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Abstract

This article examines the persistence and functions of Ukrainian lexical elements in the Russian-
language speech of Sevastopol residents against the backdrop of shifting language policies and
political transformations. The research problem arises from an observable paradox: although
Ukrainian was widely resisted as a language of everyday communication during the period when
Sevastopol belonged to Ukraine, elements of Ukrainian vocabulary nevertheless became embedded
in local speech through prolonged exposure to media, education, and bureaucratic discourse. After
2014, when Ukrainian disappeared from official domains, some of these lexical elements continued
to be used in everyday interaction. Over time, however, these traces have begun to fade, making it
important to document them as residual linguistic phenomena. The aim of this study is to systematize
the Ukrainian lexical elements present in the Russian speech of Sevastopol residents and to identify
their sociolinguistic functions. The data were obtained through surveys and interviews, on the base
of which a corpus of approximately 150 Ukrainian words and expressions was compiled. The corpus
was analyzed using the methods of thematic classification, and functional-pragmatic analysis in
order to determine patterns of distribution and communicative motivation. The results demonstrate
that even language policies that fail to produce large-scale language shift can leave lexical residues
in everyday speech. Ukrainian expressions persisted as tools of communicative efficiency,
emotional expression, quotation, irony, and group identity. The study contributes to sociolinguistic
theory by emphasizing that language policy outcomes must be evaluated not only through
institutional indicators but also through everyday linguistic practices, where ideology, habit, and
memory intersect.
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AHHOTAIHSA

B naHHO# cTaThe HCClenyroTCsl yCTOMYMBOCTD M (DYHKIIMH YKPAHMHCKHX JIEKCHYECKUX DJIEMEHTOB B
pyccKOs3bIuHON peun xuteneii CeBacTomons Ha OHE CMEHBI S3bIKOBOM MOJUTHKH U TOJTHTHYC-
ckux TpaHchopmanmii. VccnenoBaTenbckas mpoOiieMa BO3HHMKAeT M3 pacCMaTpHBaeMOro Iapa-
JIOKCa: HECMOTpS Ha TO, YTO MOBCEAHEBHOE OOIIEHHE HAa YKPaWHCKOM SI3bIKE B IEPHOJ, KOTJa
CeBacTOnoIb BXOJUWI B COCTaB Y KPauHBI, BHI3BIBAJIO IIUPOKOE COIIPOTUBIICHHUE, 3TIEMEHTHI YKPanH-
CKOM JIEKCHKH BCE K€ YKOPEHWINCH B MECTHOH peun Oyaroapst JNIUTETbHOMY BO3ICHCTBHIO MEANA,
oOpaszoBaHus 1 Or0pokparrdeckoro auckypea. [Tocme 2014 r., Koraa YKpanHCKHAHN SI3BIK TIOJTHOCTBIO
ncue3 U3 opUIUATBHBIX cep, HEKOTOPhIE U3 ATUX JEKCHIECKHUX 3JIEMEHTOB ITPOIOIDKAIN aBTOMA-
TUYECKH HCIIOIb30BaThCSl B MOBCEAHEBHOM KOMMyHHKauuu. OIHAKO CO BPEMEHEM ATH CIEIbI
HaydaJld UCYe3aTh, IOITOMY BAXHO 3a(pMKCHPOBATH JAHHBIE OCTATOYHBIE SI3BIKOBBIC sIBIEHUA. Llemn
HACTOSIIIETO UCCIIEJOBaHUS — BBIABUTh M CHCTEMATU3UPOBATh YKPAUHCKUE BKPAIUIEHHS B PyCCKOMI
peuH CeBacTOMNONBIIEB, a TAKIKE OMUCATh X COIIMOIMHTBHCTHYEeCKUE (QyHKIMH. Ha ocHOBe aHaim3a
JIAHHBIX, TIOJIYYSHHBIX C MIOMOIIBIO ONPOCOB U UHTEPBBIO, OBLT cocTaBlieH Kopiyc u3 150 ykpauH-
CKHUX CJIOB H BhIpakeHH. [1J1s aHai3a KOpITyca 1 ONpeeIeH s MOIeNeH yoTpeOIeHNsI U KOMMY-
HUKaTUBHOM MOTHBAIMM HCHOJIB30BaHBI METOJBI TEMaTH4YeCKOW KiaccuuKanud U (hyHKIHO-
HaJILHO-TIParMaTHYeCKOT0 aHajn3a. Pe3yspTaTel 1EeMOHCTPUPYIOT TOT (aKT, YTO Jaxe S3BIKOBas
MIOJIUTHKA, KOTOPAsl HE IIPUBOIUT K MACIITAOHOMY CIBHTY B SI3bIKE, MOKET OCTABIISTH JIEKCHIECKHUE
clebl B TOBCEAHEBHOM pedur. Y KpaHHCKHE BBIPAXKEHUSI COXPAHUINCh KaK HHCTPYMEHTBI KOMMYHHU-
KaTUBHOW €MKOCTH, SMOLIMOHAIBHOCTH, LUTHPOBAHHSA, UPOHUM U TPYNIOBOM HIEHTUYHOCTH.
HccrenoBanre BHOCUT BKIIAJ B COLMOJIMHIBUCTHYECKYIO TEOPHIO, IOAYEPKHUBAs, YTO PE3YJIBTATHI
SI3BIKOBOW TOJNIMTUKHU JOJKHBI OLEHMBATHCS HE TOJIBKO 4€pe3 MHCTUTYLHMOHANBHBIE TOKA3aTelN,
HO U 4epe3 MOBCEIHEBHBIE PEYEBbIE IIPAKTUKH, TI€ NEPECEKAIOTC UACOIOT s, IPUBbIYKA U UCTO-
pudeckas HaMATh.

KaroueBble ci10Ba: ykpaurckuii A3viK, pYCCKULL A3bIK, A3bIKO6AS NOIUMUKA, A3bIKOGAS UOEO0N0US,
JIeKCU4ecKkas yCmouugocmy, UOEHMUYHOCMb
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1. Introduction

The study of language functional and regional characteristics has become a
central concern across sociolinguistics, anthropology, and political science.
Language variability in a given historical moment is no longer seen merely as
surface change; rather, it is treated as evidence of a language’s cognitive vitality,
adaptive potential, and social reach across strata and space. Contemporary scholars
argue that shifts in vocabulary, distribution and function reflect not only internal
linguistic dynamics but also changing socio-cultural environments and political
projects that redefine what counts as legitimate speech.

Two closely intertwined concepts organize much of the recent works on the
politics of language: language policy and language ideology. Although often used
together, these concepts highlight distinct levels of analysis. Language policy refers
to institutionalized decisions and measures (legal, administrative, educational) that
regulate the status, domains, and uses of one or more languages in a territory
(Barakos 2016, Shmidt 2006, Spolsky 2019). Language ideology designates the
system of beliefs, values, and representations about languages shared by social
groups, which shape perceptions of prestige, authenticity, and belonging (Seargeant
2009, Silverstein 1979, Woolard 1998, 2021). Crucially, a third phenomenon —
language activity (or grassroots language activism) — links the two: bottom-up
practices and campaigns that transform ideological commitments into social
pressures and, potentially, into policy change (Combs & Penfield 2012, De Korne
2021, Du Plessis 2006, Nurutdinova, Khanova & Mustafina 2022).

