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Abstract. The article is devoted to the archaic quality of East Slavic-Ukrainian dialects
occurring in the territory of Poland. The analysis of the dialect material includes selected
archaic dialectal features of a homogeneous meaning that occur in the group of South-
-West Ukrainian dialects, e.g. in: Lemko, Nadsanie, Podlachian, Boyko, Transnistrian in
the territory of Poland and Transcarpathian in the territory of Ukraine. The analysis of ar-
chaic phenomena was made on the basis of source materials: dictionaries, dialectological
studies and self-excerpted dialectal material from the indigenous population of Ukrainian
origin who were the carriers of the studied dialects.

The article presents some phonetic archaisms from the area of Ukrainian dialects both
in Poland and in Ukraine, which constitute a systemic feature of these dialects, and evi-
dence of the existence of ancient linguistic forms contained in specific language transmis-
sions, functioning in the area for several centuries.

Attention is also drawn to sume lexical, and morphological archaisms, insourcing in
the presented dialects as an individual, but also systemic linguistic phenomenon of ancient
origin.

The presentation of selected phonetic, morphological and linguistic archaic features
was carried out on the basis of available studies and materials in the field of Ukrainian
dialectology, as well as our own records of dialects from the Nadsanie area, which consi-
sted of tape recordings of residents of the region and handwritten notes. It was important
to show archaisms as a feature that determines territorial and linguistic (dialect) continuity
despite existing borders and political divisions. The historical context outlined indicates
the socio-political conditions under which the Ukrainian-speaking community functioned,
using various territorial dialects that exist today under different geopolitical conditions.
The Ukrainian dialects in question at the modern stage of development function in a mo-
dified form, which involves numerous changes within the phonetic, morphological and
lexical system. The number of the oldest dialect bearers, using dialects in archaic form, is
also successively decreasing.

The presented examples of phonetic, morphological and lexical archaisms in various
territorially diverse Ukrainian dialects confirm the existence of common developmental
processes resulting from the internal development of East Slavic (Ukrainian) dialect sy-
stems, as well as indicate close territorial inter-dialect links.

Key words: Ukrainian dialects, archaisms, south-west, analysis.



2 TATIANA KOLODYNSKA

For centuries, the territory of Poland has been an area where languages,
dialects, cultures, religions as well as the West Slavic-Polish (Latin) and East
Slavic-Ruthenian (Ukrainian) traditions permeate. Mutual international con-
tacts as well as fights for border territories resulted in the shifting of state bor-
ders, but they did not manage to shift the living linguistic and dialectal lega-
cy and their indigenous representatives living in the territories of north-eastern
and south-eastern Poland. The presence of representatives of Ukrainian and
Belarusian dialects is an irrefutable proof of the existence of East Slavic lin-
guistic and dialectal heritage in Poland. While discussing the archaic nature of
Ukrainian dialects, special attention should be paid to the territory and range
of their occurrence, stages of development and the current state of the dia-
lects. Research on the East Slavic dialects in this area should take into account
historical and factual data, as well as an analysis of the East Slavic language
system in diachronic and synchronous terms, as well as the influence of civ-
ilisation on changes and new phenomena occurring in dialects at the present
stage of development. In this article, special attention is paid to the archaic
features of South-West Ukrainian dialects occurring in the territory of Poland:
Boyko, Lemko, Nadsanie, Transnistrian, Podlachian, and in Transcarpathian,
located in the territory of Ukraine.

The presence of Ukrainian dialects within the borders of Poland is closely
related to the history of folk names, which has been studied by various re-
searchers — both Ukrainian and Polish. In the territory of Poland, the Ukrainian
dialect of south-eastern Podlachia is currently used by the Ukrainian-speaking
indigenous population. Historically, this area lying on both sides of the Cher-
ven Cities on the left bank of the Bug, later part of the Wtodawa County, has
long been a place of permeating and intermingling of Polish and Ukrainian
ethnic and linguistic elements'. In these lands, under certain political, adminis-
trative and religious conditions, mutual influences of the Polish and Ukrainian
language systems took place. Ukrainian was spoken by the rural population,
which for centuries constituted the dominant percentage of the inhabitants
here. Such a linguistic situation existed in the lands located on both sides of
the Wtodawka at least from the 14th century, i.e. from the time, according to
onomastic studies, of the first stage of settlement?.

