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THE OVERVIEW OF STUDIES ON UKRAINTAN-
BELARUSIAN TRANSITIONAL DIALECTS

Y craTTi B XpOHOJIOTiYHOMY 71 TEMaTUYHOMY IOPAJKY OKPECIEHO
CTaH JOCTIIKeHb YKpalHChKO-0iTOPYChKIX [iia/IleKTHUX KOHTAKTiB, 30-
KpeMa roBopis nepexignoro tumy. e nepumii Kpok y mofaabuIoMy J0-
CITiPKEeHHI CXiTHOCIOB SHChKMX MIXKIia/JIEKTHUX KOHTAKTIB. OCO6)’II/IBy
yBary aBTOp MpPUALINB YKPAiHCHKO-OIIOPYCHKUM ITepeXifHNM ToBOpam
y miBHIYHO-3axigHOMY apeasni YepHiriBcbkoi 06macTi.

Kmo4oBi cmoBa: ykpaiHcpKka MOBa, 6i10opycpKka MoBa, Ilomicest, M-
[ia/IeKTHI KOHTAKTY, IepeXifiHi [ia/IeKTH, CTaH JOC/IiKEHb.

B cTatbe B XPOHOJIOTMYECKOM U TeMaTUYeCKOM IOpAfKe odep-
YeH CTAaTyC VICCTeSOBaHWIl, MOCBAIIEHHBIX TeMe YKPanHCKO-6emopyc-
CKMX [IVa/lleKTHBIX KOHTAQKTOB, OCOOEHHO TOBOPaM IePeXOfHOTO THIIA.
9TO MepBbIii LIAT /I Ja/JbHENIIero MCCIef0BaHNsA BOCTOYHOC/IABSIH-
CKMX MEX/IMaJeKTHBIX KOHTakToB. Oco6oe BHUMaHME aBTOP YHEIN
YKPalHCKO-0€TI0pPYCCKUM TIePeXOffHBIM TOBOpaM B CeBEpPHO-3allaJHOM
apeare UepHNTOBCKOIT 06/macTy.

KiroueBble cl1oBa: yKpayHCKMIL A3BIK, 6eopycckumit A3bIK, [Tonecnbe,
MeX7IMaTeKTHble KOHTaKThl, IepeXOHbIe IMa/TeKTHI.

Studies on Ukrainian-Belarusian transitional dialects have experienced
alternated phases of linguistic interest in the 20" century for a number
of reasons, e. g. peculiar ethno-geographic position of these dialects,
predominance of national orientated dialectological research etc.

In this article we intent to provide a chronological outline of the studies
devoted to the problem of Ukrainian-Belarusian transitional dialects, with
particular attention to those contributions on the transitional dialects
spoken in the area north-west of the town of Cernihiv. The concept of
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«transitional dialects» will not be addressed to in this paper since it will
object of a separate discussion.

Keywords: Ukrainian, Belarusian, Polissia, dialect contacts,
transitional dialects, literature review.

Introduction

Studies on Ukrainian-Belarusian transitional dialects have gone
through alternated phases of linguistic interest. This can be easily
explained if one thinks of the material difficulties involved in carry-
ing out empirical research, fundamental for the dialectologist and
sociolinguist, in large peripheral areas, often subject to geo-politi-
cal, military and border modifications.

Early linguistic-dialectological accounts on the vernacular(s)
spoken along the Ukrainian-Belarusian, and one could add Rus-
sian, border areas go back to the 18" century. Nevertheless the
most significant studies on the issue of Ukrainian-Belarusian tran-
sitional dialects were only developed in the 20™ century.

In this article we intend to outline, within a chronological-thematic
framework, the most salient contributions devoted to this topic. This
will be a useful starting point for further research in the field of East
Slavic (Ukrainian-Belarusian-Russian) language and dialect contacts.