One of the most striking recent examples of language policy failure is the
attempt to impose Ukrainian in Sevastopol during the first decade of the 21st
century (prior to 2014). The city’s response illustrates how historical identity, local
ideology, and deliberate forms of language activity can render top-down language
engineering ineffective. Sevastopol’s particular trajectory helps explain this
resistance. Founded in 1783 as a naval base by Catherine the Great, the city
developed a distinctive political and cultural orientation. As one of the key southern
Russian ports, it inevitably attracted communities of different ethnic groups and a
variety of linguistic influences. During the Soviet period, however, Sevastopol
preserved the special administrative status of a closed military base, with Russian
as the sole official language. Although Crimea as a whole was transferred to the
Ukrainian SSR in 1954 due to Khrushchev’s territorial reorganization, Sevastopol
maintained a unique civic profile and a population whose everyday linguistic
behavior remained predominantly Russian. After the collapse of the Soviet Union,
Crimea became part of independent Ukraine, and the new state began enforcing its
language policy.

Throughout stable historical connections mixed varieties of Russian and
Ukrainian appeared in some regions. Well known “surzhyk”, commonly defined as
a hybrid or mixed speech combining elements of Ukrainian and Russian, has been
stigmatized in both Ukraine and Russia: in Ukraine, as a “chaotic, destructive
hybrid” undermining the literary norm of the state language, and in Russia, as
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evidence of incomplete assimilation or linguistic interference (Del Gaudio 2015:
216). However, Sevastopol’s residents broadly rejected Ukrainian in daily speech,
preserving Russian as the language of communal life. The state’s attempts at
imposed language change therefore produced limited behavioural change and,
importantly, became one of the grievances that fed political realignment in 2014.
Since that year, the Ukrainian language has almost completely disappeared from
Sevastopol’s public sphere (television, advertising, signs, documentation),
however, some Ukrainian words continue to be used in colloquial speech by the
city residents.

The case shows how policy, when unanchored in local ideology and practice,
can fail — and how such failure can have deep political consequences. At the same
time, traces of such policies can reshape local language ideology and yield
unpredictable outcomes. The relevance of this research stems from Sevastopol’s
position under constant political and scholarly scrutiny, yet with insufficient
coverage of its internal linguistic dynamics. Because the city is perceived
internationally as a contested territory, accounts of its language situation are often
framed through geopolitical narratives rather than empirical observation. This study
addresses that gap by tracing how, despite resistance to imposed Ukrainization,
certain Ukrainian words became embedded in everyday communication, and how
in the post-2014 period these remnants tend to disappear. Sevastopol thus emerges
as a unique case where linguistic processes are better understood not as instruments
of politics, but as consequences of geopolitical transformations. The immediate aim
is to identify frequent lexical items of Ukrainian origin in the everyday speech of
Sevastopol residents and to analyze the historical, social, and ideological motives
behind their continued use.

Research questions

Which Ukrainian lexical elements persist in the everyday Russian-language
speech of Sevastopol residents?

Which thematic domains show the highest degree of lexical retention?

What communicative and pragmatic functions do Ukrainian-origin lexical
items perform in everyday speech?

What sociocultural factors contribute to the persistence of these lexical
elements despite changes in language policy?

2. Theoretical framework

Definitions of language policy vary depending on disciplinary approach, yet
they generally converge on two central claims. At its core, language policy can be
understood as a system of state regulation in the sphere of language and education,
encompassing a set of principles, practices, and institutional mechanisms designed
to address language-related issues within a society (Sokolovskiy & Filippova 2018).
In this sense, language policy is not limited to abstract declarations but involves
deliberate planning aimed at organizing the functional distribution of languages
across social domains. Such planning typically includes the allocation of languages
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to specific spheres of communication — public administration, education, political
activity, and social institutions — reflecting broader patterns of social organization
(Kanevskiy 2015, Spolsky 2019).

A further important theoretical dimension concerns the relationship between
formal regulation and lived linguistic practice. Language policy operates not only
through administrative decisions but also through the interaction between language
use, cultural expectations, and institutional authority. As a result, policy outcomes
depend on how official norms are interpreted and enacted within everyday
communicative environments rather than on legal prescriptions alone (Combs &
Penfield 2012). This complexity is reinforced by the multilevel nature of
governance: language policy is shaped simultaneously by central, regional, and
local authorities, whose interests and priorities may diverge significantly
(Borisova 2021). Consequently, language policy also includes decisions concerning
the symbolic and functional status of languages, the maintenance of dominant codes
in key public domains, and the management of linguistic diversity through the
regulation of minority or regional languages (Barakos 2016, Shmidt 2006).

Beyond its formal definition, language policy is not purely a technocratic
endeavor. It intersects with broader projects of nation-building, socio-economic
agendas, and political struggles (Blommaert 2010, Shmidt 2006, Spolsky 2019).
Consequently, policy involves not only the state but also a plurality of actors,
including parliamentary elites, administrative bodies, educational institutions,
expert communities, civil society organizations, and grassroots groups. This
multiplicity of participants reflects the complex nature of policy implementation,
where formal decisions are interpreted and negotiated across different institutional
and social levels (Spolsky 2019). In the Russian scholarly tradition, this diversity
of actors has been emphasized as a key factor shaping policy outcomes, particularly
through the role of non-state participants such as journalists, migrants, and non-
governmental organizations, who influence how official measures are practically
used (Sokolovskiy & Filippova 2018).

Scholars have also conceptualized language policy outcomes as ranging along
a continuum from constructive to destructive models. Constructive measures are
designed to expand the domains of minority or regional languages, for example
through bilingual schooling, official recognition, or targeted media support.
Switzerland provides a paradigmatic example: the recognition of German, French,
and Italian as equal official languages, supported by federal institutional
arrangements, has enabled the maintenance of linguistic pluralism under stable
political conditions (Tyuleneva 2023). By contrast, destructive measures aim at
linguistic unification and the reduction of diversity. The historical French project
of linguistic standardization, initiated in the early modern period and intensified in
the nineteenth century, marginalized regional languages such as Breton and
Occitan, demonstrating how legislation and education can be mobilized for national
consolidation with long-term sociolinguistic consequences (Gulinov 2011).
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Ukraine’s post-1991 trajectory provides a more recent example. The adoption
of Ukrainian as the sole state language was intended to consolidate national identity,
but in predominantly Russian-speaking regions the policy often provoked
resistance. In Sevastopol, for instance, schools were formally required to shift to
Ukrainian, yet in practice they struggled: there were too few competent teachers,
and parents resisted reorienting children’s education. As a result, what emerged was
not full Ukrainianization but a situation of receptive bilingualism: residents
passively understood Ukrainian, partly due to its presence on television and in print,
but continued to use Russian as their active, communal language. This mismatch
between state instruments and local practices illustrates how policy without
adequate social grounding may lead to unintended outcomes (Csernicskéd 2011).

Language ideologies constitute another crucial component of the theoretical
framework, complementing the institutional dimension of language policy. They
refer to systems of belief, value, and representation that communities hold about
languages and their speakers. In sociolinguistic theory, ideologies are commonly
understood as interpretive frameworks through which speakers rationalize and
justify language use. These function as a bridge between linguistic practices and
structures of political and economic power, shaping how people perceive prestige,
legitimacy, and social hierarchy (Blommaert 1999, Seargeant 2009, Silverstein
1979, Woolard 1998). Ideologies also tie closely to historical memory, identity
narratives, and geopolitical affiliations. Together, these factors influence where
particular languages end up within public discourse and collective consciousness
(Barakos 2016, Shmidt 2006, Tyuleneva 2023).