The area lying on the left bank of the Bug River from Uhrusk in the south
to Jabteczna in the north was inhabited in the 16"-17" centuries, as it can
be concluded from the large number of tserkovs located in this zone, by

! F. Czyzewski, Fonetyka i fonologia gwar polskich i ukrainskich potudniowo-wschodniego

Podlasia, Lublin 1994, p. 11.

2 Cf. B. Czopek, Nazwy miejscowe dawnej ziemi chelmskiej i belskiej (w granicach
dzisiejszego panstwa polskiego), Wroctaw — Warszawa — Krakow — Gdansk — £6dz 1988,
p- 151; F. Czyzewski, op. cit., p. 12.
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the Orthodox population®. Polish settlement extended to the south and east of
this part of the area in some places, which is also indirectly indicated by local
names, such as Wola (Wyryki - Wola 24) and Lach (<Lach ‘Pole’). It is more
likely, however, that only the Polish administration was here*. The earliest
records of most of the villages in this area come from the 15" — 16" centu-
ries; from 1564: Wotosza (point 25), Brus (26), Kotacze (29), Maszochin (41);
from 1462, Hansk (34); from 1483 Ossow (35)°. In the 16™ century, the town
of Wlodawa belonged to prince Kiejstut in the Kingdom of Galicia-Volhy-
nia. The first information is the Ruthenian entry from 1502 for the name of
the Volodave River, and the Polish one from 1540 pisan w Wilodawie®. In turn,
the name of the settlement Hanna (12), located in the north-east, appears for
the first time in 1500 as Hana’.

South of the Wlodawka, as a result of post-war resettlement, a small
percentage of people who knew the Ukrainian dialect remained. The largest
number of people speaking the Ukrainian dialect is in the Wola Uhruska com-
mune (there is an Orthodox church in Uhrusk), generally it can be stated that
the Ukrainian dialects in this part of the studied area are dialects isolated from
the influences of other Ukrainian dialects. They represent, as it were, the state
from before 1939. When assessing the language contacts in this area, it can
be stated, using the terminology proposed by E. Smutkowa?, that we have ex-
amples of both linguistic accommodation and assimilation. Accommodation
is based on the exchangeability (depending on the situation: official — home)
of the Polish and Ukrainian dialect systems. This is the case in the north-
ern part of the studied area. On the other hand, assimilation, understood as
a deliberate choice (or necessity) of a part of the rural community to depart
from the Ukrainian system and to use the Polish dialect instead, is observed
south of the Wlodawka. Examples of assimilation are now becoming common
in the entire area of the occurrence of Ukrainian dialects in Poland among
the middle generation. The result of accommodation is bilingualism, and of
assimilation — monolingualism’. The degree of differentiation (distance)
of the systems that come into linguistic contact, i.e. Ukrainian and Polish,
in the studied area is the same as the one between the languages of the West

3

F. Czyzewski, op. cit., p. 12. See also: F. Czyzewski, Atlas gwar polskich i ukrainskich
okolic Wtodawy, Lublin 1986, p. XXVII m. C.

4 F. Czyzewski, op. cit., p. 12.

5 Cf. B. Czopek, op. cit., p. 158-205; F. Czyzewski, op. cit., p. 12.

6 Cf. S. Warchot, Nazwy miast Lubelszczyzny, wyd. UMCS, Lublin 1964.

7 Cf. F. Czyzewski, op. cit., p. 12.; Rospond S., Stownik etymologiczny miast i gmin PRL,
Wroctaw-Warszawa-Krakow-Gdansk-L.6dz 1984. Wyd. Zaktad Naukowy im. Ossolinskich.

8 Z. Smutkowa, Zagadnienia polsko-biatorusko-litewskiej interferencji jezykowej na
ziemiach potnocno-wschodniej Polski, wyd. ZPSS VII, 1988, p. 395-405.

®  Ibidem, p. 403.
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Slavic and East Slavic groups. The following relationship is generally known:
the closer the (genetic) similarity between the systems, the more active their
interpenetration and the clearer the users’ awareness of the features that differ
between the two language systems'’, which often leads to linguistic substitu-
tions and hyper-correctness. Both language systems (Ukrainian and Polish),
used alternately by the inhabitants of the studied areas, are subject to mutual
linguistic interference''.

