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Absiract

The dissertation considers lexical changes in Contemporary Ukrainian under the
impact of rapid social, political, economic and cultural change during ten years of
Ukrainian independence (1991-2001). Neologisms, the semantic reorientation
motivated by social and ideological transformation, the passive and active usage
of lexemes, the reduced function of meanings reflecting Soviet realia are
considered.

The dissertation is organized into three main parts:

(1) The review of the literature on the historical change in the Ukrainian
language in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries focuses on the
development of the lexicon and the analysis demonstrates the vitality of,
as well as problems with, the Ukrainian language during particular
periods. I concentrated on revitalization efforts, borrowing, and the impact
of the division of Ukrainian territory on the use of the Ukrainian language.

(2) Tendencies in lexical development of Contemporary Ukrainian are
presented. Changes in the lexicon of the contemporary mass media have
been investigated in detail, utilizing Ryazanova-Clarke and Wade’s (1999)
classification. The analysis demonstrates the means of replenishment of
the contemporary period, utilizing derivation, re-connotation, borrowings,
etc. I demonstrate the process of democratization in the Ukrainian
language of this period. Linguistic prescriptive norms were seriously

loosened.
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(3) An analysis is provided of twenty six business Ukrainian terms with
respect to the perception of their semantic content by Ukrainian subjects.
The analysis in this chapter illustrates strong development in the Ukrainian
business lexicon, the filling in of referential gaps in a short period of time.
The adequacy or inadequacy of these terms as contrasted with western
concepts, and their specific Ukrainian semantic component are discussed.
To a significant extent, the Ukrainian terms correspond to accepted
western concepts and notions, but with certain differences involving the
addition of Ukrainian components. They tend more to a theoretical
semantic content as compared with western applied one.

The main merit of the dissertation is a systematic picture of
Contemporary Ukrainian lexicon and recent changes in it, with special
emphasis on developments in the business lexicon. These changes truly testify
to the process of democratization or liberalization which is unfolding with

unprecedented speed in Contemporary Ukrainian.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION

CHAPTER 1: A BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE HISTORICAL

1.4.

L.5.

1.6.
1.7.
1.8.
1.9

1.10.
1.11.
1.12.
1.13.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE UKRAINIAN
LANGUAGE (MODERN PERIOD)

Introduction

The Language Situation in the Nineteenth Century

The Language Situation in the Years before World War I and
Revolution (1900-1916)

The Language Situation in the Years of the Struggle for
Independence (1917-1920) and before Ukrainization
(1920-1925)

The Language Situation in the Years of Ukrainization
(1925-1932)

The Language Situation between 1933 and 1941

The Language Situation in Western Ukraine (1920-1939)
The Language Situation in 1941-1945

The Language Situation in 1946-1953

The Language Sttuation in 1953-1969

The Language Situation in 1970-1985

The Language Situation during Perestroika (1985-1991)
Conclusions

CHAPTER 2: LEXICAL CHANGES IN CONTEMPORARY

UKRAINIAN (1991-2001)

2.1. Introduction
2.2. Lexical Development during Independence (1991-2001)

2.2.1. Methodology
2.2.2. Theoretical Framework and Objective of the Research
2.2.3. Qualitative Changes
2.2.3.1. Re-activation of Lexical Items which Were
Considered Obsolete
2.2.3.2. Re-orientation of Native Lexis
2.2.3.3. Name Changes
2.2.3.4. Re-connotation
2.2.3.5. Re-activation, Reorientation and
Reinterpretation of Words of Foreign
Origin Borrowed before 1985
2.2.3.6. Changes in Non-standard Lexis
2.2.4. Quantitative Changes

Page

1-9

10-59

10
14

24

28

32
36
39
43
44
45
43
52
55

60-120

60
63
66

67
71

73
73
74
75

77
80
83

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



2.2.4.1. Derivation 83

2.2.4.2. New Word Combinations 104
2.2.4.3. Lexical Borrowings and their Derivatives 106
2.2.4.4. Avoidance of Borrowings 109
2.2.4.5. Other New Tendencies in Contemporary
Ukrainian 111
2.2.5. Puristic Efforts 112
2.3. Conclusions 118

CHAPTER 3: CONTEMPORARY UKRAINIAN BUSINESS

LEXICON 121-220
3.1.  Introduction 121
3.2.  Ukrainian Business Terms 126
3.2.1. menediment (upraviinnjo) 'management' 126
3.2.2. menedZer 'manager' (dyrekior 'director') 132
3.2.3. pidpryjemec’ 'entrepreneur’ 137
3.2.4. biznesmen (dilova ljudyna) 'businessman’ 142
3.2.5. pidpryjemnyctvo ‘entrepreneurship’ 147
3.2.6. biznes 'business' 150
3.2.7. firma 'firm, company’ 153
3.2.8. rynok 'market’ 157
3.2.9. birZa 'stock exchange' 162
3.2.10. stahnacija 'stagnation' 164
3.2.11. infljacija 'inflation’ 166
3.2.12. deval'vacija 'devaluation’ 168
3.2.13. konkurencija 'competition’ 170
3.2.14. marketynh 'marketing' 174
3.2.15. podatok 'tax' 178
3.2.16. audyt 'audit, audytor (revizor) 'auditor’ 181
3.2.17. nou-xau 'know-how' 186
3.2.18. pablik rilejsnz 'public relations’ 188
3.2.19. sponsor (mecenat) 'sponsor’ 191
3.2.20. fjucersy ‘futures’ 194
3.2.21. agkcija 'share' 196
3.2.22. bankir "banker' 198
3.2.23. diler (dyler) 'dealer’ 201
3.2.24. investyciji 'investment' 204
3.2.25. konsaliynh 'consulting' 207
3.2.26. rekiama ‘advertising' 210
3.3.  English Terms that Do Not Have Equivalents in the
Ukrainian Language 213
34. Conclusions 215
CONCLUSIONS 196-227

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



BIBLIOGRAPHY 228-237

APPENDICES 238-250
1. ‘Phenomena word’ category 238
2. ‘Demagogic value’ category 239
3. Ukrainian word dervonyj ‘red’ 241
4. Russian word-combinations with politiceskij from

Saposnikov (1998) 241
5. Additional Russian word-combinations with politi¢eskij 242
6. Russian word-combinations with truncated form poliz- 242
7. Russian word-combinations with politiceskif in inverted commas 243
8. Ukrainian word-combinations with politycnyj 243
9. Ukrainian word-combinations with polity¢nyj in inverted commas 249

10. Ukrainian word polity¢nyj in combination with other adjectives 249

11. Ukrainian word-combinations with truncated form polit- 249

12. Questionnaire Form 249

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



INTRODUCTION

This dissertation will consider lexical changes in Contemporary Ukrainian. The
time period to which I am giving my primary attention is 1991-2001, ten vears of
Ukrainian independence, including the consideration of the theoretical literature
written in this time frame. This period is an indicator of the creation of a new
language free from communist dogmatic prescriptions and clichés, a state
language called to serve all the practical needs of the state, a language undergoing
a serious process of liberalization.

My research centres on processes that are taking place in the vocabulary
under the impact of rapid social, political, economic and cultural change. The
disintegration of the Soviet Union, the collapse of the totalitarian system, the
period of perestroika and glasnost have resulted in considerable changes in the
conditions in which the language functions. The rather bewildering developments
in Ukrainian society today are reflected in what several observers characterize as a
particularly dynamic state of the Ukrainian language. 1 will describe new trends
and new phenomena in the Ukrainian language: neologisms, the reorientation of
meanings as motivated by social and ideological transformation, the passive and
active usage of lexemes, the reduced function of meanings reflecting Soviet realia,
the “deideclogization” of the lexicon, and the social factors involved in language
change. My research has focused in particular on business vocabulary, since
business is a relatively novel social sphere for Ukrainians and the process of
generating neologisms is especially active in this commercial domain as well as in

the language of the Ukrainian mass media. The semantic adaptation of some
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business terms entering Ukrainian will be studied, as well as the “adequacy” of
words borrowed from Western business practices,

More precisely, the study will focus on the frequent borrowings of English
terms (for example, “management”, “marketing”, “business”, “businessman”). 1
will address the following question: “Do the Ukrainian terms correspond to the
western concepts?” and also, incidentally, the question: “What if any is the
specific semantic Ukrainian component added?”

In my research, great aftention is paid to the problems of Ukrainian

vocabulary as the most mobile part of the language system, actively reacting to
the shifts of socio-political, ideological and economic character.
The objective of the dissertation. The objective of the dissertation is to illustrate
lexical changes in Contemporary Ukrainian during the ten years of existence of
Ukraine as an independent state (1991 - 2001). Two domains of functioning of the
Ukrainian lexicon have been chosen — mass media and business. The lexicon is
changing rapidly in these two domains, as they undergo radical changes in
contemporary Ukrainian society.

The research deals with the study of the active processes which affect the
language system, including lexical semantics, word formation, vocabulary
replenishment — the integration of new loanwords, the inventory of business
terminology and its functioning. In addition, I will also address the question of
puristic tendencies in Contemporary Ukrainian.

The main focus of the dissertation is the period of independence though

the changes of this period are demonstrated in a context relative fo the background
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of the previous development of the Ukrainian language.
Review of previcus research. The issues noted above have not received
sufficient attention in Ukrainian linguistics.

According to Moskovich (1996: 260), “The most recent developments in
the history of Ukraine of the peresiroika, post-perestroika and independence
period brought forth rapid changes in Ukrainian political and economic
terminology, which have not yet been adequately resecarched and described”.
Alexander Kratochvil (2000: 263) shares the same opinion: “Unfortunately, until
now there has been little research into Ukrainian linguistic subsystems and few
comparative studies. Further studies, in particular semantic and sociological
analyses that show the dynamic nature and breadth of the Ukrainian language, are
not merely desirable, but absolutely essential”.