One needs to distinguish language ideology from language attitudes, though
the two are related. Language ideology refers to broad, often institutionalized
systems of belief about language. Attitudes, by contrast, involve more immediate
cognitive-affective dispositions — that is, knowledge, evaluation, and behavioral
intention (Seargeant 2009). This distinction helps explain why language behavior
varies from one community to another. Research on language attitudes identifies
three interrelated components: the cognitive (awareness and knowledge of a
language), the affective (emotional evaluation and perceived prestige), and the
conative (intention or willingness to use a language in communication)
(Khilkhanova 2022). Both ideology and attitudes play a decisive role in shaping
policy outcomes, since formal regulations become effective only when they
resonate with speakers’ perceptions and motivations.

This distinction helps explain situations in which formal policy measures do
not result in observable shifts in language use (Seargeant 2009). For example, in
Sevastopol many residents had a good passive knowledge of Ukrainian, acquired
through schooling and regular exposure to television and public communication. At
the same time, emotional attitudes and everyday language habits were largely
oriented toward Russian, which was closely tied to daily interaction and local
identity. As a result, Ukrainian words occasionally appeared in colloquial Russian,
most often as ironic insertions, expressive elements, or memorable phrases, rather
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than as a basis for a broader shift in language use. This situation shows that lexical
borrowing can occur without deeper changes in overall language behavior.

Instead of viewing language processes as a simple linear chain (policy —
practice), recent research tends to describe them as a dynamic interaction between
institutional regulation and social perception. Language ideologies provide the
normative and perceptual background through which policy initiatives are
interpreted, contested, or reinterpreted, while policy itself contributes to the
reshaping of ideological repertoires through education, administrative procedures,
and media discourse (Barakos 2016, Woolard 2021). Within this framework,
models linking language prestige, domains of use, and policy regimes become
particularly relevant. Where a language is perceived as prestigious and widely used
in public domains, policy tends to reinforce its position. Conversely, where prestige
is limited and use is restricted to symbolic or private contexts, policy interventions
are less likely to achieve sustained behavioral change (Tyuleneva 2023).

This model can be applied to the current case. Formally, Ukrainian occupied
the official status of the state language, yet in Sevastopol, the ideology clashed with
its instruments. The city’s residents could passively follow Ukrainian-language
news or films, but when cinema screenings were mandated exclusively in
Ukrainian, audiences simply stopped attending. Here, the issue was not
comprehension (understanding was high), but hearing familiar films dubbed into
Ukrainian provoked irony or even ridicule. Another example lies in bureaucratic
practice. Official documents in Sevastopol were issued in Ukrainian, and residents
became adept at navigating Ukrainian terminology in paperwork, often with a dose
of humor, while maintaining Russian as their everyday language. Such cases
illustrate how policy instruments may persist on paper while being reinterpreted
through local ideological frames.

The practical channel through which ideology exerts pressure on policy is
commonly conceptualized as language activism. It has been defined as purposeful
action aimed at influencing language practices and institutional arrangements
(Combs & Penfield 2012). Researchers describe activism as encompassing diverse
forms, including the production of educational materials, public advocacy, media
initiatives, and institutional lobbying (De Korne 2021, Du Plessis 2006). In many
international contexts, activism has supported the revitalization of minority
languages, as seen in regions such as Wales or Catalonia, where sustained social
engagement led to significant policy adjustments. In the Russian Federation,
initiatives related to Tatar and other minority languages have similarly combined
grassroots activity with legal advocacy (Nurutdinova et al. 2022).

In Sevastopol, however, activism assumed a markedly different form. Rather
than organized campaigns aimed at promoting a particular language, local
responses were primarily expressed through everyday communicative choices. This
pattern can be described as negative activism — a form of implicit resistance in
which speakers do not openly challenge policy but gradually neutralize its practical
effects by continuing to use their preferred language in daily interaction. Such
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behavior did not abolish policy formally, yet it limited its effectiveness by
preventing its full reproduction in routine communicative practice.

Comparative research identifies different regime logics of language policy.
Ethnic-federal pluralism, exemplified by Switzerland, recognizes multiple official
languages tied to territorial units and sustains them through federal guarantees.
Unitary monolingualism privileges a single national tongue, as in the French case,
where centuries of state standardization marginalized regional varieties. Mixed or
incremental regimes fall in between: the United Kingdom’s gradual
accommodation of Welsh after centuries of marginalization demonstrates how
activism and shifting ideology can transform policy over time (Tyuleneva 2023).
Ukraine attempted to shift from a de facto bilingual reality toward a unitary
monolingual regime. In Sevastopol, this abrupt transition clashed with entrenched
local ideology, producing not integration but polarization. Taken together, these
theoretical perspectives offer a framework for analyzing the Sevastopol case. They
illuminate how policy instruments, ideological commitments, and everyday
practices interact to shape linguistic outcomes. They also clarify why official
Ukrainization measures failed to produce sustained language shift, leaving behind
instead a stratum of Ukrainian lexical borrowings embedded in Russian speech.

3. Data and methods

The study uses a corpus-based approach to examine how Ukrainian lexical
elements persist in everyday Russian speech among Sevastopol residents. The
methodology combines quantitative processing, thematic classification, and
functional-pragmatic analysis — in order to identify distribution patterns of
Ukrainian-origin items and the communicative factors behind their use. This setup
makes it possible not just to list specific lexical units, but to interpret them within
actual everyday communication practices. The empirical material comes from
semi-structured interviews and a questionnaire survey conducted via Yandex
Forms. The interviews collected information on individual language biographies,
attitudes toward Ukrainian lexical elements, and perceived communicative
functions.

Yandex Forms ensured broad survey accessibility and anonymity across
different demographic groups. This qualitative component allowed the study to
capture personal experiences, intergenerational transmission patterns, and the
emotional or symbolic meanings that speakers attach to Ukrainian expressions. The
questionnaire included both closed and open-ended questions, providing a basis for
quantitative measurement and qualitative interpretation alike. Lexical material was
processed by compiling a corpus of Ukrainian-origin words and expressions
reported by respondents. Frequency of occurrence was calculated for each item,
resulting in a structured inventory of the most recurrent borrowings in the everyday
Russian speech of Sevastopol residents. Statistical processing was carried out using
the analytical tools built into the Yandex platform.
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The study involved 157 respondents with varying demographic characteristics:
age groups (18-23, 24-35, 3645, 4660, and over 60), education levels
(secondary, vocational, higher, and postgraduate), and a balanced gender
distribution. Importantly, the study did not directly measure levels of bilingualism
or multilingual competence of the respondents. However, according to historical
and sociolinguistic context of Sevastopol, it can be assumed that the respondents
are Russian-speaking with passive familiarity with Ukrainian. This can be
explained by the general linguistic situation of Sevastopol, which is characterized
by a predominantly Russian-speaking environment. The population is ethnically
diverse, with Russians forming the majority (70-80%). As a result, Russian
functions as the primary language of everyday communication, while Ukrainian
and Crimean Tatar are present only in limited and regionally specific contexts
(Kashirina 2019).

The main stratifying variable was length of residence in Sevastopol.
Respondents indicated whether they had lived in the city for less than ten years or
more than ten years. This criterion was used to distinguish long-term residents from
those who moved to Sevastopol after its reintegration into the Russian Federation
in 2014. Given the city’s significant demographic transformation (its population
increasing from approximately 380,000 before 2014 to around 550,000 by 2024)
this variable was essential for differing linguistic environments. The final analytical
sample consisted of 109 long-term residents, while responses from 48 newcomers
were excluded from the core analysis to ensure focus on the stable linguistic
environment of the city. This decision was motivated by the need to focus one
relatively stable language community and the fact that more recent arrivals are
likely to have been socialized in different linguistic environments, which could
affect the presence and functions of Ukrainian lexical elements in their speech.