Moreover the large territory situated between Ukraine and Be-
larus’ (Polissia) is of paramount importance also for ethno-linguis-
tic and historic-archaeological research since it was allegedly the
first settlement area of Proto Slavic people at the beginning of the
first millennium of our era, and earlier. Although the zone of our
interest is situated within the larger ethno-geographic Polissian re-
gion, contributions dedicated to dialects spoken in western Polis-
sia, e. g. Klim¢uk [15], and the problem of a presumed Polissian
«micro-language» on a western Polissian base, e. g. Duli¢enko [36,
c. 119-131], will be omitted in the present contribution.
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1. Early Accounts on Northern Ukrainian (Cernihiv)
Vernaculars

Chronologically, the question of Ukrainian-Belarusian transi-
tional dialects was already touched upon in the 18" century by
Safons’kyj (1740-1811). In his «Description of the Governorate
of Cernihiv» (1786), besides valuable material about ethnogra-
phic and economic aspects of this region, the scholar provided
an account of the dialectal partition of the Cossacks’ State or Het-
manate (ukr. - Het'mans¢yna). He divided the Northern or East
Polissian Ukrainian dialects spoken in the Hetmanate into three
groups:

1. The first group or North-western was spoken in the territory
between the rivers Desna, Iput, Soz and Dnipro;

2. The second group that he considered the authentic Cernihiv
vernaculars and the best form of «Ukrainian» were spoken in the
area between the rivers Desna, Sejm, Sul and along the Dnipro
(Dnepr) down to Kyiv, including the towns of Krolevec, Korop, Ko-
notop, partially Hluhiv and Lubny;

3. The third group was characterized as a coarser kind of ver-
nacular.

He did not assign to the first group any special literary-linguis-
tic value. Nevertheless he noted its similarity to Belarusian dia-
lects’, claiming that only in the most northern parts of the Gover-
norate of Cernihiv, i. e. in the areas of Suraz’k, Mhins’k, Starodub
etc., one could speak of dialects with a Belarusian base; whereas
south of this line one had to do with a kind of transitional dialects
from Ukrainian to Belarusian. The latter subgroup coincides with
the area of my initial research interest. According to Safons’kyj, the
territory of the transitional dialects had to be placed between the
rivers Dnipro and Desna. On the other hand, authentic Ukrainian
vernacular was spoken in the territory between the rivers Desna,
Sejm and Sula. Safons’kyj’s viewpoint was later shared by Sy$ac’kyj-
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Illi¢ and Tys¢yns'kyj who studied some specific groups of local di-
alects (ukr. — Hrupa hovirok) in the Cernihiv area.

The linguist and ethnographer Mychal¢uk (1840-1914) in his
«Narecija, podnarecija i hovory JuZnoj Rossii v svjazi s narecijamy
Galyc¢iny» [21] placed the Polissian ‘vernacular’ (cf. — nonbuxoe
Hapbuie) in the northern, wooded and, largely, marshy area of
the Governorate of Cernihiv down to the river Desna. The lat-
ter functions as a real border with what he defined the ‘Ukrainian
vernacular’ proper. He first supplied Ukrainian dialectology with
a linguistic description of the main dialectal features of Ukrainian
dialects and those spoken in the Polissian area, defining the dia-
lects dislocated north of the Desna as a separate group of the larg-
er north Ukrainian or Polissian dialectal grouping. In his termi-
nology they were defined «Siverian subdialects» (ukr. — sivers’ke
pidnaricja).

2. Studies on Ukrainian-Belarusian Transitional Dialects:
first half of the 20" century

At the beginning of the 20" century, Karskij, in his article on
«The question of differentiation of Russian vernaculars» (K vo-
prosu o razgranicenii russkich narecij, 1905) fixed the border be-
tween Ukrainian and Belarusian vernaculars along the line joining
the towns of Ljubec, Ripky, through the villages of Krasnovs’ke and
Mutycev and along the river Snov in the north. This interpretation
of the dialectal material contrasted with the view expressed earli-
er by villages of Krasnovs'’ke and Mutycev and along the river Snov
in the north. This interpretation of the dialectal material contrast-
ed with the view expressed earlier by Safons’kyj.

A seminal work in the field of ‘Russian’ (east Slavic) dialectol-
ogy * was carried out by the Moscow Dialectological Commission
(1915)°. This team of dialectologists opposed the Great Russian
dialectal groups to the Belarusian and Little Russian (= Ukrainian)
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ones. The interaction on the language borders of these large dialec-
tal groups led to the formation of transitional dialects, i.e. on the
base of one dialectal group appeared the differences caused by the
influence exerted by an adjacent dialect. The Moscow dialectologi-
cal commission [7, c. 2-3] also introduced the distinction between
transitional and mixed dialects*, distinguishing five groups of tran-
sitional dialects:

1) Transitional dialects on a northern Great Russian base shift-
ing towards south great Russian vernacular;

2) Transitional dialects on northern Great Russian towards Be-
larusian;

3) Transitional dialects on Belarusian basis towards south Great
Russian;

4) Transitional dialects on a Little Russian base towards Belaru-
sian = Ukrainian-Belarusian transitional dialects;

5) Transitional dialects on a Little Russian base towards south
Great Russian.