Lexical changes in Contemporary Ukrainian have been discussed by
Berezovenko 1996, 1997, Bex 1997, Farion 2000, Humec’ka 1997, Kolomijec’
1997, Mac’ko 2000, Mazuryk 1999, Pokrovs'ka 1995, Stavyc’ka 2000. These
works are too general (excepting Pokrovs’ka’s dissertation, which is devoted to
business lexicon) and quite often too brief. Furthermore, there is no monograph
on this topic.

During the 1970s Ukrainian linguists researched certain aspects of the
development of vocabulary such as international elements in the lexicon of
different languages (Akulenko 1972), the development of various subsystems
(Pan’ko 1979) or general consideration of the Ukrainian lexicon (Lysylenko

1977).
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The research works mentioned above present a fragmented and scattered
picture of the Ukrainian lexicon. My work presents to the reader the systematic
changes in the lexical system of the language under the impact of political,
cultural and social changes.

Recent developments in the Ukrainian lexicon. The bureaucratic language of
the totalitarian society has been gradually giving way to new forms of expression.
While formerly business terms and expressions were limited to the sphere of
official and professional communication, now they are used in active vocabulary.
It is, for all practical purposes, the first time that the Ukrainian language is
employed in the role of a state language, which drastically differs from its role in
the former Soviet Union. During this recent period of independence, the
Ukrainian lexicon has been extensively expanded.

The value of the dissertation. The dissertation can be employed to compare the
present situation of Ukrainian linguistic revitalization with analogous processes in
Russian and Polish. The practical value of the work lies in the picture it gives us
of Contemporary Ukrainian as a lexical system. The collected data have practical
value for the standardization of the Ukrainian lexicon, and should be very
valuable for translation purposes, as well as for the preparation of Ukrainian
business dictionaries and pedagogical materials both in Ukraine and abroad.
Methodology. For the three main chapters of the dissertation the methodology
will include:

Chapter 1 will present a review of the literature on the historical change of the

Ukraindan language in the nineteenth — twentieth centuries, and an analysis of a
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corpus of examples taken from primary source texts (newspapers and magazines).
Corpus data will be used for the analysis of the last two periods before Ukrainian
independence, 1970 — 1985 and 1985 — 1991.

In Chapter 2 I report on an analysis of a corpus of examples extracted
from contemporary Ukrainian newspapers and magazines of the independence
period. Where necessary, Ukrainian examples are contrasted with Russian ones,
excerpted from Russian newspapers of approximately the same period.

Chapter 3 provides an analysis of the fieldwork in Ukraine conducted in
the form of interviews with 25 subjects in five Ukrainian cities. I have chosen
certain geographical limits for my fieldwork (cities in the Western Ukraine and
the capital of Ukraine Kyiv) because:

a) oflack of funds to conduct a broader experiment;

b) in a limited time frame it was easier 1o organize and conduct interviews in the
cities I previously worked and lived in, such as Rivne, Ternopil,’
Xmel'nyc’kyi and L’ viv;

c) attempts to gather information in other regions of Ukraine {in the East or
South) would probably have produced very little usable material since these
regions are still heavily russified and the Ukrainian language is only trying to
establish itself there.

These specific 26 terms were selected because 1) they present key lexical
items of contemporary business lexicology (evidenced in other languages like
Russian, Polish); 2) I found them interesting from the point of view of

consideration of recent changes in contemporary Ukrainian business lexicon; 3}
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they present a good blend of a) restored pre-Soviet Ukrainian lexis; b) lexis used
in the Soviet period with some semantic shift and semantic redistribution; ¢)
recent foreign (mostly English) borrowings. All these terms in my research are
ordered thematically.

The interviews were conducted in December 2000 — January 2001. The

subjects were instructors of business disciplines at Ukrainian economic
universities.
Theoretical Premises. The theoretical classification partially utilized in this
dissertation was developed by Larissa Ryazanova-Clarke and Terence Wade
(1999) with respect to the analysis of contemporary Russian lexicon. This
classification allows one to trace changes occurring in the language during the
transitional period from the language of a totalitarian to the language of a post-
totalitarian society.

From the theoretical classification, developed by Ryazanova-Clarke &
Wade (1999), I used the following six categories of lexical change:

1) Re-activation of lexical items which were considered obsolete
2) Re-orientation of native lexis
3) Name changes
4) Re-connotation
a) Words lose their ideological components and negative connotation;
b) Words lose their ideological components and change their connotation

from positive to negative;
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¢) Words lose their ideological components and change their connotation
from negative to positive;
d) Words lose their ideological components and positive connotations
5) Re-activation, reorientation and reinterpretation of words of foreign origin
borrowed before 1985
6) Changes in non-standard lexis.
Further details on Ryazanova-Clarke and Wade’s (1999) classification are
provided in the subsection 2.2.3. (p. 72).

Some of the elements of Holden’s {1995) approach with respect to filling
in referential gaps in Russian management and construction terminology were
utilized by application to the analysis of the Ukrainian business lexicon and its
comparison with the English one. Holden (1995: 52) considers the general issue
of “language deficiency” from three interlocking perspectives relating to: (a) the
absence in Russian of standardized management terminology in general; (b) a
mismatch of terms to dencte construction activity in particular; and (¢) Russian
managers as learners of Western management know-how, In my dissertation the
following issues were also highlighted, based on Holden’s consideration of
management terminology: (a) the absence in Ukrainian of standardized business
terminology (or the absence of knowledge of certain Ukrainian equivalents, pp.
191-192); (b) the use of different Ukrainian equivalents for the same English
concept or sometimes a mismatch of terms to denote business terminology in
particular and (¢) Ukrainian subjects as learners of Western business terminology

{(a point which is described only occasionally). Like Russian, but to an even
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greater extent, Ukrainian had to fill in what Holden calls a “semantic and
ontological vacuum” because of the deprivation of lexical resources for the
description and apprehension of western business concepts. After the collapse of
the USSR Ukraine had to adjust to a new type of economic system, which was
neither communist, nor capitalist. New concepts and ideas were coming from
abroad, but it was not easy for them to find a direct application in transitional
Ukrainian economy. Further details on Holden’s (1995) approach are provided in
section 3.1, (pp. 121, 124-125).

Chapter Qutline, The dissertation is divided into three chapters as follows.

Chapter 1 provides a brief overview of the historical development of the
Ukrainian language in the nineteenth — twentieth centuries with particular
attention to lexical changes. The first chapter largely relies on Shevelov’s (1989)
description of the Ukrainian language in the first half of the twentieth century.
The analysis demonstrates the vitality of, as well as problems with, the Ukrainian
language during particular periods. Chapter 1 is provided as a background for the
main focus of the present dissertation.

Chapter 2 investigates in detail changes in the lexicon of contemporary
mass media. The analysis demonstrates the means of the replenishment of the
Ukrainian vocabulary of the contemporary period utilizing derivation, re-
connotation, borrowings, etc. The emphasis is on the process of democratization
in the Ukrainian language and its prevailing over purist or archaizing tendencies.

Chapter 3 provides an analysis of 26 business Ukrainian terms with

respect to their perception (more precisely the perception of their semantic
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content) by Ukrainian subjects. The analysis of this chapter illustrates a strong
development in the Ukrainian business lexicon, the filling in of referential gaps in
a short period of time. The adequacy or inadequacy as contrasted with the western

concepts and the specific Ukrainian component are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1

A BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE

RAINIAN LANGUAGE (MODERN PERIOD)

1.1. Introduction
The goal of this chapter is to present a brief overview of the historical
development of the Ukrainian language, primarily its lexical development. This
overview gives me an opportunity to compare processes taking place in
Contemporary Ukrainian (1991-2001) with processes that had taken place
previously, It provides a broader historical background for my research allowing
me to trace the differences between the language of a totalitarian society and the
language of a post-totalitarian society. To trace the processes in Contemporary
Ukrainian it is necessary to understand how these processes were developing in
some former periods (for example, in the period of Ukrainization, 1925-1932).
The position taken in this thesis is as follows. Linguists based in Ukraine
often presented the historical development of the Ukrainian language
tendentiously, an approach which derived from the Communist party’s position on
the issue. The state of literary Ukrainian in Soviet times is presented in the rosiest
of colors while in reality the situation was entirely different. As an example of this
writing I can quote an extract from the collective monograph edited by Ivan
Bilodid (1961: 4-5):

Pislia Velykoji Zovtnevoji socidlistycnoji vevoljuciji suspil'na rol’
ukrajins 'koji literaturnoji movy zminylas’: z movy, peresliduvanoji
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cars’kym urjadom, vkrajins’ka literaturna mova stala neobmeZenoju v
svojix  funkcional 'nyx moZlyvostiax movoju vil'noji  socialistycnoji
nuciji; z movy, lokalizovanoji v xudoZn’o-beletrysiyénomu i Ilyse
Castkovo v publicystyénomu i naukovomu siyljox, vona stala movoju
vsix strukturno-funkcional 'nyx styiiv, z movy obmeZenoho viytku vona
stala  movoju  derZavwyx  ustanov,  zakonodovstva,  movoju
bahatohrannoji socialistyCnoji kul tury j osvity.

Metodolohicnu osnovu “Kursu istoriji ukrajins koji literaturnoji movy”
radjans 'koho periodu, jak i doZovinevoho, stanovyt’ marksysis ko-
lenins’ke véemmjo pro movu jok suspil’ne javyice, jak mohutnje
znarfaddia istoryCnoho rvozvytku mnarvodu, joho kul'tury, zokrema
ukrajing ‘koho radjans koho narodu i joho socialistyCnoji kul ‘tury.
‘After the Great October socialist revolution the social role of the
Ukrainian literary language has changed: from a language persecuted
by the tsarist government, the Ukrainian literary language became the
language of a free socialist nation unlimited in its functional abilities;
from a language localized in belles-letires and only partially publicistic
and scientific styles, it became the language of all structural and
functional styles; from a language of limited use it became the language
of state institutions and of legislation, the language of a diverse socialist
culture and of education.