The questionnaire contained the following components:

1. Sociodemographic information (age, gender, education).

2. Length of residence in Sevastopol (less/more than 10 years).

3. Language behavior: whether respondents use Ukrainian words or
expressions in everyday Russian speech.

4. Most frequently used Ukrainian word or phrase (open-ended).

5. Other Ukrainian words or expressions that respondents recall using.

6. Attitudinal questions: personal reflections on the role of Ukrainian lexical
items in communication, whether they are used deliberately or unconsciously, and
emotional associations with these borrowings.

All lexical material obtained from the survey and interviews was compiled into
a corpus of approximately 150 Ukrainian-origin words and expressions. These
ranged from single lexical items such as odaxyro (‘thank you’), eapno (‘nice,
beautiful’), and mpska (‘drizzle, mist’) to more elaborate idiomatic utterances such
as [ywa 6axcae ceama (‘The soul longs for celebration’), and LJi pyxu niuvoco ne
kpanu (‘These hands have not stolen anything’). Such expressions were not isolated
borrowings but represented a relatively stable stratum within the local speech
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community’s linguistic repertoire. The construction of the corpus involved
normalization of spelling and functional variants. For example, wo and wo were
counted as variants of the same lexical item (‘what’), while context-dependent uses
of 0o nobauenns (neutral ‘farewell’ versus sarcastic dismissal) were categorized as
one lexical unit with multiple pragmatic functions. This normalization ensured that
the corpus reflects both the variety and functional range of Ukrainian lexical
elements in Sevastopol speech. It should be noted that the corpus cannot be reduced
to a simple list of ‘loanwords’.

Thematic classification was used to group lexical items into semantic domains
based on their communicative function and lexical meaning. The biggest thematic
groups identified is ‘etiquette formulas’, which includes several subcategories, such
as greetings, farewells, expressions of gratitude, and forms of address. Their
inclusion within a single category is explained by their shared role as standardized
units of interaction rather than lexemes with independent semantic development.
Functional-pragmatic analysis was then applied to examine the operation of these
units in actual communicative contexts. The focus at this stage was on their
pragmatic functions, including the maintenance of social contact, expression of
emotional attitude, evaluation, ironic usage, and the marking of group affiliation.
The combination of thematic and functional analysis made it possible to identify
not only patterns of lexical distribution, but also the communicative factors
underlying their use.

At the same time, certain limitations of the study should be taken into account.
The relatively small sample size constrains the extent to which the results can be
generalized, while self-reported linguistic data may be affected by recall bias and
limited awareness of actual speech practices. In addition, the heterogeneity of
migrant groups within the respondent pool introduces additional variability,
complicating the identification of strictly local usage patterns. Nevertheless, the
integrated use of corpus compilation, thematic classification, and functional-
pragmatic analysis provides a coherent methodological basis for studying the
persistence of Ukrainian lexical elements in Sevastopol speech. This approach
allows for the description not only of the lexical items themselves, but also of their
functional role and the mechanisms supporting their continued use in everyday
communication.

4. Results

The obtained corpus provides an insight into how language policy,
sociocultural change, and everyday communicative practice interact. A key
observation emerging from the data is that lexical persistence does not depend on
linguistic similarity between Russian and Ukrainian. Instead, it reflects a
combination of habitual usage, communicative convenience, media exposure, and
shared cultural memory. Some expressions survive because they perform essential
communicative functions, while others persist due to their expressive force or
symbolic associations. As a result, the corpus reveals not only which Ukrainian-
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origin items remain in circulation, but also how they are hierarchically organized
within everyday speech. The analysis presented below focuses on several
interconnected dimensions of lexical persistence, beginning with frequency
patterns that identify the most stable elements of the corpus and continuing with
subgroup, thematic, and functional analyses that illuminate the social and pragmatic
conditions supporting their continued use.

4.1. Frequency analysis

Frequency analysis was used to identify the lexical items that demonstrated the
greatest stability within everyday speech. The results showed that a relatively small
group of expressions accounted for a disproportionately large number of
occurrences across survey responses. These highly recurrent items function as
routine communicative formulas that speakers often produce automatically, without
deliberate attention to their linguistic origin or stylistic value. However, the analysis
also revealed that even the most routine expressions are not pragmatically fixed.
The same lexical item may function as a neutral formula in one context and as an
emotionally or evaluatively marked utterance in another.

The frequency distribution of expressions revealed a clear hierarchy of use (see
Table 1). Three items dominated across demographic groups: I[Jo ye maxe? / Illo
(‘what is this?”), Jaxyro (‘thank you’), and Jo nobauenns (‘goodbye’). Together,
they accounted for nearly 60% of all mentions in the survey, confirming their
centrality to the communicative repertoire.

Table 1. Top 10 most frequent expressions

Rank Expression Frequency Share, %
1 lLjo ye make? / Lo (‘what is this?’) 38 35
2 Asakyro! (‘thank you’) 32 29
3 Jo nobayeHHa! (‘goodbye’) 18 17
4 Lle 3aHaomo! (‘that’s too much’) 11 10
5 Xali 6yde / Hexali 6yde (‘let it be’) 9 8
6 Ykasieka (‘instruction, directive’) 7 6
7 byob nacka (‘you’re welcome’) 6 6
8 Hema 3a wo (‘don’t mention it’) 6 6
9 Mpska (‘drizzle, mist’) 3 3

10 Ha dobpaHiy (‘good night’) 3 3

These expressions occupy different pragmatic niches. [[Jo ye make? (‘what is
this?’) is used not only as a literal question but also as a versatile exclamation
expressing surprise, irritation, or playful irony.

(1)  Craorcu mue, noxcanyiicma, wo ye maxe? Tot umo nameopun? (‘Tell
me please, what this is. What have you done?”)

laxyro (‘thank you’) served as the default form of gratitude, often used
automatically in routine interactions,
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(2) — A npunec mo umo met npocun (‘I’ve brought what you asked for’).
— O, osixyio (Well, thank you).

o nobauenns (‘goodbye’) retained both its neutral and sarcastic functions.

(3) — Paspewume paccxazamo éam o Hawell nogou axyuu (‘Let me tell you
about our new promotional offer’).
— Mo nobauenuns (‘Goodbye’).

The dominance of these three items indicates that Ukrainian lexical traces have
been naturalized into the most basic communicative acts of questioning, thanking,
and leave-taking.

Items such as I]e 3anaomo (‘that’s too much’) and Xaii 6yoe / Hexati 6yoe (‘let
it be’) held important stylistic and identity functions. While less frequent, they were
used with marked expressive intent. They were often used to dramatize a situation
or underscore its significance.

(4) — Ilamov moicay pyoaeu 3a smy cymxy?! Lle 3anaomo! (‘Five thousand
roubles for this bag? That’s too much!’)

(5) — Hocmompu, umo mut 30ecy nanucan! Ho xail yoce 6yoe max! (Look
what you’ve written here, but let it be like this’)

Words like yxasziexa (‘instruction, directive’), 3pada (‘betrayal’), nepemoca
(‘victory’), used ironically, were less frequent overall but strongly loaded in terms
of social meaning.

(6) — ¥V nac ouepeonas spaoa (‘We’re having another failure).

At the margins there were rare lexemes such as nansnuys (‘a kind of bread that
became a shibboleth of Ukrainian identity’), asmiska (‘car’, colloquial), and
eopinka (‘vodka’) occurred only once or twice. The use of narzanuysa is notably
symbolic, because its correct pronunciation served as a quick and often decisive test
to identify someone as Ukrainian. The ability to say it correctly distinguished
Ukrainians from others. The presence of these items in the corpus demonstrates the
symbolic dimension of Ukrainian lexicon.