Descriptions of East Slavic-Ukrainian dialects analyze ranges of linguistic
features, differences in relation to other dialects, or features common with oth-
er dialects, but above all, the genesis of individual elements of the system is in-
dicated. It is generally known that dialects located on the periphery of the for-
mation of a given language, such as Wtodawa (according to F. Czyzewski,
these are both Polish and Ukrainian dialects located in the former Wtodawa
County), Nadsanie, Lemko, Boyko, Podlachian dialects, are the result of both
the proto-language evolution and the interference of a neighbouring language.
Determining the genesis of the studied dialects, i.e. determining which of
the elements of the described dialect system are the result of native devel-
opment, and which of linguistic interference, is possible only with the use of
the dialectological method'?. Showing the genesis of individual elements of
the dialectal system described can be realised using the aforementioned dia-
lectological method, which, according to Karol Dejna, “using dialectographic
data on the range and connections of dialectal features in old monuments and
reconstructions of the original state obtained with the methods of comparative
linguistics, as well as taking into account the physiographic, demographic, po-
litical and cultural data as well as the conditions of development of individual
population groups, studies the diachronous processes of separating distinct
dialects in certain parts of the ethno-linguistic territory [...]”!*. The adoption
of this method will show whether, and to what extent, individual dialect fea-
tures are the result of the evolution of a particular language, and to what ex-
tent — the interference of a coexisting one. The full application of this method
is impossible in the case of the Wtodawa and Nadsanie dialects, among others
due to the lack of works devoted to the description of linguistic monuments
in the vicinity of Wlodawa'* and the territory of Nadsanie. When examining
the origin of East Slavic-Ukrainian dialects, and more specifically the ethnic

10 Cf. B. H. Yekman, K coyuonuneeucmuueckoil Xapakmepucmuke noibCKux 2060pog beno-

pyccro-tumogckoeo noepanuyus, “Studia nad Polszczyzng Kresowa” 1982, Ne 1, p. 132—138;
I F. Czyzewski, op. cit., p. 15-16.

F. Czyzewski, op. cit., p. 16.

K. Dejna, Z metodologii badan gwar peryferyjnych i wyspowych, “Rozprawy Komisji
Jezykowej Lodzkiego Towarzystwa Naukowego” 1979, vol. XXV, p. 36; F. Czyzewski, op. cit.,
p- 18.

4 F. Czyzewski, op. cit., p. 18.
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area of Ukrainian dialects, and their archaic nature, it is worth mentioning
the researchers who tried to determine their territorial range. We can find val-
uable information in the works of Mykhail Levchenko, in which he tries to
determine the area where Ukrainian dialects can be found, and thus draws
attention to the so-called Ukrainian displacement dialects, occurring outside
the borders of Ukraine.

And so, one of the attempts to determine the territorial range took place
in the “Kievlanin” Almanac, published in 1839 by Mykhailo Maksymovych,
in which an article with information about the Ruthenian-Ukrainian popu-
lation appeared. This work states, for example: “In the Lublin Governorate,
Ruthenians constitute two thirds of the population in this area, in the Voronezh
Governorate they live in the Pinsk county, in Galicia Ruthenians constitute
a compact mass of the population east of the San River, and in Bukovina
one third of the population. The researcher delineated the ethnic border in
Hungary, where Ruthenians constituted a compact mass in several counties'.
According to the scholar: “Ruthenians by origin and language constitute one
tribe, but according to the place of residence they have different names™'.