Points four and five correspond to those dialectal groups of
transitional dialects based on ‘Little Russian’; apart from these two
macro subdivisions one can distinguish smaller transitional areas.
Besides the well-known dialectal map of the ‘Russian’ language in
Europe (still in use in many handbooks of Russian dialectology),
each section of the book is dedicated to a dialectal subdivision. The
features distinguishing the Polissian dialects from the rest of Ukrai-
nian (south little Russian) basically correspond to the contempo-
rary distinctive traits with a few remarks of surprising modernity,
e. g. the fact that the diphthongs are distinctively kept among the
older generation [7, c. 69]. Worth pointing out is the fact that the
members of the dialectological commission shared the interpreta-
tion given by Karskij, confirming the line separating Ukrainian and
Belarusian dialects along the axis Ljube¢ — Ripky — Horodnja, ac-
cording to which the dialects spoken north of this line were classi-
fied as Belarusian. They wrote: «In the governorate of Cernihiv, the
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area around Novhorod-Sivers’kyj is of transitional type with the ex-
ception of its north-western part that has to be assigned to the Belar-
usian language» 7, c. 72].

The research carried out by Kurylo in 1924 («Fonetycni ta de-
jaki morfolohicni osoblyvosti sela Chorobryciv») was completely
dedicated to the phonetic characteristics of the local dialect spo-
ken in the village of Chorobry¢iv (Cernihiv). In her groundbreak-
ing monograph for the time, the dialectologist, besides a brief de-
scription of the historical-geographic background of the village,
made a series of relevant ‘sociolinguistic’ observations. She dis-
tinguished between the language used by men and that of wo-
men. The male speech displayed a more evident Russian influ-
ence, if compared to that of the female [16, c. 4]. Morphological
description of this local dialect - which finds correspondences
in the contemporary northern dialects with transitional charac-
ter — is rather limited in her work; no syntax is dealt with. Kury-
lo seemed not to be interested in the transitional character of this
local dialect since she never mentioned it. The theoretical appa-
ratus of her work relied on German linguistic sources which were
predominant at that time in Slavic studies.

Hancov [5, c. 262-280] with his «Dialectal boundaries in the
Cernihiv Region» («Dialektni mezi na Cernyhivi¢yni») signed a
subsequent milestone in this field. In his contribution he under-
lined on a few occasions the impossibility of tracing a concrete
line between Ukrainian and Belarusian dialect groups because
«this border actually does not exist». There is a vast territory of
transitional dialects everywhere which, to a greater or lesser ex-
tent, combine with the specific characteristics of either one of the
two language groups [5, c. 262]. The constant contact of the Ukrai-
nian (Polissian) and Belarusian language territory, their ancient
cultural and political relations etc., is similar to the situation be-
tween Bulgarians and Serbians. The drawing of a reliable line be-
tween Ukrainian and Belarusian dialects is extremely difficult just
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as it is in south Slavia. Here, we have a vast territory of transitional
dialects which, to various degrees, combine characteristic features
of one of these languages with those of the other. The only thing
that a dialectologist can do is to establish the areas of diffusion of
more or less homogeneous’ transitional dialects, after he has de-
termined their main features. Eventually, Hancov himself seemed
to incline for procrastination of a systematic research on Ukrai-
nian-Belarusian dialect borders to future dialectological tasks:
«Cnpasa cucmemamu4no20 00Ci0KeHHS YyKPATHCbKO-0i10pYycbK02o
Y32pAHUYYS | 6CINAHOBIEHHS O0ianeKmHoi mexi — UinKkom, uje
3a80anHs matibymHvoeo?» [5, c. 268].