4.2. Subgroup analysis

A closer look at demographic subgroups revealed important patterns. Age
emerged as a strong factor. Younger respondents (18-23 years old) frequently used
humorous or meme-like expressions such as wo 6oro cone? (‘what nonsense is
this?”) or words with a playful sound pattern, such nayrox (‘rat’). These lexical units
circulate as stylistic play. Middle-aged respondents (3645 years old) were more
likely to employ ironic bureaucratic terms such as ykasisxa, reflecting their lived
experience under Ukrainian state administration. Older respondents (above 60)
often reproduced quotations from television or public signage, such as [Jywa
baocae cesima (‘The soul longs for celebration’) or Ak s 6ac pozymiro (‘I know how
you feel’), demonstrating the long-term impact of media exposure.
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Gender differences were less pronounced but still observable (see Table 2).
Among all respondents, women constituted approximately 65% (71 out of 109),
while men accounted for about 35% (38 out of 109). Female respondents tended to
use more terms of politeness, endearment and emotional reaction: na dobpaniu
(‘good night’), mu muii manicinokui (‘you are my tiny one’), mu moe coneuxo (‘you
are my sunshine’), mos padicmo (‘my honey’) as well as humorous and exasperated
phrases like nocooa cnmonopunace (‘the weather has worsened’) or wo6 mebe
nionsano ma eennyno (‘May you be lifted and dropped’), while male respondents
were slightly more represented in ironic or dismissive categories: ckazugcs (‘lost
his mind’), dypens (‘fool’), nenompi6 (‘scoundrel/villain’).

(7) — Hasnauunu HO6020 HAYANbHUKA OMOENd, HO OH COBEPULCHHbIIL
nenompi6 (‘The new manager was appointed, but he is absolutely
incompetent”’).

Table 2. Ukrainian words/phrases mentioned by the respondents of one gender

Gender Ukrainian word/phrase

Female only | Mos padicme (‘My joy’), KoxaHouka (‘Sweetheart’), Tu moe coHeuko (‘You are my
sunshine’), ika HecnodieaHka (‘What a surprise’), Tak omox (‘Same here’), Mpska (‘Dreary
weather’), Xali sam wjacmume (‘Good luck to you’), LLio6 mebe nidHAn0 ma 2enHyso (‘May
you be lifted and dropped’), Cma4Hozo (‘Enjoy your meal’), Ha 0obpaHiy (‘Good night’), Hi
3a wo (‘It’s nothing’), Mpowy (‘Please’), Mozoda cnawdpunace (‘The weather has gone
bad’), Fap6by3s (‘Pumpkin’), Tu mili maneceHbkuli (‘You are my tiny one’), Ceapa (‘Quarrel’),
Maemo, wo maemo (‘We have what we have’)

Male only Aypens (‘Fool’), Hernompi6 (‘Scoundrel’), Ckasuscs (‘Lost his mind’), LLlo eoHo 2oHe? (‘What
nonsense is it?’), He xal (‘Let it be’), Omaka ¢ieHs, manama (‘That’s how it is, kids’),
3avekalime, Tpumaiime (‘Wait, hold this’), MalibymHe (‘Future’), Kapmonns (‘Potato’)

These patterns suggest that female respondents appear to favour expressions
associated with interpersonal warmth and politeness, whereas male respondents
more frequently employ evaluative or ironic vocabulary, indicating differing
communicative styles within the same linguistic repertoire.

4.3. Thematic classification

The 150 items were organized into twelve thematic groups (see Table 3). This
classification demonstrates the breadth of semantic fields.

The distribution of lexical items across thematic groupsshows that etiquette
formulas including osaxyro (‘thank you’), rema 3a wo (‘don’t mention it’), 6y0b
nacka (‘you’re welcome’), npugim (‘hello’), and 0o nobauenns (‘goodbye’) reflect
the conventionalized dimension of everyday communication. The predominance of
this group indicates that Ukrainian lexical elements are most strongly preserved in
routine communicative contexts that require standardized interactional responses.
Because such formulas are repeated daily and often used automatically, they tend
to remain stable across generations. Many respondents associated their persistence
with the influence of television and advertising slogans of the 1990s—2000s, when
Ukrainian-language expressions were widely present in mass media.
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Table 3. Thematic classification of corpus items

Thematic
group

Examples

Number
of items

Etiquette
formulas
(greetings,
farewells,
gratitude,
requests,
apologies)

Jo nobayerHs (‘Goodbye’), byeali (‘Bye / take care’), Job6pozo OHA
(‘Good afternoon’), Jobpoeo paHKy (‘Good morning’), Ha 0obpaHiy
(‘Good night’), o 3ycmpiyi (‘See you’), Mobayumo (‘See you later’), Ma-na
(‘Bye-bye’), Mpusim (‘Hello’), bysaiime (‘Goodbye’ — polite/plural),
lFapHozo dH# (‘Have a nice day’), fapHozo sevopa (‘Have a nice evening’),
Xati eam wyacmume (‘Good luck to you’), Mobayumocs (‘See you’), byos
nacka (‘Please / you're welcome’), Hema 3a wo (‘Don’t mention it’),
Mpowy (‘Please’), CmayHozo (‘Enjoy your meal’), Aakyro (‘Thank you’), Hi
3a wo (‘Not at all’), Hemae 3a wo (‘Don’t mention it’), Aakyro eam (‘Thank
you’ — formal), Mepenpowyto (‘Excuse me / sorry’), Mpowy Oyxce (‘You're
very welcome’), 3po3ymino (‘I see’), Cayxaro ysaxcHo (‘I'm listening
carefully’), /lrodu 006pi (‘Good people’), MaH / Mawi (‘Sir / Madam’), Apysi
moi (‘My friends’), Tu mosa padicme (‘You are my joy’), Moe coHeuvko (‘My
sunshine’), Mili maneceHbkul (‘my little one’)

32

Interrogative
expressions

Lo ye make? (‘What is this?’), lWo? (‘What’), LLio ye 6yna0? (‘What was
that?’), Lo soHo 2oHe? (“What nonsense is this?’), Hy i wo? (‘So what?’),
Ta wo mu Kaxcew? (‘Really?’), Lo mpanunocs? (‘What happened?’), Lo
mu pobuw? (‘What are you doing?), Yu wo? (‘or what?’)

Emotional
expressions

To make (‘It is what it is’), Xmo 3Ha wo (‘Who knows’), Omaka ¢ieHs,
manama (‘That’s how it is, kids’), A naxHe ak (‘What a smell!’), /llo6oe —
ue make noyymms (‘Love is such a feeling’), Lle 3aHadmo (‘That’s too
much’), Le crnokyca (‘This is tempting’), Tak omoxc (‘Exactly’), Xal 6yde
(‘Let it be’), Hexali 6yde (‘Let it be’), He xali (‘Let it be’), Ak a eac po3ymito
(‘l understand you so well!’), Aywa 6axcae cesma (‘The soul longs for
celebration’), Oye mak (‘Wow!’), LLIkoda (‘What a pity!’), LL{o6 mebe
nioHAn0 ma 2enHyno (‘May you be lifted and dropped’), Xaii sam
wacmume (‘Good luck to you!’)