The methodological basis of “The Course of the History of the
Ukrainian Literary Language™ of the Soviet, as well as the pre-October
period, represents Marxist-Leninist teaching on a language as a social
phenomenon, as a powerful means of the historic development of the
nation, its culture, in particular the Ukrainian Soviet nation and its
socialist culture.’

A primitive scheme of opposing the language development of the pre-
October and the post-October 1917 periods is used, describing a rosy picture after
1917 with all the problems solved. What does this long quotation add to our
understanding of real Ukrainian language historic development? Actually nothing.
The pre-October period is described in dark tones, but after-October is always
described in bright ones.

Bilodid (1961: 413) did not notice (or did not want to notice) the post-
1917 policy of Russification:

Posylennja i posyrennja  roli  rosijs’koji movy jak zasobu
miznacional ‘noho spilkuvannja ne IySe ne obmeZuje znacemmja i
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rozvytku nacional’'nyx literaturnyx mov, a, navpaky, jak ule
pidkresljuvalos,” spryjaje pidnesennju jix do rivaja vysokovozvynenyx
mov

‘Strenthening and expansion of the Russian language as vehicle of
international communication not only does not limit the importance and
development of the national literary languages, but, on the contrary,
helps to raise them to the level of highly developed languages.’

The spread of the Russian language or the policy of Russification, as it
would be properly called, did not help to raise Ukrainian to the level of highly
developed languages of that time. “During the 1960s and 1970s, Bilodid was the
person most associated with the enforcement of the de-Ukrainization of
Ukrainians, and he called for treating two languages (i.e., Ukrainian and Russian)
as native languages for Ukrainians™ (Onyshkevych 1999: 154). The same author
(Onyshkevych 1999: 155), speaking about the 1970s, remarks: “Ukrainian words
which had no parallels in the Russian language were carefully isolated and
labelled dialectic, archaic, or simply ‘nationalist’™.

The identical approach is seen in other works of this period. In 1984, on
the eve of perestroika, M. Zovtobrjux (1984: 24) wrote:

V umovax poslidovnoho zdijsnennja lenins koji nacionai ‘noji polityky
Komunistycnoji partiji Radjans koho Sojuzu ukrajins ka literaturna
mova v pisljaZovinevyj period zdobula ne il 'ky zahal 'ne vyznannja, a j
real 'ni moZlyvosti dija vil noho i vsebicnoho rozvytku, zbahacennja j
udoskonalennja.

‘In the conditions of consistent accomplishment of Leninist national
policy of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, the Ukrainian
literary language in the post-October period received not only general
recognition, but real opportunities for free and diverse development,
enrichment and improvement.’

Russkij jazyk i russkaja literatura okazyvajut mogucee, plodotvornoe
vozdejstvie na razvitie i obogascenie jazykov i literatur drugix

socialisticeskix noacij, v tom Cisle uvkrainskogo jazyka i wkrainskoj
literatury.
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“The Russian language and the Russian literature have a mighty, fruitful
influence on the development and enrichment of the languages and
literatures of other socialist nations, including the Ukrainian language
and Ukrainian literature’

- wrote H. Jizakevy¢ (1977: 49).

The same Ivan Bilodid wrote in (1986: 242), when perestroika was already
in full swing:

Dvujazycie na Ukraine — éto tot vid bilingvizma, pri kotorom oba
Jazyka, naxodja$éiesia na vysokom wurovme razvilija vsex Svoix
funkcional 'nyx  stilej, s odinakovoj Sirofoj] 1 v ravnoj stepeni
ispol ‘zyjutsja narodom.

‘Bilingualism in Ukraine — this is that type of bilingualism during
which two languages being at the high level of development of all its
functional styles, with equal breadth and to an equal degree are used by
people.”

Most of my survey comes from Shevelov (1989) and Wexler (1974), since
linguists based in Ukraine, who are typified by Bilodid, Zovtobrjux and
Jizakevy¢, are very unreliable with respect to the description of the historic
development of the Ukrainian language.

The historical background will be presented within the periodization
developed by Shevelov 1989 (subsections 1.2.-1.6.), and by Ryazanova-Clarke
and Wade 1999, and Comrie, Stone and Polinsky 1996 (regarding Russian,
subsections 1.7.-1.11.).

“The standard, or literary, version of the Ukrainian language evolved
through three distinct periods: old (10™13™ centuries), middle (14™-18"
centuries), and modern (193"-2@& centuries). The cardinal changes that occurred

were conditioned by changes in the political and cultural history of Ukraine” —

emphasizes Shevelov (EU 1993, 5: 7). My focal point in this chapter is the
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modern period. Special emphasis is placed on the last two periods in my
classification, 1970-1985 and 1985-1991, as they are essential for the
consideration of lexical changes in Contemporary Ukrainian during independence

(1991-2001).

1.2. The Language Situation in the Nineteenth Century

The nineteenth century was, on one hand, a very fruitful and on the other hand, a
very complicated period for the development of the Ukrainian language. One of
the major problems was that the Ukrainian territory was divided between the
Austro-Hungarian Empire (the western part) and Russia (the central and the
eastern part). As Paul N. Wexler (1974: 39) notes: “In the Eastern Ukraine under
czarist Russian domination official decrees throughout the second half of the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries denied Ukrainian the status of an
independent language and prohibited its use in public.” According to the 1863
decree, named the Valuev memorandum, Ukrainians were not allowed to publish
their Ukrainian language books other than belles letires works, and the use of
Ukrainian as the language of instruction in schools was forbidden. Liturgical
books were in Church Slavic and had to be uniform throughout the Russian
Orthodox Church. Vernacular religious literature in Ukrainian was hardly
allowed. The Valuev memorandum proclaimed that the Ukrainian language did
not exist (see Onyshkevych 1999: 151). An 1876 decree, known as the Ems
ukase, prohibited theatrical productions and public readings in Ukrainian, and

translations from other languages into Ukrainian, It also forbade Ukrainian books
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to be imported. Meanwhile, “during the years of curtailment in the East, Galicia, a
part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, became the center of Ukrainian scholarly
and literary activity” (Wexler 1974; 39-40).

The second half of the nineteenth century witnessed the development of
the Ukrainian literary language in Western Ukraine and at the same time,
alongside with the development of publicistic and scientific styles, one of the
most important branches of specialized lexicon — the political and business
lexicon'. Stormy political and economic events helped this process; they will not
be analyzed deeply in this work due to the constraints of the dissertation. “The
new literary Ukrainian began to be used in scholarship and publicism in the early
1860s” — notes Shevelov (EU 1993, 5: 8-9).

The use of Russian and Polish as official languages diminished the
prestige of Ukrainian. The non-state status of Ukrainian was alsoc one of the
biggest obstacles faced. The notion of a standard norm of Ukrainian was rather
vague at that time. The Ukrainian used in Western Ukraine was under heavy
pressure from Polish, and the Ukrainian used in Eastern Ukraine under heavy
pressure from Russian. The biggest cities were de-Ukrainianized and Ukrainian
was used primarily among the rural population.

The nineteenth century witnessed the development of social sciences, in
particular folklore, history, ecthnography. Historical and historiographical

literature did continue to appear but these were mostly publications of Middle

' By ‘lexicon’ I mean “vocabulary of a particular period”. By ‘political lexicon’ I mean vocabulary
used in domains of politics (political terms and expressions). By ‘business lexicon’ I mean
vocabulary used in domains of business, trade, economics {business terms and expressions),
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Ukrainian historical documents in the original language and the commentary was
in standard Russian,

“In the debate on Standard Ukrainian at the turn of the century, V.

Mova, O. Pchilka, and M. Starytsky, and then M. Kotsiubynsky, Lesia

Ukrainka, I. Franko, and M. Levyisky, favoured a synthesis of the

western and eastern vernaculars, while B. Hrinchenko, A. Krymsky,

and I Nechui-Levytsky argued for eliminating Western Ukrainian

influences”
- remarks Shevelov (EU 1993, 5: 9). The foundations of the Ukrainian literary
language were being formed on the basis of the Central subdialect of the SE
dialect. The belles-letires style developed intensively. There was some specific
contradiction between usage of new folkloric basis of the Ukrainian language and
the previous Middle Ukrainian literary language. As a result, some strata of the
lexicon were omitted. Such words as alebastr ‘alabaster,” arxitekiura
‘architecture,” arxitekior ‘architector’ are not recorded in the lexicographic works
of the nineteenth century, though they were used in Middle Ukrainian records of
the seventeenth century in the forms aljabaster,’ arxytektor, arxytektura (see IUM
1983: 526-527).

Comparing the situation with the Ukrainian language under different

empires, Shevelov (1989: 5) mentions:

“The status of the Ukrainian language for the ca. 85 percent of

Ukrainians who lived in tsarist Russia was the worst; the ca. 13 percent

of Ukrainians who lived in Eastern Galicia and in Bukovina, integrated

into Austria, enjoyed relatively betier conditions; the remaining ca. 2

percent in Transcarpathia lived in a situation closer to that in the

Russian Ukraine”.

The problem of the lexical (and in particular the terminological)

normalization of the Ukrainian literary language of the 1840s and 1850s was not
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gven raised at that time. According to the Austrian constitution of 1848, all state
laws should be published in all languages that then existed in that empire.
Sociopolitical and business terminology should be normalized. For this purpose a
special commission was created in Vienna. In 1851 Juridisch-politische
Terminologie fur die slawischen Sprachen Osterreichs. Deutsch-ruthenische
Separatausgabe by Ja. Holovac’kyj, Ju. Vyslobods’kyj and H. Saskevye
appeared, a dictionary of judicial-political terminology for the Slavic languages of
Austria. The dictionary contained Ukrainian terms of law and politics.