Buzuk ® also occupies a special place in Belarusian-Ukraini-
an dialectology and language geography. In the second half of the
1920s he conducted a series of dialectological expeditions both in
Belarus' (regions of Minsk, Vitebck, Mazyr etc.), and in Ukraine,
e. g. Cernihiv. His numerous contributions on Belarusian dialecto-
logy and its relation to other Slavic languages, particularly Ukraini-
an, laid the foundation for the future development of the «Atlas of
the Belarusian Language» (1928). Buzuk’s linguistic observations
on the question of Belarusian-Ukrainian transitional dialects still
offer valid food for thought today. He criticized the theory of the
genealogical tree as unsatisfactory to study and clarify the relations
between Slavic languages, supporting the wave theory to explain
differentiation and similarities in Slavic languages [cf. 38, c. 31]. He
suggested an innovative approach to the study of east Slavic dia-
lect contacts, assuming a probable Polissian territorial unity and
greater linguistic homogeneity, if certain geo-political and cultural
conditions had been met, as could have been the existence on this
territory of a unifying cultural-political centre etc. [3]. He also un-
derlined that the attribution of transitional dialects to one or the
other language, on the basis of some specific linguistic features, is
more a criterion of people’s self-identification, rather than a univo-
cal linguistic principle. For this reason, he evaluated the fact that
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in her approach to the dialect spoken in the village of Chorobry¢iv,
Kurylo never mentioned the degree of transitivity of this area. To
this purpose he lamented the fact that some linguists, basing their
conclusions on a few dialectal features, tend to attribute a local di-
alect to either language, along the axis of transitivity. A descrip-
tion of the most distinctive phonetic and morphological charac-
teristics of those transitional dialects spoken between western
Polissia (Poland-Belarusian-Ukrainian borders) and up to the river
Prypjat” also belongs to Buzuk [4, c. 3-12]. Moreover a relevant re-
mark about the fact that «dialectal boundaries are liable to chan-
ges in course of time and a researcher should, first and foremost, con-
centrate on the contemporary dialectal evolution» °, can be found in
his article «on the characteristics of southern Belarusian dialects
and transitional to Ukrainian» (Cf. «Da charaktarystyki dyjalektaii
patidnéva belaruskich i perachodnych da tikrainskich»).

3. Studies on Ukrainian-Belarusian Transitional Dialects:
second half of the 20" century

In the second half of the 20™ century Soviet (Ukrainian)
dialectologists turned once again to the problem of Ukrainian-
Belarusian ‘transitional’ dialects. Zylko, for example, dedicated a few
significant articles to this issue [8, c. 9-20; 10, c. 26-38; 12, c. 147-
153]. This topic also occurs a few times in hishandbooks on Ukrainian
dialectology [9, c. 31-34; 11, c. 147-157]. Nonetheless a milestone
in studies on transitional Ukrainian-Belarusian dialects (in the area
north-west of Cernihiv)is represented by his article «Perechidni
hovirky vid ukrajins’koji do bilorus’koji movy v pivnicno-zachidnych
rajonach Cernihivséyny”. In this contribution Zylko [8, c. 9-20],
besides a reliable accounts of the most authentic dialectal features
involved in this area, a valid starting point even for contemporary
research, reached the conclusion that the dialects spoken north-west
of the town of Cernihiv, particularly in the area between Ljubec and

10
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Ripky, are to be assigned to a Ukrainian base. In his view, these local
dialects still belong to the northern Ukrainian group even though
they show a certain degree of variation and intrinsic differentiation
if compared to the generalized Ukrainian vernacular spoken by the
majority of the population (zahalnonarodna mova). On this basis
one may note changes owing to successive overlapping which can
approximate these dialects either towards Belarusian or, more rarely,
towards Ukrainian’. Notwithstanding Zylko accurate description of
the most distinctive dialectal features, the chronology or periodization
he had in mind when he spoke of ‘successive changes’ still remains an
open issue today. Yet, Zylko's salient works still constitute a valid and
an essential framework for a contemporary approach to Ukrainian
dialectology. In his later contributions the descriptive material
appears somehow reiterative. In «Paleskia havorki ukrainskaj movy»,
for example, he does not go beyond the traditional historical-dialectal
problematic concerning the language contact in the Polissian area
between Ukrainian and Belarusian, re-proposing an outline of the
most idiosyncratic dialectal (mainly phonetic) features [12, c. 147-
153]. The problem of a demarcation line between Ukrainian and
Belarusian also attracted other scholars’ attention. Nazarova [22,
c. 124-140], for example, in her «Ukrainsko-Belorusskaja jazykovaja
granica v rajone niznej Pripjati», although not concerned with the
area of our research interest, since she primarily focused on the zone
of the Low Prypjat’ (north-west of Cornobyl’), drew a few interesting
parallels with the dialectal situation in the adjacent north west
Cernihiv area which can be useful for further argumentation. As to
the similar problem of the Right-bank Polissian-Belarusian lexical
isoglosses, considered as a form of language continuum, one needs
to mention Nykoncuk’s theses [23, c. 83-86].