16

Evaluative
expressions

lapHo (‘Nice’), Ayxmce eapHo (‘Very nice’), @aliHo (‘Great’), MozaHo (‘Bad’),
Hecnepeunusuli (‘Indisputable’), Henompi6 (‘Worthless person’),
Heceplioznusuli (‘Not serious’), [TlomuxeHoky (‘Slowly’), ObepexcHo
(“Carefully’), Jobpe (‘Good’), CmayHuli (‘Tasty’), CmayHeHbKul (‘Tasty’ —
diminutive), HeedobHo (‘Inconvenient’), Ljikaso (‘Interesting’), Cka3uecs
(‘Lost his mind’), Ceplio3Ho (‘Seriously’), Habpudno (‘Fed up’), M’akeHbka
(‘Soft’” — diminutive), AypeHs (‘Fool’), FapHuli xnoneuys (‘Handsome boy’),
lapHa disyuHa (‘Pretty girl’), Bameokiscoka ghizypa (‘Father’s copy’),
Maemo w0 maemo (‘We have what we have’) Mepmeai 60xconu He
2ydyme (‘Dead bees don’t buzz’),

24

People

Xnoneys (‘Boy / young man’), Apy3i (‘Friends’), bameko (‘Father’),
JAumuna (‘Child’), KoxaHouka (‘Darling’), Mantok (‘Baby’), Mionimku
(‘Teenagers’)

Time and
quantity

Linodoboso (24 hours’), Aekinoka (‘Several’), /lucmonad (‘November’),
Hoemenb (‘October’), 3apas (‘Now’), Buopa (‘Yesterday’), Cbo200Hi
(‘“Today’), IHwum pasom (‘Another time’), HacmynHozo pa3sy (‘Next time’),
Cnpobyl we (‘Try again’)

10

Objects, food,
household
items

Llykepku (‘Sweets’), Aemieka (‘Car’), MansHuys (‘Traditional bread’),
lopinka (‘Vodka’), bypsak (‘Beetroot’), Llueapku (‘Cigarettes’), Kapmonnsa
(‘Potato’), Ozipouku 3 nyxupysamu (‘Bumpy cucumbers’), Fapby3
(‘Pumpkin’), Mautok (‘Rat’), Xni64uk (‘Bread’ — diminutive), KoszaHka
(‘Skating rink’), Xama (‘House’), Copouka (‘shirt’), BuwueaHka
(‘Embroidered shirt’), reuux (‘Jug’), Tapinka (‘Plate’), PaxyHok (‘Bill’)

18
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End of Table 3
Thematic Number
Ne Examples .
group of items
8 |Actionsand |Mlidpaxyt (‘Count’), He po3ymito (‘| don’t understand’), Ykasieka 12
processes (‘Instruction’), 3avekaii / 3auekatime (‘Wait’), Midemo do domy (‘Let’s go

home’), Tpumaiime / Tpumali (‘Take it’), 43zeoHu (‘Call’), 3ax00b (‘Come
in’), Cnyxaem ysaxcHo (‘Listen carefully’), Mowykadi (‘Look for it’), He 6ixcu
mak wycmpo (‘Don’t run so fast’), Muwamucs (‘Be proud’)

9 [Nature and Mpska (‘Drizzle’), Moeoda cnawoHOpunace (‘The weather has worsened’), 5
phenomena | PossudHunocs (‘It cleared up’), Jowuk (‘Rain” — diminutive), Xmapka
(‘Cloud’ — diminutive)

10 |Politicsand |3pada (‘Betrayal’), Mepemoea (‘Victory’), Mpanop (‘Flag’), Ykasieka 12
public life (‘Directive’), Ui pyku Hiyoz2o He Kpanu (‘These hands have not stolen
anything’), Mionuc / Aama (‘Signature / date’), HezanexcHicms
(‘Independence’), MomyxcHUmu padamu ma konoHHamu (‘In powerful
rows and columns’), Maemo wo maemo (‘We have what we have’),
YKpaiHcoka moea (‘Ukrainian language’), Bnada (‘Authority / power’),
lonocysaHHA (‘Voting’)

The second-largest group consists of evaluative expressions, including eapro
(‘nice’), ¢pauno (‘great’), noeano (‘bad’), ooope (‘good’), and nabpuono (‘fed up’).
These lexical items are often preferred due to their brevity and perceived
expressiveness. Respondents frequently indicated that such words are easier to
pronounce and, in their perception, ‘sound softer’ or, in some cases, ‘more
expressive’ than their Russian equivalents. This perceived phonetic and stylistic
advantage contributes to their continued use in everyday speech, particularly in
emotionally marked or evaluative contexts. Emotional expressions, including ye
sanaomo (‘that’s too much’), wxooa (‘what a pity’), oye max (‘wow’), represent
another important group. These units add humour and irony to everyday speech.

A substantial portion of the corpus consists of lexical units related to everyday
life and expressive communication. Names of food products and household items,
such as yykepxu (‘sweets’), kapmonza (‘potato’), oypsax (‘beetroot’), and naranuysa
(a type of traditional bread), illustrate how Ukrainian vocabulary has become
integrated into daily domestic routines. Some of these, like 6ypsx, are common in
southern regions as a result of long-term language contact, which accounts for their
established place in local speech. Others, such as nazanuys, carry added symbolic
weight and can function as markers of cultural identity. Interrogative forms like wo
ye maxe? (‘what is this?’), wo? (‘what?’), and wo mpanunoce? (‘what happened?”)
form a stable part of spontaneous spoken interaction. Though interrogative in form,
these expressions often serve pragmatic purposes, functioning as emotional or
rhetorical responses rather than requests for information.

Several thematic groups reflect intermediate levels of lexical entrenchment.
Action- and process-related words, including niopaxyu (‘count’), 3auexaii (‘wait’),
mpumatime (‘take it’), as well as terms of time and quantity such as owcosmens
(‘October’), odexinoxa (‘several’), and yinodo6oso (‘24 hours’), show how
Ukrainian vocabulary has taken root in bureaucratic and institutional settings,
especially through official documentation and administrative communication.
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Political and public-life units, such as spaoa (‘betrayal’), nepemoca (‘victory’),
npanop (‘flag’), and nezanescnicme (‘independence’) reflect the continued
influence of political discourse and media narratives. These words are often used
ironically or evaluatively, suggesting that their function frequently goes beyond
literal meaning and enters the realm of social commentary. The smallest thematic
groups consist of references to people, nature, and natural phenomena. Such
vocabulary appears to survive mostly in specific contexts rather than as part of
routine interaction.

Overall, this thematic classification demonstrates that Ukrainian lexical
elements penetrate multiple layers of everyday communication, from intimate
family interactions to public slogans, from consumer vocabulary to political
critique. The predominance of etiquette formulas and evaluative expressions
indicates that the most stable elements are those associated with frequent social
interaction and the expression of personal stance. In contrast, smaller thematic
domains suggest more limited but still meaningful areas of lexical persistence. This
distribution supports the broader observation that the survival of Ukrainian lexical
items in Sevastopol speech is closely connected to their communicative usefulness,
frequency of repetition, and emotional or symbolic resonance within everyday
discourse.

4.4. Functional categorization

While thematic classification mapped the semantic fields of the corpus,
functional categorization provided insight into the pragmatic motivations behind
lexical choice. Five overlapping categories were identified: capacity of utterance,
negative assessment, emotional impact, quotations, and self-identification.

4.4.1. Capacity of utterance

The first category highlighted the communicative efficiency of Ukrainian
words. Many were shorter, phonetically lighter, or stylistically more natural than
their Russian equivalents. For example, doope (‘good/well’) competes with Russian
xopouto but offers a more compact form and is perceived as easier to articulate in
rapid speech. The same refers to eapno (‘nice, beautiful’), which is simpler than
Kpacueo;, cmaunozo (‘bon appétit’) is far more idiomatic than the cumbersome
Russian formula npusmunoco annemuma. Similarly, beverage descriptors
2azosana/nezaszosana gooda (‘carbonated/non-carbonated water’) are more practical
than ¢ eazom/bes eaza. Another noteworthy example is the expression ye cnoxyca
(“this is temptation”). On the one hand, it is shorter and phonetically smoother than
the Russian smo uckywenue; on the other hand, in comparison with the Russian
variant it often carries a subtle negative shade, suggesting not only temptation in a
neutral sense but temptation with a malicious undertone.