When compiling the dictionary, its authors paid attention to the Old
Ukrainian language and also to the currently popular lexicon. In the Ukrainian
part of the dictionary such words as

grunt ‘soil, ground’ fond “fund’

dyrektor ‘director’ Jabryka ‘factory’

kowntrolja ‘control’
and other words were included (see Horec’kyj 1963: 150, Zoviobrjux 1963: 213).
Many terms that existed in the Ukrainian literary language of that time were

registered in the dictionary:

agent ‘agent’ pravo cyvil 'ne ‘civil right’

bank ‘bank’ raxunok ‘account’

bankovyj ‘of bank’ (adj.) svidoctvo *certificate’

vartist’ ‘value’ sub “jekt ‘subject’

dekret ‘decree’ subsydija ‘subsidy’

ekonomija ‘economy’ sud kolegial 'nyj ‘collegiate
court’

zakonnist’ ‘legality’ syndykat ‘syndicate’

zakonnyj ‘legal’ teorija ‘theory’

komitet ‘committee’ firma ‘firm’

konsul ‘consul’ cenzura ‘censorship’

platnja “payment’
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(see Zoviobrjux 1963: 214-215Y, that is why the role of this dictionary in the
lexical codification of the Ukrainian language of that time was enormous.

The literary language of the nineteenth century displays a great number of
colloguialisms. These were already prominent in Kotljarevs'kyj's Enejida.
Innovation in the language is evident in the works of 1. Franko, P. Hrabovs’kyj,
M. Kocjubyns’kyj and Lesja Ukrajinka. Not only literature, but the press also
were the active means of popularizing new words’.

New methods of the replenishment of the Ukrainian language were also
advanced. In particular, methods of creating new words, neologisms, “coined
words™ (as they were called at that time) were used in both parts of Ukraine. M.
Staryc’kyj, O. Péilka, M. Vovéok and V. Mova introduced the majority of “coined
words”, adding various affixes to the root of 2 word. As Wexler (1974: 66) notes:
“Proponents of neologisms ascribe two purposes for coinages: (1) to fill new
terminological needs and (2) to replace undesirable loan transiations (mainly from
Russian and Polish models) and foreign loans.”

Franko reintroduced many economic terms:

akcyzy ‘excise taxes’ koncentracija ‘concentration’

banknot *banknote’ kryza ‘crisis’

barkrotstvo “bankruptcy’ kupivija ‘purchase’

buxhalterija ‘accounting’ nahromadzZennja
‘accumulation’

hro§i ‘money’ obmin ‘exchange’

dyvidend *dividend’ podatky “taxes’

doxod ‘profit’ pracja ‘labour’

ekspropriacija ‘expropriation’ prodaZ ‘sale’

f Examples are presented according to modern orthography

7 “Ukrainian writers use the terin narodnjo mova which is not precisely English “colloguial
fanguage” but rather means “pational”, “folk”, or “popular language.” The term “colloguial”
seems the most suitable translation. By colloquial language, the Ukrainian regulators have in mind
the contemporary Central dialects spoken in the Kiev-Poltava region.” {Wexler 1974: 84)
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kapital ‘capital’ produktyvnist’ ‘productivity’

kapitalistyéna produkcija promysiovyj kapital
‘capitalist production’ ‘industrial capital’

konkurencija ‘competition’ tovar ‘commodity’

cing ‘price’
(see TUM 1983: 535).

Neologisms are also found in the language of Franko’s works:

perekova ‘reforging’ pryhnoba ‘oppresion’
porjativayk ‘saviour’ suxaryna ‘dried bread’

{Caplenko 1955: 189).

Juridical terminology, business correspondence, and the language of
international relations were developing primarily in Western Ukraine. The
scientific style in the Ukrainian literary language was also forming in the second
half of the nineteenth century. As Caplenko (1955: 143) remarks regarding the
scientific use of the Ukrainian language:

naukove viyvammja (perevaine v Halycyni ta na emihraciji — M

Drahomanov)
‘scientific use (mostly in Galicia and in emigration — M. Drahomanov).”

In the second half of the nineteenth century in the Central Ukraine 1.
Neéuj-Levye’kyj, M. Drahomanov, 8. Podolyns’kyj, O. Konys'kyj, V.
Antonovy¢, M. Komarov worked on the development of the Ukrainian scientific
language.

Vasyl” Caplenko (1955: 154) remarks in this respect:

Ale, zahal'no kaZucy, vprodovi usijeji druhoji polovyny XIX st. bil’§
rozvyvalasja  ukrajins’ka  naukova mova v pljani  suspil ‘no-
humanitarnyx nauk i znacno mense — v pljani pryrodny¢yx nauk.

‘But, generally speaking, during the whole second half of the nineteenth
century the Ukrainian scientific language developed more with respect

to social sciences and humanities and considerably less with respect to
natural sciences.’
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The same author (Caplenko 1955: 154) provides an interesting
observation:
Treba vidznacyty takoZ §¢o vsi suto-naukovi praci pro ukrajins ku
movy druhoji polovyny XIX v. napysani buly i v Halyéyni, i na
Naddnipprjanscyni ne po-ukrajins komu.
‘Suffice it to mention also that all scientific works on the Ukrainian

language of the second half of the nineteenth century were both in
Galicia and in Central Ukraine not written in Ukrainian.’

The attention to colloquial language and the rise of the national
consciousness and patriotism pushed the language along the road of democratic
purism® and away from the Russian literary language.

The second half of the nineteenth century is connected with the magazine
“Osnova” and the activity of the NTS (Naukove Tovarystvo imeni Tarasa
Sevéenka ‘Shevchenko Scientific Society’) in Galicia, when on the pages of its
Zapysky and Zbirmyky 1. Franko, M. HruSevs’kyj, I. Horbalevs'kyj, Je.
Ozarkevyé, M. Kravéuk, V. Levyc’kyj and many others published their works,
laying down the foundations of scientific terminology. I. Franko wrote about this
period that the Ukrainian language was being enriched by new terms and
expressions, corresponding to the progress of modern civilization.

Such newly created terms as

beznacal ‘stvo “anarchy’ porod’ *nationality’
hromadivec’ ‘socialist’ ustavne ponstvo
hromadivstvo “socialism’ ‘constitutional monarchy’

* By purism I mean “... manifestation of a desire on a part of a speech community {or some
section of it) to preserve a language from, or rid it of, putative foreign elements or other elements
held to be undesirable (including those originating in dialects, sociolects and styles of the same
language). It may be directed at all linguistic levels but primarily the lexicon. Above all, purism is
an aspect of the codification, cultivation and planning of standard languages.” (Thomas 1991: 3)
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which were introduced into publicistic speech by Drahomanov, were not accepted
by the public. Terms with the suffix —ec,” of the type dyrec’ ‘reader,” pys movec’
‘writer” did find broad application.

Throughout Ukraine, formal worship was conducted in Church Slavonic,
thus it was easy for a Galician priest to use Church Slavonicisms in his sermons
and then in his writings.

In the 1850s-1860s Russophiles took the upper hand in Galicia
promulgating the Russian langnage. The Galician intelligentsia, with the priests
constituting its major segment, had at least a passive knowledge of Russian,
although in reality it was rudimentary. Quite often when there was a lack of
certain Ukrainian terms, to avoid the use of Polonisms, Russisms were used
instead. But the Russian literary language itself contained numerous Church
Slavonicisms (see Caplenko 1955: 159).

Russian and Church Slavonic served as a ready source for numerous
borrowings, and as a result, numerous Church Slavonicisms and Russisms crept
into the Galician religious, social and scienfific language. Ultimately, it is
occasionally impossible to determine whether a borrowing such as vlast” ‘power’
is a Church Slavonicism or a Russism.

Caplenko (1955: 159-160) writes on the use of Church Slavonicisms in
Ukrainian:

Vzahali Z vykorystannja cerkovnoslov janizmiv ujavijajet’sja nam jak
neznacni sproby v istoriji ukrajins koji literaturnoji movy, i v sucasnij
ukrajing ’kij literaturnij movi...

‘In general, we consider the use of Church Slavonicisms as insignificant

attempts in the history of the Ukrainian literary language and in the
Modern Ukrainian literary language...’
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In the middle of the nineteenth century, the Galician press borrowed a
great number of sociopolitical words from Russian and Church Slavonic
(Zovtobriux (1963: 218) cites all these words as Russisms):

blahodarnost’ ‘gratitude’ pravytel 'stve ‘government’
viast’ ‘power’ colovidestvo ‘mankind,’
mjateinyk ‘rebel’
but the majority of these terms had a limited function and were later squeezed out
by the terms that correspond to the lexico-semantic structure of the Ukrainian
language and are its own inheritance: bezrobittia ‘unemployment,” vdjacnist’
‘gratitude,” Judstvo ‘mankind.’ A great number of Russian borrowings, the

majority of which are of hidden character (structural calques and half-calgues),

became an inseparable part of the Ukrainian vocabulary:

vyborec’ ‘voter’ zakomnist’ ‘legality’
vypyska ‘extract’ ocinka ‘evaluation’
holosuvaty ‘to vote’ cynovnyk ‘official’

(Zovtobriux 1963: 218-219).

A distinction has to be made among the various foreign borrowings. After
all, borrowings from Russian are from a foreign language. Then, there is a
problem of foreign borrowings via Russian. There was a tradition to adopt and
adjust Polish words and Ukrainianize them. Borrowings from German were also
coming mostly via Polish.