In the 1970s research on Belarusian-Ukrainian language dialect
contacts found fertile ground for discussion also among Belarusian
linguists; one can mention Jankova [32, c. 382-388], Scjacko [26,
c. 66-67], Jaskin [34, c. 85-86] etc.

11
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About two decades later, Bevzenko [2, c. 10-12] underlined
the existence of an ample stripe of mixed dialects of transition-
al type («wupokas nonoca cmeuianHoLx, nepexooHvix 2080p06»)
along the Ukrainian-Belarusian language border, whose genetic
basis is of difficult determination, since it implies a series of relat-
ed problems. In his opinion, the research carried out by the Mos-
cow dialectological commission and also the Atlases of the Ukrai-
nian and Belarusian languages have not substantially modified
the conclusions suggested by Karskij. The latter, in his classifica-
tion, only adopted a few phonetic criteria (the kind of pronuncia-
tion) of the reflexes of etymological [e], [i], [y] and the position of
the consonants before these vowels. According to this criterion,
the speech with a Belarusian base presents a palatalization of the
consonants in front of the above mentioned vowels. Bevzenko [2,
c. 10-11] tried to introduce a few more phonetic criteria to those
originally proposed by Karskij. They can be undoubtedly useful
for the dialectologists working in the Prypjat’ area; however they
do not substantially modify the representation of the group of
transitional dialects spoken in the north-west Cernihiv area cf.
Bevzenko [1, c. 280]. Therefore the demarcation line proposed by
Bevzenko, especially if compared with Karskij’s classification,did
not mark a significant revolution for those dialectologists work-
ing in the above mentioned area. Besides a strictly phonetic clas-
sification, additional morph syntactic and lexical criteria would
have also been fundamental for a better evaluation of these dia-
lects. Nevertheless, at the time when Bevzenko was writing wrote,
morphosyntactic and lexical data were either limited or unavail-
able owing to the lack of specific studies.

4. Contemporary Studies

In recent years, Popova [24, c. 80-117], partially basing her ar-
gumentations on Nazarovas previous writings ®, highlighted the

12
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specificity of the Ukrainian-Belarusian transitional area. The is-
sue of long-lasting inter-dialectal contacts in the formation of the
Ukrainian-Belarusian area is also addressed to in her contribution.
However Popova, like her forerunner, mainly concentrates on the
right bank Polissian dialects spoken along the Prypjat’ area. Her re-
marks about innovative tendencies in these dialects, along with the
preservation of archaic features, consequence of their peculiar his-
torical development, is not new in these kinds of studies.

An attempt at systematizing some of the contributions devoted to
dialectal lexis in the transitional areas can be found in the overview
«Ukrajins’ko-bilorus’ki movni kontakty jak ob’jekt linhvistycnoho
doslidZennja» [6, c. 197-199]. The author acknowledges the impor-
tance of studying the relation between language and dialect con-
tacts in the intersection point of genetic related language such as
Ukrainian and Belarusian. Apart from a synthetic outline of the
most salient works dedicated to the problem of Ukrainian-Bela-
rusian dialect contact, especially from a lexicological point of view,
Hrymasdevy¢ underlines the «linguistic entireness» of the Polis-
sian territory, emphasizing the importance of Ukrainian-Belaru-
sian lexical isoglosses °. In the author’s opinion, the study of these
isoglosses is significant for understanding the ancient mutual re-
lations between the Belarusian and Ukrainian languages. Ethno-
genetic and etymological research would not be complete without
taking into account these lexical isoglosses.