These examples demonstrate that speakers frequently prioritize economy and
convenience of expression, integrating Ukrainian words not out of ideological
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loyalty but out of pragmatic calculation. In fast-paced oral exchanges, a single-
syllable saving or a more idiomatic phrase becomes a powerful factor in lexical
choice. Such items persist because they fit seamlessly into spontaneous
conversation and routine interaction, illustrating how the principle of
communicative efficiency can drive outcomes in situations of language contact.

4.4.2. Negative assessment

The second category demonstrated how Ukrainian lexicon is mobilized for
irony, criticism, or dismissive evaluation. A prominent example is yxa3zigexa, used
not in its neutral sense of ‘instruction’ but specifically to mock absurd or
authoritarian orders.

(8)  Ham cnycmunu ouepeounsie yraszusku (‘We’ve received another set of
instructions from above’)

Choosing the Ukrainian form, speakers add a layer of irony that Russian
uncmpykyus lacks. Other items, such as dypens (‘fool’) or xiwxa (‘cat’), serve as
euphemistic substitutes for stronger insults, allowing speakers to vent frustration
without crossing into obscenity.

(9)  Hy cxonvko moocno mebe 2o80pums, 4imo npeonodcere Ha4uHaemcst
¢ bonvuiotl 6ykest! Tol y mens dypensv?! (‘How many times do I have to
tell you that a sentence begins with a capital letter! Are you a fool or
what?!”)

The farewell 0o nobauenns (‘good bye’) enters this category when deployed
sarcastically as a dismissal equivalent to ‘get lost’ (see example 3). Political terms
such as nesaneacnicmo (‘independence’) and nuwamucs (‘to be proud’) can also be
used ironically to critique exaggerated nationalism.

(10) Onu npocmo nviwmaromes ceoumu oocmudicenusmu! Mue xasxcemces,
amo yoice svixooum 3a Hopmul npunudus. (‘They just boast about their
achievements. It seems to me this goes beyond the limits of propriety’)

An additional subgroup in this category includes words in which Ukrainian
phonetic form resembles Russian obscene or near-obscene vocabulary. These are
expressions like nionuc, oama (‘signature and date’), cniznuscsa (‘came late’). In
such cases, even neutral words may trigger sarcasm, ridicule, or dismissive
reactions because of unintended associations. Respondents emphasized that this
phonetic overlap reinforced negative connotations and contributed to the ironic
flavor of Ukrainian borrowings in Russian speech. Thus, negative assessment
illustrates how Ukrainian words function as stylistic tools of distancing and
resistance, enabling speakers to critique authority, mock pretension, or express
disapproval. Their persistence reflects not communicative necessity but the
symbolic potential of language play, where sound associations and cultural
stereotypes amplify irony.
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4.4.3. Emotional impact

The largest category revealed the affective power of Ukrainian language.
Respondents frequently emphasized that certain words ‘sound stronger’, ‘carry
more warmth’, or ‘feel more heartfelt’ than Russian equivalents. This perception
was especially strong for terms of emotion, intimacy, or elevated style. Core
examples include //jo ye maxe? (‘what is this?’), whose intonation may convey
surprise, irritation, or playful teasing, and cryxaro ysascno (‘I’'m all ears’), often
used ironically to dramatize concentration. Words such as namxuenns
(‘inspiration’), 6ascanus (‘desire’), and maiibymne (‘future’) were valued for their
poetic resonance and perceived stylistic richness. Terms of endearment like
coneyko (‘my sunshine’), mos padicme (‘honey’), and miti manecenvrkuui (‘my little
baby’) offered affective nuance not easily captured by Russian alternatives, which
were often judged as colder or more prosaic.

(11) V wmensn cecoous 6vi10 HaOXHeHHsT U 5 YOpana 6ClO Keapmupy.
(‘I’ve been highly inspired to clean the entire flat”)

For many speakers, these items evoked childhood, family warmth, or cultural
intimacy, strengthening their emotional weight in daily interaction. This category
shows that Ukrainian words are not merely historical residues but active resources
for emotional expression. Their continued use reflects not only linguistic habit but
also the symbolic and stylistic depth they add to speech, serving as markers of
sincerity, intimacy, or playfulness depending on context.

4.4.4. Quotations

The fourth category traced the influence of Ukrainian media and public
signage. During the 1990s and 2000s, Ukrainian-language commercials, transport
announcements, and television programs flooded the Crimean linguistic landscape.
Many phrases from these sources entered everyday speech as quotable references.
A specific feature of this process was the ubiquity of translated international
advertising. The same commercial for global brands was broadcast across different
countries in multiple languages, yet for Sevastopol residents the Ukrainian versions
became the ones entrenched in memory. Similarly, many Russian products were
advertised in Ukrainian, creating parallel advertising environments: identical
imagery but different linguistic codes. As a result, Sevastopol audiences
internalized the Ukrainian wording, and even when Russian equivalents were
available, the Ukrainian phrases often sounded more familiar and more ‘authentic’
in local usage.

In addition to commercial slogans, the corpus recorded quotations from
Ukrainian political discourse. Iconic statements by politicians, often perceived as
pompous or implausible, became the object of irony. By repeating them in everyday
conversation, speakers highlighted their distance from official rhetoric while
simultaneously demonstrating shared cultural memory.
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Examples include advertising expressions like

(12)  [ywa b6axcae cesama (‘The soul longs for celebration’) = [ywa soceraem
npazoHuKa.

(13) Ak s 6ac pozymiro! (‘1 know how you feel’) = Kax s sac nonumaio!

(14) A naxue ax! (‘“What a smell!’) = 4 3anax!

as well as the well-known quotation from a Ukrainian politician
(15) Li pyxu niuoeco ne xpanu (‘These hands have not stolen anything”)

These phrases persist as humorous or nostalgic allusions. For many
respondents, reproducing such quotations was less about Ukrainian identity than
about playful intertextuality, irony, and the evocation of collective memory. Their
persistence demonstrates how media saturation can leave lasting linguistic imprints
even in contexts where the promoted language is not the dominant medium
of daily life.

4.4.5. Self-Identification

The final category highlighted the symbolic role of Ukrainian lexicon in
marking group boundaries. After 2014, Sevastopol saw a large influx of newcomers
from mainland Russia who, from the point of view of the locals, demonstrated their
superiority to the residents. Long-term residents often distinguished themselves
from these migrants, sometimes perceiving them as “colonists.” Using Ukrainian
expressions in general became a way to signal belonging to “old Sevastopol.”
Ukrainian words thus functioned as identity markers, reinforcing in-group
solidarity and contrasting long-term residents with outsiders. Furthermore, in some
cases, respondents noted that such self-identification could be directed towards
Sevastopol residents who, holding negative attitudes towards Ukraine and its
government, transferred this sentiment to the language. After the reunification with
Russia, these individuals deliberately avoid using Ukrainian words to distance
themselves from their past. Thus, Ukrainian lexicon transformed into a symbolic
code of authenticity, illustrating how language ideologies shape and sustain
lexical practice.