The usage of the Polish language in state institutions and social life, the
interaction of the Polish and Ukrainian languages in oral communication and in
the publishing of the Polish press in Galicia for many decades — all helped the

penetration of Polonisms into the Ukrainian social-political terminology of the
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middle of the nineteenth century. As contemporary Polonisms in the written

language can be considered such sociopolitical terms as

buntuvanmja (buntowanie) revolt’ tovarysivo (towarzystwo)
‘society’

vartist’ (wartosé) ‘value’ urjad (urzad) ‘government’

rozzbrojennja (rozbrojenie) ‘disarmament’ wirymannja (Qtrzymanie)
‘allowance’

(Zoviobriux 1963: 219).

The Russian and the Polish languages, the functional characteristics of
which had already been formed by the 1830s-1840s, in many respects defined the
principles of the development of Ukrainian sociopolitical terminology.

In the middle of the nineteenth century alongside with Church

Slavonicisms, Polonisms, Germanisms and dialectisms, words such as

hrosovyf obih *currency circulation’ dyplomatycna osoba
‘diplomat’
daty svidoctvo “to provide certificate’ zakon ‘law’

were widely functioning. In fact, these are still active in the Contemporary
Ukrainian sociopolitical terminology.

The Ukrainian sociopolitical terminology was created with the
consideration of both national traditions and international practice of
terminological creation. The calquing of German terms is a vivid example. By
affixation, terms were created, equivalent in their semantic structure to the
corresponding German terms such as perenaselennja — Ger. Ubervslkerung

‘overpopulation.’
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1.3. The Language Situatien in the Years before World War I and the
Revelution (1900-1916)
As in the previous period, the Ukrainian lands were still split into two parts.
According to Shevelov (1989: 21), “In the Austrian Ukraine the years
1900 — 1916 did not bring new forces to bear on the status of the Ukrainian
language.” There was a brief Russian occupation of Galicia (autumn 1914 —
spring 1915) when Ukrainian political and cultural institutions were crushed.
“There were no major changes in the legal status of the Ukrainian
language in Galicia and Bukovina. The years 1900 — 1916 were
characterized by attempts to use its legally granted rights to a fuller
extent than before, efforts reflected in the growth of the press and the
educational system™ (Shevelov 1989: 21).
There was some diversification of periodicals with many local and regional
periodicals appearing, but an insufficient number of publications in the industrial
and technological areas. Ukrainian society consisted primarily of peasants and
intelligentsia. “Ukrainian aristocracy, wealthy bourgeoisie, and technological
intelligentsia were virtually nonexistent, and the working class was small and
underdeveloped”, notes Shevelov (1989: 22). In the language, borrowings were
mostly from Polish and German. A special Galician koine was cultivated by the
periodical press. “Scholarly abstract terminology and technological terminology
were at best in statu nascendi ...” (Shevelov 1989: 22).
In Russian Ukraine the period of 1900 — 1905 is characterized by the
complete lack of any Ukrainian schooling, church or press and by the sporadic

publication of Ukrainian belles lettres and poetry, with almost no Ukrainian

translations from foreign languages.
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“A novelty of the period 1905 — 1914 was the de facto legalization of the
Ukrainian language for scholarly use, primarily in the humanities™ (Shevelov
1989: 44). Substantial developments took place in Ukrainian lexicography. In
particular, the four-volume Ukrainian-Russian dictionary, edited by B. Hrintenko,
was published in Kyiv in 1907-1909. In this dictionary, much attention was given
to technological terminology, but excessive regionalization was avoided.

“The events of the first sixteen years of the twentieth century should
have had, and did have, an impact on the standardization of the
Ukrainian literary language and on its very structure. ...the orientation
on the peasant language was realized to be too narrow and the ties of
the literary language to its underlying dialect(s) was to be reassessed
and relaxed” (Shevelov 1989: 58).

The problem of a common Ukrainian standard language for all the
Ukrainian territories was urgent. This period was characterized by the rejection of
needless borrowings from Russian, Polish and German. The task was to urbanize
the standard language and expand its dialectal base.

“... the Ukrainian language’s main function became to preserve the
national cultural tradition as deposited in works of literature, and to be a
political banner for a nation in the making, or, one should say, in the
process of reviving on new modern foundations” (Shevelov 1989: 66).

One of the problems for expanding the functions of the Ukrainian
language was the high level of illiteracy among Ukrainians (only 11.8% were
educated in Kyiv Province, 10.7% - Podillia, 15.3% - Xerson and 24.4% -
Katerynoslav; see Caplenko 1955: 238-239). Ukrainian scientific language and
terminology were in their infancy in Eastern Ukraine till 1905. There were no

opportunities to develop them. Ukrainians were forced to resort to the method of

coined words and borrowings. The method of coined words corresponded to the
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predominant puristic direction of the majority of creators of new terminology
primarily in the Western Ukraine. The Western Ukrainian scholar Verxratskyi,
though being a supporter of the ethnographic direction in word creation,

supported such borrowings as

hramatyka * grammar’ mahnet ‘magnet’
elekirycnyj ‘electric’ mylja ‘mile’
fvadrat ‘square’ posta ‘post office’
kilohram ‘kilogram’ telehraf “telegraph’

(see Caplenko 1955: 259). Kryms’kyj was in favor of the international words
avtor ‘author,” efekr ‘effect,” anaxoret ‘anchorite,” because he could not replace
them by Ukrainian ones. There was some danger of split (parallel use of forms in
two parts of Ukraine) — foreign borrowings under the influence of Polish
(prokurator, Mefisto, emeryt, atut, as, lixiar, karafka) and those under the
influence of Russian language (prokuror ‘prosecutor,” Mefistofel’ ‘Mephisto,’
pensioner ‘retired,” kozyr ‘trump,” tuz ‘ace,” xvynar’ ‘lantern,” hraxvyn ‘water-
bottle’; see Caplenko 1955: 260).

This period can be characterized by a general broadening of the Ukrainian

lexicon connected with culture, religion:

abat ‘abbot’ protestant ‘Protestant’
abatysa ‘abbotess’ purytanyn ‘Puritan’
mudla ‘mullah’ reformacija ‘The
Reformation’
musul ‘manyn “Muslim’ reformaciinyj
‘reformational’;

names of different notions and realia comnected with the lifestyles, state
constitution, history, and arts of foreign people:

beduyjin ‘bedouin’ prefekt “prefect’
emir ‘emir’ prokonsul ‘proconsul’
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komandor ‘commodore’ filippika “philippic’
padysax ‘padishah’

(see IUM 1983: 555).

The period of the establishment of a vernacular in literary circulation was
accompanied by the broadening of traditional thematic groups of Ukrainian
lexicon and the formation of new ones.

According to Wexler (1974: 42), this period is characterized by extensive
use of adopted Russian words primarily in the East, accommodated to Ukrainian
phonological and morphological norms:

znadinnja ‘meaning’ modeled on Russian znacenie
osoblyvisi’ ‘peculiarity’ on Russian osobennost’
predstavnyk ‘representative’ on Russian predstavitel’
roziznaty ‘to find out’ on Russian razuznat.’

Wexler is not quite correct here, at the very least, the word znacenije 1s a
Church Slavonicism, which in the modern Russian and Bulgarian languages
became part of their iexical systems and is accepted correspondingly as a native
word.

There was enthusiasm in some quarters in the Western Ukraine for the
movement 1o compile technical terminologies from colloquial resources, because
of all colloguial speech forms, the rural dialects enjoyed special importance in the
eves of many of the regulators since they were said to embody the purest forms of
Ukrainian (Wexler 1974: 49).

Antonovy®, Verxrats’kyj, Domanyc’ky] and Ohijenko considered

neologisms as a necessary source of enrichment for every language. Verxrats'kyj

noted that the fear of introducing neologisms into the language on the part of
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some regulators had led to a reliance on foreign vocabulary. Purists realized that
the creation of successful neologisms was not always an easy task. Verxrats'kyj
blamed haste as the cause of poorly created neologisms. Many neologisms would
not be understood by the native speakers but the language could not do without

the resulting lexical additions (Wexler 1974: 67).

1.4. The Language Situation in the Years of the Struggle for Independence
(1917-1920) and before Ukrainization (1920-1925)
The February revolution of 1917 had a deep impact on the developments in the
territories of the former Russian empire. The analyzed period was very
complicated and to some extent contradictory with respect to the development of
the Ukrainian language: it witnessed a short period of the Ukrainian National
Republic, and it was also the period when Ukrainian would be used later for the
first time within the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic. National rebirth and
later subjugation of the language to the decrees and orders of the ruling Soviet
leadership were only some of the contradictory factors in this brief, but very
intense eight-year period.
... deposing of the tsar and the virtual end of the monarchy could not
but deeply affect the Russian Ukraine. The immediate effect was the
revival of an active political life on an uprecedented scale, which
opened new prospects for the public use of the Ukrainian language”
— notes Shevelov (1989: 67). Diverse Ukrainian political parties appeared and a
Ukrainian government was formed. The functions of the Ukrainian language

usage in the formerly Russian Ukraine expanded greatly into the financial,

scientific, judicial, military, and scientific spheres. On 20 November 1917 the
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Ukrainian National Republic was proclaimed. “The political developments of the
first year after the revolution ... did not have as strong an impact on the use,
status, and internal development of the Ukrainian language as, theoretically, they
might have had” (Shevelov 1989: 68).

On 29 April 1918 the Central Rada was abolished and a monarchy with
Pavlo Skoropads’kyi as hetman was proclaimed. This short period was marked by
an active turn towards the Russian language. On 14 December 1918 the hetman’s
regime fell and the Ukrainian National Republic was reinstated.