In «Lexicographic Traditions of eastern Polissia» S¢érbin [30,
c. 155-160] also gave an outline, within the framework of the Be-
larusian lexicographic tradition, of the main lexicographic sour-
ces dedicated to east Polissia. Among the latter one can mention
the following dialectal dictionaries: «Slovnyk dialektnoji leksyky
serednoho i schidnoho Polissja» [17]; «Slovnyk polis’kych hovo-
riv» [18], «Leksika Poles’ja: materialy dlja polesskogo dialektnogo
slovarja» [27]; «Leksika Palessja ti prastory i case» [19]; «Dyjalektny
slotinik Loetiscyny» [33] etc ™.

13
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The most recent and comprehensive work dealing with eastern
Polissian dialectal lexis, particularly «on food denomination» is
represented by the monograph of Turcyn [28, c. 346].

Also worth mentioning is the recent project of the Homel State
University which, in cooperation with other Ukrainian universities,
aims at starting a joint Belarusian-Ukrainian research project enti-
tled: «Conceptosphere of spiritual culture of eastern Polissia: folk-
lore-ethnographic and ethno-linguistic research on the territory of
Belarusian-Ukrainian borderlands» . This should be mainly devot-
ed to the study of the ‘spiritual’ culture of the eastern Polissian border
area, investigating this region from an ethnographic, folkloric and
ethno-linguistic point of view. Since the primary goal of the project is
the realization of comprehensive expeditions to collect ethnographic
and ethno-linguistic materials, one cannot a priori exclude a dialec-
tal interest in the explored area with the recording of dialectal mate-
rial. Cf. Stankevi¢ [25, c. 191-197]. At present it is still premature to
establish the concrete research development of this project.

Finally, one could mention a recent article by Del Gaudio [35,
¢. 35-54] in which a preliminary insight into the complex dialec-
tal and sociolinguistic situation of the Ukrainian-Belarusian tran-
sitional dialects spoken in the area north-west of Cernihiv is giv-
en with the aim of creating the premises for further theoretical and
empirical research.

Conclusion

In this brief paper, as stated in the introductory lines, we exa-
mined the most significant contributions dedicated to the prob-
lem of Ukrainian-Belarusian transitional dialects. This tradition
of studies, which dates back to the 18™ century, if not earlier, was
chronologically divided into four periods. In the presentation it
also emerged that the works of Zylko and Bevzenko (second half
of the 20™ century) are crucial for a future research focusing on the

14
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transitional area situated in a kind of geographical ‘triangle, placed
north-west of the main regional town of Cernihiv.

The last decade was likewise marked by a renewed interest in the
dialects spoken across the Ukrainian-Belarusian border. The most
recent approaches seem to prefer lexicological and lexicographic
research. Worth mentioning is also the Belarusian-Ukrainian joint
project promoted by the Homel’ university with the intent of ex-
tending ethnological and ethnographic research in the Polissian
border area. It must however be said that studies on Ukrainian-Be-
larusian transitional dialects still tend to be rather limited in num-
ber for a series of reasons which can be summed up in the follow-
ing points:

1) Existence of political borders;

2) Limited financial means for carrying out international pro-
jects in this area;

3) National dialectal (protectionist) traditions which focus their
research interest on dialects within the already established linguis-
tic borders;

4) Last, but not least, the recent political-military conflict be-
tween Ukraine and Russia which, in geo-political terms, concerns
the entire east Slavic area.

One can conclude this section by observing that the nucleus of
research and linguistic analysis dedicated to the Ukrainian-Belaru-
sian transitional dialects in the area north-west of Cernihiv mainly
goes back to the 1950s; although a renewed interest can be noted in
the late 1980s. Specific studies on this topic remain therefore scanty.

COMMENTS

! Safonskyj in his account described some of the typical phonetic features
of Polissian dialects: kon’, noz, vol; in Hluxiv and Nizen: kun’, nuz, vul and in
Lubni: kin’, niz, vil. Cf. Shevelov [37, c. 11-12].

2 The term Russian, at that time of the Moscow Dialectological Commission
(cf. — Durnovo, Sokolov, Usakov) was used as a kind of hyperonym to mean all

15
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east Slavic dialects/vernaculars. It functionally indicated four national dialectal
groups: 1) North Great Russian; 2) South Great Russian; 3) Belarusian; 4) Little
Russian (= Ukrainian). Worthy of notice is the division between North and
South Great Russian, according to which these two vernaculars constitute a
unitary Russian language.