5. Discussion

The results of this study provide a comprehensive picture of how Ukrainian
lexical items continue to circulate in the speech of Sevastopol residents despite
profound shifts in language policy and political affiliation. At the core of this
finding lies the recognition that language contact and lexical borrowing are not
mechanical processes imposed from above, but deeply social practices, shaped by
ideology, identity, memory, and everyday pragmatics. Ukrainian words and
expressions, though stripped of their former institutional support after 2014, persist
as part of the communicative repertoire of Sevastopol. They survive in functions
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ranging from the pragmatic to the symbolic, proving that language policy is never
the sole determinant of linguistic outcomes.

As can be seen, Ukrainian lexical items among Russian speakers in Sevastopol
can no longer be reduced to the legacy of Ukrainization policies. Instead, they have
developed into multifunctional resources serving diverse communicative goals. For
some speakers, they offer a capacity of utterance — shorter, simpler, or more
idiomatic forms that ease conversation. For others, they are vehicles of negative
assessment, providing irony and critique where Russian alternatives would sound
flat or overly neutral. Many respondents highlighted the emotional resonance of
Ukrainian words, suggesting that they carry an affective charge that enriches
discourse. Still others drew on Ukrainian expressions as quotations, recycling
slogans and media fragments from the late Soviet and post-Soviet periods. Finally,
a significant subset of expressions has been re-contextualized as tools of self-
identification, marking belonging to “old Sevastopol” and distinguishing residents
from newcomers after 2014.

The persistence of Ukrainian words in Sevastopol also points to the role of
language in regional differentiation. Even in the absence of official support — or
in the presence of overt rejection — Ukrainian expressions have become part of the
city’s local identity. This phenomenon resonates with observations from other
peripheral or historically contested regions. Research on North-East Scots, for
example, has shown that speakers of this regional variety regard it as ‘a significant
part of an insignificant identity’ (Loester 2017: 344). The same formulation aptly
captures the situation in Sevastopol; despite the region’s marginality within the
Ukrainian state before 2014 and its contested status thereafter, Ukrainian lexical
elements have become emblematic of local belonging, distinguishing long-term
residents from newcomers who arrived after the political shift.

The present findings also contribute to a broader theoretical discussion
concerning how identities are discursively constructed through language. A key
theoretical insight in this field is that identity is produced, reproduced, transformed,
and even dismantled through linguistic means. One influential framework
distinguishes between the content level (what speakers talk about), the
communicative level (how they speak), and the metalinguistic level (how they
evaluate language itself) (Dubrovskaya 2015). This framework proves highly
applicable to the Sevastopol case. At the content level, what is said — the semantic
fields covered by identity-relevant vocabulary — provides the raw material for self-
definition. At the communicative level, code-switching into Ukrainian signals a
mixed cultural identity. At the metalinguistic level, our respondents explicitly
evaluated Ukrainian words as ‘softer,” ‘easier to pronounce,” or ‘more heartfelt’
than their Russian equivalents. In other words, what was once a political index
became an icon of private affect (Gal 2016).

The findings of this research contribute to ongoing debates in sociolinguistics,
linguistic anthropology, and language policy studies. First, they challenge the
notion that language policy alone determines linguistic outcomes. Instead, policies
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interact with ideologies, activism, and identities, producing results that may diverge
dramatically from official intentions (Gumperz 2008, Malinowski 2018). Second,
they demonstrate the importance of examining not just structural changes (such as
shifts in official language use) but also the micro-level practices of everyday
speech. It is at this level that language ideologies are most visibly enacted and
reinterpreted (Combs & Penfield 2012, Woolard 2021).

Third, the Sevastopol case illustrates how regional differences can emerge
within a broader national framework. Even when Ukrainian language policy failed
at the institutional level, it succeeded in shaping the linguistic environment in ways
that produced lasting traces. These traces now differentiate Sevastopol residents
from newcomers, embedding Ukrainian elements within the city’s linguistic
identity. Such processes highlight the dynamic interplay of language, identity, and
politics in contested regions (Volvach 2019). Finally, the research underscores the
multifunctionality of language itself. Words and expressions are not static symbols
but flexible tools that speakers adapt to shifting circumstances. A single Ukrainian
phrase can be pragmatic, affective, ironic, or symbolic depending on its use. This
adaptability explains why Ukrainian lexicon persists in Sevastopol: it offers
speakers not only communicative efficiency but also expressive versatility and
identity signaling.

6. Conclusion

In sum, the corpus of 150 Ukrainian expressions documented in this study was
examined to address the main objective of the research, namely to identify the
persistence, thematic distribution, and communicative functions of Ukrainian
lexical elements in the everyday Russian-language speech of Sevastopol residents.
These items have survived beyond the reach of official policy, repurposed by
speakers to meet practical needs, express emotions, critique authority, recall
cultural references, and mark local belonging. The overlap of thematic domains and
functional motivations reveals the complexity of linguistic persistence: what begins
as policy residue becomes an active resource in everyday life.

The results also provide answers to the research questions formulated in the
study. First, the analysis identified a stable core of frequently used lexical items that
function as routine communicative formulas. Second, thematic classification
revealed that the most extensive domains include etiquette formulas, evaluative
expressions, and emotional expressions, indicating that Ukrainian-origin elements
are concentrated primarily in areas of everyday interpersonal communication.
Third, functional-pragmatic analysis demonstrated that these lexical items persist
not only because of historical exposure but also because of their communicative
efficiency, emotional resonance, and stylistic flexibility. Success or failure of
language policy cannot be measured solely by institutional compliance. Instead, it
must be assessed in terms of the lived experiences of speakers, whose practices
reveal the enduring power of language to adapt, persist, and signify in ways that
escape official control. Sevastopol’s linguistic landscape exemplifies this paradox:
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Ukrainian as a state project failed, but Ukrainian as a layer of everyday speech
continues to thrive in altered, multifunctional forms.

At the same time, the study highlights the transitional nature of the current
linguistic situation. Considering the facts that the population has now doubled due
to Russian-speaking arrivals from the mainland, and the new generation is growing
up in a monolingual environment, the phenomenon described in this work will soon
cease to be registered in the speech of Sevastopol residents. Therefore, it is
important for it to be documented to understand significant sociolinguistic
processes. Such documentation contributes to a better understanding of ongoing
sociolinguistic transformation and the long-term consequences of language contact
and policy change. Thus, the study contributes to the broader field of
sociolinguistics by demonstrating that lexical persistence is shaped not only by
institutional forces but also by communicative routine, cultural memory, and
emotional practice, providing a framework for future research on language retention
in post-policy multilingual environments.
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Caenenus 00 aBTope:

Mapusa IOppeBHa HEKPACOBA — kanaunaT QuiIosornueckux HayK, JOUEHT Kadeapbl
«Teopuss u mpakTHKa TnepeBoia u 3apyOexxkHas ¢uonorus», CeBacTONONbCKUN
rocyaapcTBeHHbIN yHuBepcuTeT, CeBactononb, Poccus. Ee uccienoBaTenbckue HHTEPECH
BKJIIOYAIOT JIMHTBOKYJIBTYPOJIOTHIO, S3BIKOBOM JaHAmMA(pT M COIHOIMHIBUCTHKY. OHa
SBIISIETCS. ABTOPOM IyOJMKALUWH, MOCBSILIEHHBIX S3bIKOBOMY OCMBICIEHHIO KpbiMckoro
pEeruoHa, B KOTOPBIX PAaCCMaTPUBAIOTCS BOIPOCHI KYJIbTYPHOH PElpe3eHTaLUH, I3bIKOBOM
WIACHTUYHOCTH W JUCKYPCHBHOTO KOHCTPYHPOBAHHS pETHOHA B HMCTOPUYECKOM U
COBPEMEHHOM KOHTEKCTax.
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