“After a lapse of nearly two centuries, the Ukrainian language again
became the language of state legislation, of state administration, of public
gatherings, and of the army” (Shevelov 1989: 73). The Ukrainian language usage
was diversified and expanded. The rise of Ukrainian periodicals as well as
Ukrainian educational establishments, himnaziji ‘secondary schools’ in particular,
can be pointed out . “...59 titles published in 1917-1919 were designed as
manuals for self-instruction in the Ukrainian language, as compared with 11 such
items published during the entire preceding century” (Shevelov 1989: 78). Fifteen
Russian-Ukrainian dictionaries appeared during 1917-1919 as well as many
terminological ones. Shevelov (1989: 79) notes that “the beginning of a switch
from Russian to Ukrainian was clearly taking place”. In order to fill the
terminological gap, M. Hrulevs’kyj proposed a combination of popular
terminology, of Galician terminology, and of elements borrowed from the West

European languages and Russian.
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As a result of post-World War I developments, Ukraine was divided
among four states: the nominally sovereign Ukrainian SSR on one hand, and
Poland, Romania and Czechoslovakia on the other, where the conditions for the
development and use of Ukrainian varied widely.

There were three occupations of Ukraine by Soviet Russia from 1918 to
1923. They were characterized by the crushing and dispersing Ukrainian
institutions, publishing houses, etc. After complex historical events and despite
the unfavorable circumstances, nevertheless, conditions for implementing the
Ukrainian language were created.

There was an obvious contradiction between the legislation of the Soviet
regime not prohibiting the Ukrainian language, and the real situation where it was
barely tolerated. The numerous decrees of the Party and the Congress of Soviets
on the status of the Ukrainian language and Ukrainian education actually showed
the lack of progress in this domain.

According to Shevelov (1989: 95),

“The actual state of the Ukrainian language during the years 1918-1924,
under Soviet domination, shows ups and downs and an interplay of give
and take. On the one hand, Ukrainian was never outlawed by the central
government; on the other hand, the same government, and especially
the party, found many of its manifestations undesirable.”
The language of the state bureaucracy was Russian. “... the language absorbed a
great number of Sovietisms in the areas of administration and ideology, which
more often than not were loan translations from Russian, although many were not

slavish translations” (Shevelov 1989: 107). An orientation toward native

respurces was more evident.
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“The language gap between the countryside and the cities, which
neither time nor circumstances had allowed to be eliminated in the
preceding period, became deeper and more blatant during the first five
years of the Soviet regime. The situation cried out for change”
{Shevelov 1989: 108).

I do not share Wexler’s (1974: 110) ecstatic approach about “this dramatic
change of status for Ukrainian ... described in a resolution written by Lenin and
adopted by the Central Committee of the Russian Communist Party, meeting in
Moscow, December 2-4, 1919 ...” A decision of the Central Committee of the
Russian Communist Party could not radically change the language situation in
Ukraine. Let us not forget that many Bolshevik decrees were simply
propagandistic in their nature. The situation was rather complex. Alongside the
russificatory policies of the CC of the RCP the linguistic discussion took place in
the 1920s obviocusly in the context of Ukrainization. This was not the only case
when competing tendencies with respect to the development of the Ukrainian
language occurred.

For the first time, scholars such as V. Hancov, O. Kurylo, S.
Smeredyns’kyj, O. Synjavs’kyj and others participated broadly in linguistic
discussions alongside amateurs, and linguistic institutes, especially in the East,
played an important role in coordinating terminological activity. The orientation
of the Ukrainian purists of that time was toward colloguial norms.

“In their attitudes toward the native resources, regulators are divided
into two groups: one group envisions a literary language broadly open
to dialectalisms of diverse background and generally favors unique
Ukrainian features (regardless of whether the forms are widely
understood throughout the territory of Ukrainian speech, and regardless

of whether they are archaic and no longer known in any of the
contemporary dialects)” (Wexler 1974: 113-114).
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This group was often oriented toward Galician technical terminological
enrichment.

“A second group disagrees with the extreme puristic principles of the

ethnographic approach. Instead, the members of this “group” emphasize

the importance of cultivating common norms rather than local or unique

Ukrainian features which are to replace contemporary material shared

by Polish or Russian” (Wexler 1974: 114).
They allowed some non-native enrichment in technical terminology.

“Proponents of this “modified ethnographic approach” (our term) tend

to set up as their mentor Taras Sev&enko (1814-61), who combined the

contemporary colloguial with traditions of the old literary language as

well as critical use of nonnative material” (Wexler 1974: 114).
As emphasized by Shevelov (EU 1993, 5: 9, the second group wor

“It was, however, the school led by O. Syniavsky, which took into

account not only tradition but also the development of the language,

that gained the upper hand and determined the norms of orthography,

orthoepy, morphology, and syntax”.
1.5. The Language Situation in the Years of Ukrainization (1925-1932)
Ukrainization meant the expansion of the social functions of the Ukrainian
language, its introduction into official use by state, political, social, cultural and
educational establishments and by organizations in the 1920s in the territory of
the Ukrainian SSR and in places of compact settlement of Ukrainians in other
republics of the USSR.

In the 1920s some reasons for introducing the policy of Ukrainization

emerged in Ukraine. To conduct a policy of ‘building a new society’ the

Communist party had to rely on and mobilize the vast majority of the Ukrainian

population, and in the villages Ukrainian was mostly used. The Party could not
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ignore the emerging Ukrainian element within its ranks, though this element was
still very limited at that time.

“As a body of official documents, decrees, and resolutions, the policy

of Ukrainianization can be traced from the year 1923, or even from

1920. But as a series of practical measures implemented consistently

and persistently, it hardly began earlier than 1925” (Shevelov 1989:

109).
Among the decrees issued by the government were the decrees of 30 April 1925
“On measures for the speedy completion of Ukrainianization in the Soviet State
machinery” and on 16 July 1925 “On practical measures for the Ukrainianization
of the Soviet State machinery”. Not later than 1 January 1926 “... the exclusive
use of Ukrainian is required of all civil servants” (Shevelov 1989: 113).
Employees at governmental offices, students at educational establishments should
pass an examination in the Ukrainian language. For the first time Ukrainian
language could be learnt for pursuing a career. “In 1926, the identification of the
Ukrainian culture and language with the village was flatly rejected, as was any
assertion of the superior character of the Russian culture and language”™ (Shevelov
1989: 115). In the military, the Russian language continued to be used. There was
great success in the Ukrainianization of the elementary schools. “The
Ukrainianization of the press reached 68.8 percent in 1930, and 87.5 percent in
1932” (Shevelov 1989: 117).

The implementation of the policy of Ukrainization was not simple. The

party itself was neither persistent nor consistent in pursuing this policy. On the

other hand, some people (especially in Russified industrial cities) did not

welcome this policy at all. There was an obvious contradiction between this
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policy and the policy of federalism, “internationalism”, etc. within the USSR. As
Shevelov (1989: 121-122) notes: “... resistance to Ukrainianization was strong
within the party, in the trade unions and in the state institutions ...” Given the
time constraints, there was some feeling of the artificiality of “imposing” the
Ukrainian language. “The social basis for the policy of Ukrainianization was thin:
in fact, it comprised only the Ukrainian intelligenisia that belonged to or
sympathized with the Communist party. The proletariat and the middle class were
at best indifferent” — comments Shevelov (1989: 122). The Ukrainian element
constituted a minority in the party, so evidently only this minority supported the
policy of Ukrainianization.

This period is characterized by compilation of terminological dictionaries.
Shevelov (1989: 130) observes: “Virtually all dictionaries published in 1925-1932
were Russian-Ukrainian or Ukrainian-Russian. There were almost no dictionaries
based on languages other than Russian ...”

Great efforts were put to normalize the language and according to
Shevelov (1989: 131) this was “... the most important novelty of the period” and
“never before was the spelling and the morphology of the Ukrainian language
codified in such detail and precision” (1989: 132). Not all of the words of this
period were absorbed by the language and some of them were not used later.
Compounding and affixation were among actively used means of word formation
(according to the same author). Linguists were divided into two schools: 1) the
ethnographic school, based primarily in Kyiv, which was extremely puristic

(represented by A. Kryms’kyj, Je. Tymd&enko, O. Kurylo in her early writings, M.
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Hladkyj, S. Smereéyns’kyj, V. Simovy¢ (early writings) and 1. Ohijenko) and 2)
the synthetic group, based in Kharkiv, which was moderately puristic (represented
by O. Synjavs’kyj, M. Sulyma, M. Nakonetnyj, O. Kurylo in her later writings;
close to them stood V. Hancov and A. Nikovs'kyj (see Shevelov 1989: 138). The
Kyiv school was more categorical in its prescriptions than the Kharkiv one.
According to Shevelov (1989: 138), “for instance, on its [Kyiv school’s — V.P.]
recommendation ekvafor ‘equator’ was to be replaced by rivayk, paralel nyj
‘parallel’ by rivnobiZnyj, konus ‘conus’ by stiZok, sektor ‘sector’ by vynmok,
Stepsel’ ‘plug’ by prytycka, kursyv ‘italics’ by pys ‘mivka, etc.”

There was a tremendous need for creating neologisms as the natural
reaction to expanding the use of Ukrainian in all spheres of life. “With Ukrainian
standardizing activities in full swing in the East, the minority Western speakers
were robbed of much of their strength fo stand at the forefront of Ukrainian
prescriptive intervention” {(Wexler 1974: 152). There was an understanding
among some Eastern Ukrainian scientists that Western Ukrainian technical
terminology could be used for creating standard Ukrainian terminology. L
Ohijenko favored Galician legal terminology, Kravéuk — Galician mathematical
terminoclogy, and in favor of some Galician material were Vysoc’kyj, Horec'kyj
and Xolodnyj from Eastern Ukraine (see Wexler 1974: 153). “Normalization is
characterized as inevitable in every language, but so far Ukrainian has never been
fully standardized” — concludes Wexler (1974: 136).