% The term narecie was widely used in the 19" and early 20" centuries as a
synonym for language.

4T will return to the differentiation between ‘transitional’ and ‘mixed’ dialects
in a separate paper dedicated to the terminological problems.

> Buzuk (1891-1937) graduated in philology at the University of Odessa
where he also worked from 1920 until 1925 before being invited as professor
to the Minsk State University, where he was forced by the Soviet regime to
abruptly end his career. After his premature death, he was rehabilitated in 1989.

6 Original quotation: «Aze dzerss mazo, wmo 2paniyel MoyHbIX 3’ 3y3a 25-
30 caooy mazni nepacynyyya, Mvl 3HAYHA OOILWYIO Y6aA2y 36aApAYINi HA CYUACHbIS
0ocnedbl ObLATEKMayy.

" He wrote: «Mwu crieniaJbHO 3BEPHY/IN YBary Ha HAWOLIBI TIOMITHI BiMiH-
Hi PHCH X TOBIPOK BiJI 3araJIbHOHAPOTHOI YKPATHCHKOI MOBH 1 3iCTaBILIHN iX 3
prcamMu OLTOPYCHKHX TOBOPIB. <...> [OBipKH HMiBHIYHO-3aXiTHHUX parioHiB Uep-
HiriBchKOi 00macti — Jlroberpkoro i PIKHMHCHKOTO — CBOIMH OCHOBHUMH Jude-
PEHIIIHHUME pUCaMU HAJIEXKATh JI0 MiBHIYHOI iaJIEKTHOI TPYIIH, SKa Ma€ 3HA4HI
BiZIMIHHOCTI (0cOOJIBO MOp(OIIOTiyHI) Bijt 3arajgbHOHapoaHOT MOBH. OCHOBa, Ha
SIKy HAIIApOBYIOTBCS ITI3HILII i Cy4acHi 3MIHM B TOBipKax Moxe OyTH abo Oiio-
pycbhKa, abo (pifiie) ykpaiHChKa, a 3MiHH 1 HAIIPSIMH [TUX 3MiH, CIIUTBHI 13 3aralib-
HOHapOJHOIO0 MOBOIO 200 3 MIBHIYHUMH rOBOpaMH yKpaiHcbkoi MoBu» [8, c. 20].

8 See: section 3.

® The problem of Belarusian-Ukrainian iso-lexis, along with a series of
questions about Belarusian-Ukrainian interference, was already touched upon
in the work «Belaruska-ukrainskie izaleksy» [32].

10 For a detailed account, see: S¢érbin [30, ¢. 155-156].

1 Original title: «Konmerrrocdepa ayxosroi Kymsrypu Cxigroro IMomices:
(hompKIOpHO-eTHOTpadivHe i ETHONIHTBICTUYHE TOCIIKEHHS Ha TePUTOPii Oi-
JIOPYCHKO-YKPaiHCHKOTO TTOPYOiHOKSI.
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SUMMARY

Studies on Ukrainian-Belarusian transitional dialects have expe-
rienced alternated phases of linguistic interest in the 20" century for a
number of reasons, e. g. peculiar ethno-geographic position of these dia-
lects, predominance of national orientated dialectological research etc.

This can be easily explained if one thinks of the material difficulties
involved in carrying out empirical research, fundamental for the dialec-
tologist and the sociolinguist, in large peripheral areas, often subject to
geo-political, military and border modifications.

Early linguistic-dialectological accounts on the vernacular(s) spoken
along the Ukrainian-Belarusian, and one could add Russian, border areas
go back to the 18" century. Nevertheless the most significant studies on
the issue of Ukrainian-Belarusian transitional dialects were only deve-
loped in the 20™ century.

In this article we intent to provide a chronological outline of the stud-
ies devoted to the problem of Ukrainian-Belarusian transitional dialects,
with particular attention to those contributions on the transitional dia-
lects spoken in the area north-west of the town of Cernihiv. The concept
of «transitional dialects» will not be addressed to in this paper since it will
object of a separate discussion.

Keywords: Ukrainian, Belarusian, Polissia, dialect contacts, transi-
tional dialects, literature review.
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