ¥ BUDIsSHE, YN HE 30MpaeThcs ii KOXaHHS BXKe IUICHTATH JOAOMY?”
(Stolovyi, 2024: 115);

(42) “3acoyBaB JleM’sH pyKy TO IiJ OJHY, TO IiJ APYTY MOXYLIKY, ik FOpko Benmunauk
pYKaMH pakiB y HOpax JIOBE, TO TaK caMo routu” (Stolovyi, 2024: 98);

(43) “Ha rpy01i cTosiny MOTyMHCKH i Bennue3Ha 6abuHa MakiTpa. Pyku mpoctar o Hei,
Hampy>KyIO4H TaJblli, 9K Tak 6ada sra. He momyuaerscs. [[em’sH] e pa3 3i0paB Muciasamu
BCIO CHJTY B KPA€UKH HaJbINB 1 3 yciel Aypi HampaBuB ii 10 MakiTpu, 1100 BOHA IiTIMHUIIACS.
Bursarmmu pyku Buepen” (Stolovyi, 2024: 75).

Also, to literary group was conditionally included the colloquial adverbial equivalents
of the word (44) 3 npuwypom // with a squint, (45) 3a max // approximately for free, (46)
y Hamsoicky /1 in a stretch, as well as the colloquial, in our opinion, from the standpoint of mod-
ern perception, adverbial equivalent of the word (47) no nam’ami // by memory (on account of
the initial prepositional element no, which is now increasingly replaced by 3 (i3, 3i):

(44) “Ko3nuka 3 NpUILypOM BAMBISIACSA B TEMHY SIENIHIBKY, CTaparoduch PO3MIEHITH
CUITyeT YoJoBiKa [...]” (Stolovyi, 2024: 27);

(45) “Ta Bxe apyruii rof 1 )Ku3H1 HeMa. JJoHbKa KONTOCIYE 3 paHKY JI0 HOYi JIAHKOBOIO 32
TaK, YOJIOBiK MoixaB 13 Bonoapkoro B XapkiB cTpoith 3aBona” (Stolovyi, 2024: 76);

(46) “Manuii hatae pykoii y HATS:KKY Oaaniis nepes. LlImopr-mmvopr. He monmyvaemniis™
(Stolovyi, 2024: 35);

(47) “Y3roxomiiikoro 3 IlapxomiBKH Bke IaBHO He ixana “KyKymika’, TIKH SICEHOK Ha
OJIKOCI 3aJTi3HUIII e MO MaM’ATi MOBTOPIOE PYXH, K Ha4e OChb-OCh 3apa3 TOW MOi3] IIMHUTA
moB3” HBOTO (Stolovyi, 2024: 131).

In the context of the purpose of the article, the units (24) ¢ oumurncmsi // in childhood and
(25) 6 cexynoy // in a second deserve special attention, because the text simultaneously records
the mixed Ukrainian-Russian forms (2) 3 deymesa ‘3 qutunctea’ // ‘since childhood’ and (21)
6 cikyndy ‘y cexyHay’ // ‘in a second’. In this aspect, L. Masenko’s observation that “surzhyk
can have different forms of expression even at the individual level, the quantitative ratio of ele-
ments of two languages in it may depend on the interlocutor and the communicative situation”
is appropriate (Masenko, 2019: 90).

3. Conclusions

Therefore, in one text, only within the adverbial equivalents of the word, dialectal or
uncodified and literary Ukrainian speech units interact with mixed Ukrainian-Russian speech
forms with varying degrees of activity. There are significantly more literary Ukrainian units
than mixed Ukrainian-Russian forms (28 vs. 16), albeit at the same time, there are considerably
more mixed Ukrainian-Russian forms than distinctly dialectal (16 vs. 3) and even uncodified
Ukrainian forms (16 vs. 2).

In mixed Ukrainian-Russian forms, phonetic (2 units — 6e3 cros ‘6e3 cniB’ // ‘without
words’, om padocmi ‘Bin (on) pagocti’ // ‘from joy’), lexical (5 units — 3 6nimaniem ‘3 yBaroro’ //
‘with attention’, 3 deymea ‘3 nutunctBa’ // ‘since childhood’, na cnop // for a bet, 00 ydienenia
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‘Bix (om) 3amuByBanHsa  // ‘from astonishment’, paodi npiniuis ‘(3a)pagu npucroitnocti’ // ‘for
grace’), lexical-phonetic (6 units — 6 omeim “y BinnoBine’ // ‘in response’, 8ce pems ‘Bech uac’ //
‘all the time’, 04 nacmpoenia ‘nnst Hactporo’ // ‘for cheer’, 3 codamu ‘3 pokamu’ // ‘over the
years’, 3 npuxuouenismu ‘3 npurogamu’ // ‘with adventures’, no ouepedi ‘mo yep3i’ // ‘in turn’),
lexical-morphological (2 units — 3 srcadonocmio ‘13 xxafHicTIO / 13 %KaAi0HICTIO, 3 0cmOpodICcHOCIMIO
‘3 obepesxHicTIo / 3 ocToporoto’ // ‘with caution’), and lexical-phonetic-morphological (1 unit —
Ha ckopocmi ‘Ha WBUAKOCTI // “‘at speed’) interference is traced.

To all appearances, despite mastering the norms of the Ukrainian literary language
(which is reflected in the largest number of “literary” adverbial equivalents of the word), the
author actively uses mixed Ukrainian-Russian speech forms, mistakenly considering them to
be elements of the local dialect.

Such a diverse use of completely distinct types of speech units, using only one link of
transitional units of modern Ukrainian, represents the profound detrimental impact that the
Ukrainian language has suffered from the policies of the Russian colonial regime. Further study
of the Ukrainian-Russian speech practice should be aimed at outlining purist tendencies in the
Ukrainian language, at purifying the Ukrainian language from foreign elements, and, accord-
ingly, at establishing the status of Ukrainian as the state language at all levels of its functioning.
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