“For all its artificiality, groundlessness, internal contradictions,
tragicomic excesses and zigzags, Ukrainianization reasserted the

existence of Ukrainian as a standard language, rather than just a sum of
rural dialects. It extended the mastery of that standard language through
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various strata of the population, and contributed to its survival during
the coming vears of constraint and persecution” (Shevelov 1989: 140).
1.6. The Language Situation between 1933 and 1941
The arrival of Pavel Posty$ev in Kharkiv to lead the Ukrainian communists in
January 1933 clearly marked the end of Ukrainianization. By that time the
Ukrainian peasantry as a class had been severely undermined and all possible
measures had been taken to turn it into collective farmers. There was no longer
any need to please them. As Shevelov (1989: 142) remarks:
“The policy of Ukrainianization was not formally abrogated either by
Posty§ev or by any other party or government official. Ukrainian
culture, and the Ukrainian language ..., should follow the dictum
“national in form but proletarian/socialist in content”, coined by Stalin
as early as 1925, although launched only at the Sixteenth Congress of
the CPSU in 19307,
In the same year two proponents of Ukrainianization, M. Skrypnyk and M.
KXvyl’ovyj, committed suicide.
“The most pernicious aspect of PostySev’s policy lay not in the
prohibition of the Ukrainian language nor in the formal abolition of
Ukrainianization, but in the nearly total destruction of Ukrainian
intellectuals. 15 organizations were fabricated [i.e., falsified] and their
‘members’ persecuted”
— notes Shevelov (1989: 143). The Ukrainian SSR government’s authorities were
severely curtailed. “The achievements of Ukrainianization, small as they were, in
inculcating the Ukrainian language as a medium of communication in urban
everyday life were struck down. Russian was fully reinstalied in that function ...”
(Shevelov 1989: 146).

Ukrainian culture was severely undermined with the fall of the level of

literature and art. “Superficially, however, Ukrainian remained the predominant
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language in the Ukraine. Statistically, the number of Ukrainian schools, press
organs, theatres, and published books exceeded Russian ones, although these were
on the rise” — remarks Shevelov (1989: 146). There was no mention of the
Ukrainian language in the Constitution of 1937. The situation after the terror of
1933-1934 was even worse, and as Shevelov (1989: 149) remarks: “The terror of
1937-1938 was much more intense than that of 1933-1934 ...”

On 20 April 1938 a decree concerning the compulsory teaching of the
Russian language in all Ukrainian schools was issued. “In education, an
increasing number of schools in wrban and industrial centers were de-
Ukrainianized; these switched in part, under Zatons’kyj, to dual Ukrainian-
Russian usage and later to instruction in Russian” (Shevelov 1989: 151). During
this period there was a decline in the production of Ukrainian books, and a
corresponding growth of Russian materials (books, newspapers, etc.) was noticed.
In these conditions a decline of the prestige of the Ukrainian language was
observed. A process of denationalization started to take place.

This period was also characterized by the severe promotion of the
antipurist movement.

“The charge against the “bourgeois nationalists™ referred specifically to
the seven following points: (1) rejection of neologisms coined during
the revolutionary epoch; (2) rejection of international words; (3)
rejection of language components common to those in languages of the
other Soviet republics, especially Russian; (4) attempts to inculcate
language components having a class enemy character; (5) attempts to
spread feudal and bourgeois ideology through language; (6) attempts to

spread artificially created language components; and (7) distortion in
the meaning of many notions, especially those political and economic™
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— observes Shevelov (1989: 155-156). The fight against “bourgeois linguistics”
was going on in terminology, syntax, lexicography, even spelling. New
terminological dictionaries had to appear replacing the previous ones. “The main
targets of the attack were the chief representatives of the ethnographic trend in
Ukrainian linguistics ...” — notes Shevelov (1989: 158). Some representatives of
the moderate trend were also included. The task was set up “to bring Ukrainian
closer to Russian — a political problem, not a scholarly one™ (Shevelov 1989:
159). In a new Ulkrajins 'kyj pravopys preference was given to forms resembling
Russian, e.g., ximija ‘chemistry’ instead of xemija, lampa ‘lamp’ instead of
ljampa, Jevropa ‘Europe’ instead of Evropa. The same reliance on Russian was
evident in adopting loan words. “Instability seemed to be an inherent feature of
the Ukrainian language, in contrast to Russian, which suffered no upheaval of any
kind. The already damaged prestige of Ukrainian sank further” — mentions
Shevelov (1989: 167).

“In fact, the years between 1933 and 1941 was a period of systematic

and frontal attack against the Ukrainian culture and language, as well as

against the Ukrainian intelligentsia. It brought about the Russification

of many speakers of Ukrainian; it precluded the planned growth in the

use of Ukrainian in cities and industrial centers; and it caused many

speakers of Ukrainian to develop feelings of servility and fear”

(Shevelov 1989: 172).

Movoznavsivo (1934-39), the organ of the Institute of Linguistics of the

Ukrainian Academy of Sciences, showed dissatisfaction with earlier principles.
Ukrainian regulators of the 1920s were blamed for trying to tear apart the

Ukrainian and Russian languages, for opposing them to each other and in this

opposition giving preference to Ukrainian. Western Ukrainian material already
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incorporated into standard Ukrainian was treated like dialectalisms, archaisms,
etc. “Dialectalisms are defined now specifically as elements not shared with
Russian but shared with Polish” — observes Wexler (1974: 158). Russian affixes
were being used extensively, squeezing out natural Ukrainian ones. As Wexler
(1974: 160) notes: “Equivalence between Russian and Ukrainian technical
terminologies is also advocated”. Preference was given 1o internationalisms over
the words of native resources. Practically all internationalisms were entering
Ukrainian through Russian. “Regulators are now less enthusiastic than their
predecessors about neologisms as a potential source of enrichment” — observes

Wexler (1974: 163).

1.7. The Language Situation in Western Ukraine (1920-1939)

“In July 1918, Romania occupied Bukovina; by May 1919, the regions
of Pidljasia, Xolm (Chelm), Ukrainian Polissia, and Western Volhynia
were occupied by Poland; in July of the same year the Polish
occupation of Galicia was completed; after the temporary division of
Transcarpathia among Czech, Hungarian, and Romanian military
forces, in September 1919, the region became part of Czecho-Slovakia”

— writes Shevelov (1989: 175).

Ukrainian Lands under Poland

In Poland officially the Ukrainians were guaranteed free development of culture
and language. The reality of the situation was rather different.

Officially Polish was not considered a state language, but particular laws
elevated it to this status. “Exceptions to the exclusive use of the Polish language
were permitted in the five wojewodziwa of Lviv, Stanyslaviv, Ternopil,’

Volhynia, and Polissia” - comments Shevelov (1989: 178). Though the existence
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of Ukrainian schools was permitted by local authorities, it was certainly not
encouraged by them. The Polish establishment in its majority was hostile towards
the dissemination of Ukrainian education. As Shevelov observes (1989: 180):
“The crucial vears in the decrease of Ukrainian schools were the first half of the
1920s.” Ukrainian high and professional schools remained only in Galicia. Being
in this subordinate position, Ukrainians unleashed terror against Poles and Poles
against Ukrainians. According to Shevelov (1989: 183): “[The] Greek Catholic
church ... remained a bulwark of Ukrainian culture and language”. The same
author (Shevelov 1989: 186) also mentions that “the Greek Catholic church,
which was very influential in Galicia, continued the tradition of using a Ukrainian
variant of Church Slavonic as its liturgical language and the Lviv koine or dialect
of Ukrainian in sermons and communication with parishioners”. Ukrainians were
very active in business and the economy, organizing cooperatives. The most
famous among them were Maslosojuz and Centrosojuz. According to Shevelov
(1989: 183): “Both quantitative growth and diversification characterize the
Ukrainian press in Galicia at this time”.

The Ukrainian language was perceived by many Ukrainians under Polish
rule as a feature of national identity and pride, though, as Shevelov (1989: 185)
notes: “The Polish language remained more prestigious ...” Maybe for the first
time the technical intelligentsia was using Ukrainian. It was not easy to reconcile
the spelling rules of the Central Ukraine with the Galician tradition. As Shevelov
observes: “Lexicographical work was very limited” (1989: 190) and “In sum, the

linguistic work carried on in Polish Ukraine was an important counterbalance to
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the devastation in Ukrainian linguistics that occurred under the Soviets in the
1930s” (1989: 191). The situation of the Ukrainian language under Polish regime
was a lesser evil in comparison with its situation under the Soviets.

Ukrainian Lands under Romania

According to Shevelov, there were three periods in the Ukrainian language
development in the Ukrainian territories under Romanian rule: 1) 1918-1928 — a
total negation of all things Ukrainian. The Ukrainian language was not taught at
all (Shevelov 1989: 194-195). “In ecclesiastical life, the Orthodox church was
completely dominated by Romanians. Ukrainian priests were required to preach in
Romanian” (Shevelov 1989: 196); 2) 1928-1936 — a certain degree of
liberalization. The teaching of the Ukrainian language was introduced and then
cancelled in 1933. The summer Ukrainian language courses became popular
(Shevelov 1989: 196-197). By 1937 Bukovyna had at least fifteen Ukrainian
societies of various types, ¢€.g., cultural, feminist, student (Shevelov 1989: 197).
Ukrainian periodicals were published during this period. 3) 1937-1938 — the
establishment of military dictatorship, the introduction of the new constitution.
The “liberal” course of the preceding decade had ended (see, 1989: 198). “Its [the
Ukrainian language’s — V.P.] status in the church was very precarious” (Shevelov
1989: 198).

In June 1940 the Soviets occupied Ukrainian lands that had been under
Romania. They installed the same order as existed in the rest of the Soviet empire.

Ukrainian was restricted mostly to domestic use.
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Transcarpathia under Czecho-Slovakia

From May 1919 Transcarpathia was under the rule of Czecho-Slovakia.
“Some considered the local language to be Ruthenian” — notes Shevelov (1989:
200). There was a great impact on local population by Galicians who promoted
the standard Ukrainian language based on literary Ukrainian as used in Galicia.
Social and public life was developing in the CSR and the role of the Ukrainian
language was growing. There was also growth of economic potential, business,
including the Ukrainian one. Terminology (including business one) was borrowed
from Galicia. Despite unfavorable general conditions, the Ukrainian language was
strengthening its positions, including the economic sector.

The Ukrainian language did make significant progress there, especially in
light of the bleak picture under Hungarian rule before and during the First World
War.

There was constant opposition between Ukrainophiles and Russophiles
and in this battle finally Ukrainophiles were losing. The administration, which
initially promoted Ukrainian, shifted to Russian. Later first steps were made to
Czechization of the region (see Shevelov 1989: 209). In October 1938, following
the dismemberment of the Czecho-Slovak Republic, actual autonomy was granted
to Transcarpathia, marking its brief independence and by March 1939 Hungarian
occupation of Transcarpathia was complete (see Shevelov 1989: 210).

In general, Shevelov observes a “policy of compartmentalizing the
territory where the Ukrainian language was spoken” (1989: 214) under the Soviet,

Polish, Romanian and Czecho-Slovakian governments. At this stage undoubtedly
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Ukrainian (with all the aforementioned problems) had enough potential to serve
the cultural needs of the people who used it. Ukrainian was not used on a constant
basis in urban and industrial centres.
Concluding, Shevelov (1989: 223) says:
“Such dependence on the language of the ruling nation was a major
handicap for the normal development of the Ukrainian language and, in
fact, the growth of more than the language. It was one more
manifestation of the incompleteness of the Ukrainian language in the
first half of the twentieth century™.
1.8. The Language Situation in 1941-1945
From June 1941 until 1944 Ukraine was under German occupation. Wexler
(1974 173) writes about this period:
“Participants of wartime discussions intentionally link themselves to the
puristic principles enunciated by Western Ukrainian purists in the 1920s
and 1930s and in the Eastern Ukraine throughout the 1920s. While
wartime regulators propose restoring the principles of the 1920s, they
offer little that is original™.
During war, a few dictionaries were published by the Dictionary Division of the
Ukrainian Scientific Institute in Berlin.
In Wexler’s (1974: 173) opinion:
“Regulators in both the Eastern and Western Ukraine under the German
occupation share the spirit of restoration of puristic norms, but
Westerners perhaps tend to favor a predominantly ethnographic
approach (i.e., loan translations and neologisms) while Easterners lean
toward a modified ethnographic approach (i.e, some international
enrichment)”.
Preference was given to common variants over dialectal forms. Trying to

oppose constant pressures in the wartime period both from German and Russian,

the regulators tended to use native resources. Localisms could be used on a
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limited basis and could not be spread over entire region. “Wartime regulators
seem to reject the extreme puristic principle of avoiding cognates shared with
Russian and Polish” — comments Wexler (1974: 175). It was not easy in wartime
conditions to work on the replacement of foreign elements by native equivalents.
In technical Ukrainian the emphasis was put on replacement of international terms
by native terms or neologisms.

“Foreign (frequently international) words which have long been

accepted in the spoken language, such as international nacija ‘nation,’

nacionalist ‘nationalist,” profesor ‘professor,” German fanciuvannja

‘dancing,” are not subject to elimination, since they are no longer felt to

be foreign in the language and do not displace native equivalents” —

writes Wexler (1974: 177).

The following words were adopted from German into Ukrainian during

this period:
abver ‘ Abweht’ total ‘nyj ‘total’
gavijajter ‘Gauleiter’ Jaterljand ‘Faterland’
gestapo ‘Gestapo’ [fiurer ‘Fiihrer’
Junkers ‘Junkers’ Jfrau ‘Fraw’
kaput ‘kaputt’ $naps ‘Schnaps’
rajx ‘Reich’

(see IUM 1983: 569).
During this period there was a clear discrepancy between the declaration

of wartime purists and the practice of adopting foreign words into Ukrainian.

1.9. The Language Situation in 1946-1953

The postwar period was characterized by a reversion to the principles of the

1930s. “There is no mention of wartime discussions or of restoring puristic
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principles” — admits Wexler (1974: 182). Dissatisfaction is being expressed with
certain puristic principles of the 1920s.
“The purists of the 1920s are specifically accused of emphasizing the
formation of neologisms, of avoiding similarities with Russian, of
advocating enrichment from Galician and other dialects (Galician is
treated as a dialect and not as a literary tradition), and of introducing
archaisms into the literary language”
— writes Wexler (1974: 182). The influence of the Russian language was actively
promulgated. More attention was being paid to the speech of the urban areas
because the population living in them was more inclined towards usage of
Russian or switching from Ukrainian into Russian. According to Wexler (1974:
184), “the language of rural communities may be cultivated only if it is in tune
with contemporary Soviet life”.

This period was characterized by extensive borrowing from Russian
especially in the lexical domain. Ukrainian syntactical structures were also
brought closer to Russian. “As imporiant means of enriching the lexical
storchouse of Ukrainian, and of activating many features in Ukrainian which
heretofore have been unproductive, is the translation of Marxist-Leninist classics
from Russian into Ukrainian” — writes Wexler (1974: 185). Even international

vocabulary was being borrowed into Ukrainian through Russian. Russian in this

case appeared to be the only source of enriching Ukrainian.

1.16. The Language Situation in 1953-1969

“The relaxation in relations with the cuiside world that came with Stalin’s death

in 1953 did not have much immediate effect on the vocabulary” — write Comrie,
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Stone and Polinsky (1996: 210) regarding the Russian language. The same
staternent can be made regarding the Ukrainian language. Limited cultural and
educational contacts with foreign countries became possible though the grip of the
system was still very strong. Foreign cultural phenomena became more and more
popular and they found their reflection in borrowed vocabulary. The development
of tourism also had its impact on lexicon, popularizing and expanding
intercultural and international communmication. The expansion of vocabulary was
bigger than in the pre-war and immediate after-war years. Borrowings primarily
from English were more used than in previous periods.

Khrushchev’s “thaw” in the early 60s brought about a revival of culture.
The Ukrainian Sistdesjarnyky ‘people of the 60s’ (a small group of Ukrainian
intelligentsia, primarily writers, artists, etc.) took a firm stand in defense of
Ukrainian language, culture and history. “The term puryzm ‘purism’ remains a
taboo word in popular circles, but some regulators express themselves in favor of
Systota movy ‘purity of the language,” “one of the most important signs of
language cultivation”, and talk about kul fura movy ‘cultivation of the language’™
— remarks Wexler (1974: 190-191). One of the books that had resonance effect
was Jak my hovorymo ‘The Way We Speak’ by Borys Antonenko-Davydovy¢
(1970), covering important issues of dystota and kul ‘tura movy. The publications
by A. P. Koval’ (1964), other researchers like Je. D. Cak., M. T. RyI’s’kyj, V. V.
Koptilov on kul’tura movy, while they had to pay homage to Marxist-Leninist
works, Party guidelines, etc., but did have at least some impact on the actual state

of affairs showing that Ukrainian is different from Russian, Ukrainian has its own
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rules and tendencies of development. These efforts should be neither exaggerated
nor neglected. The efforts of the §istdesjatmyky to defend the Ukrainian culture
and language were enormous though the conditions in general were very
unfavorable. The process of Russification can be vividly illustrated by Kalinovié
(1962), which was actually nicknamed the rosijs ko-rosijs kyj slovnyk ‘Russian-
Russian dictionary.” “Forms dissimilar to Russian are specifically rejected in
favor of variants shared by two languages” — mentions Wexler (1974: 187). It can
be evidenced by many publications devoted to the topic (see, for example,
Jizakevy¢ 1969). International words were also borrowed through Russian: “In
keeping with the principle of areal convergence with Russian, international and
other foreign material which is used in Russian is also recommended for
Ukrainian” (Wexler 1974: 189). International terms had to keep the same
phonological shape as in Russian, That is why Contemporary Ukrainian has xokef
instead of hokej ‘hockey,” xoldynh insiead of holdynh ‘holding’ English
borrowings werg mostly coming via Russian, first used by central newspapers and
later duplicated by republican ones.

There was an attempt to revive dialectal enrichment, archaisms and
Galician forms.

Wexler (1974: 185) points out the generally poor quality of linguistic
discussions. Terminological research was resumed with the creation of a
Dictionary Commission at the Institute of Linguistics of the Academy of Sciences

of Ukraine (see EU 1993, 5: 198). Since then, over 20 specialized Russian-
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Ukrainian dictionaries have been published. According to Shevelov (EU 1993, 5:
198),
“The puristic approach of the 1920s had been abandoned, and the
dictionaries were based on the Russian language. Only in exceptional
cases were all synonyms for a term provided, and then one of them —
the one identical or similar to the Russian — recommended”.
The policy of Russification conducted by the state and party officials

severely curtailed the natural development of the Ukrainian language, its natural

replenishment and improvement.

1.11. The Language Situation in 1970-1985
This period was especially unfavorable to the development of the Ukrainian
language. A political reaction set in afier Khrushchev’s “thaw”. In 1972 arrests of
several representatives of the Ukrainian intelligentsia followed. Foreign
borrowings (with the exception of borrowings from Russian, which was not
considered a foreign language by the communist establishment) in the Ukrainian
language were discouraged. The policy of Russification was squeezing out the use
of the Ukrainian language in the limited domains where it still existed. This
period is characterized by an immense spread of the “ideologically correct
Ukrainian language™ (for the similar case with Russian, see, Zemtsov 1984°).
“Linguistic policies in Soviet Ukraine were visibly political policies that
directed the language on how to change in order to achieve symmetry with the

Russian or blending of the Soviet languages” — remarks Onyshkevych (1999:

* As noted in the Preface “His book reveals the systematic effort of the Soviet leadership to create
an entirely new communist fanguage for using communications to subduc the masses to their will”
(1984: ix).
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