In his work, the researcher mentioned such ethnic groups of Ukraini-
ans as: “Hetmancy — residents of the southern part of the Chernihiv governo-
rate, Lithuanians — residents of the Chernihiv governorate north of the Desna
River, Ukrainians of the Steppe — residents of the Poltava and Kateryno-
slav governorates, Ukrainians — residents of the Kiev governorate, which is
called Ukraine, Polshchaky — inhabitants of the Podolian governorate, Pol-
ishtchuky — inhabitants of Polesia, Pattache — Ruthenians in Bessarabia and
Bukovina, Pinchucy — inhabitants of the Pinsk county of the Grodno gov-
ernorate, Ruthenians — inhabitants of the Lublin governorate, Ruthenians or
Ruthenes — living in Galicia, Hutsuls — Ruthenians living in the Carpathians,
Hutsuls, Lyshacy nad temacy — Ruthenians from Hungary [...], Boykos —
inhabitants of the south-eastern part of Galicia, and Shlakhtyche — Rutheni-
ans-Catholics in the Kiev, Volhynian and Podolian governorates™'’. As it can
be seen, in Ukrainian studies as a result of geographic and ethnographic re-
search, the then borders of the ethnic territory were quite clearly delineat-
ed, and general conclusions were drawn about the ethno-linguistic area of
the population groups inhabiting given territories. Such research introduced
into the scientific circle information from almost the entire area and allowed to
establish the names of linguistic-territorial and ethnic groups, at the same time

15 M. M. JlerueHko, Mrscma scumenscmea u Mrscmuuls Hazéanus Pycunoss 6 nacmosiuee

epems, [in:] “OcHoBa HOxHO-pyccKkiil uTeparypHO-yu€HbI BECTHUKE”, siHBaps’ — (eBpais’
1861, [etepOypr 1861, p. 263-264.

1©° M. M. JleBueHko, op. cit., p. 263-264; JI. ®poisik, Vkpaincoki cxionocmenosi 208ipku
Jloneuuunu, Iporodbuu 2013, p. 13.

7 Ibidem.
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establishing mutual interdependencies between them'®. Contemporary scien-
tific literature has repeatedly emphasised that “the first attempts to determine
the spatial differentiation of Ukrainian linguistic continuity were often preced-
ed by thorough studies of dialects, preparatory work for establishing an em-
pirical base, which referred to the state of research and the use of cartographic
method and delineating dialectal boundaries”. Researchers claim that in
the first classifications of dialects of the Ukrainian language (J. Hotowacki,
M. Maksymowicz, O. Potebnia, P. Zytecki, O. Sobolewski, O. Szachmatow,
A. Krymski, J. Zitynski): “Specific boundaries were not delineated clearly,
there were only presented generalised patterns of the division of the linguistic
territory, a list of the dialectal division with their approximate territorial or
territorial-administrative structure”?.

Ukrainian researcher Jarostaw Rudnyckyj in his Narys ukrajins koji dial-
ektologii of 1946 (published in the same year) in Augsburg, when asked: what
factors determine the emergence of dialects and dialects, stated: “When we
look down at the geographical space of a given language, we will see moun-
tains, rivers, forests, steppes, swamps, lakes, etc on it. These geographical
factors influenced the formation of the language (dialect) and their diversity.

In such a way, for example, inaccessible linguistic areas, such as Car-
pathian corners or Polesian marshes, retained many old (archaic) linguistic
features, while easily accessible areas lost them and sooner became influenced
by the literary (nationwide) language. In this way, e.g. the development o,
e in closed syllables (§16.1) did not go towards i, i.e. to the level of develop-
ment of the dialectal features of the Ukrainian Podolian, steppe and lowland
areas in general, but it has stopped to this day in the Carpathians or Polesia
at the level of the 12" century with later influences: with the sounds u, ju or
diphthongs uo, uy, ye, yi, where e.g. Polesian kuon, kuyn, kuin corresponds
to Ukrainian xine, while the Carpathian form sounds kusi, etc.”!. Apart from
the above-mentioned factors, according to the researcher, religious or eco-
nomic and political conditions play a significant role in linguistic diversity.
Religious, political and economic centres have always influenced the external
environment and made their dialect or local dialect superior, expanding its
influence and eliminating surrounding dialects. Under the influence of church
singing, for example in the Hutsul region, ‘Swiatyj ‘Boze is sung, although
the word swyjetyj or sjetyj is commonly used on everyday basis; analogically,

18

JI. dpousik, op. cit., p. 14.

I1. T'punienko, Jianexmua medxnca sik ioeonoeema ninegicmuunoi eeoepaii, [in:] Stowa jak
mosty nad wiekami, Biatystok 2003, p. 156; JI. ®pomsik, op. cit., p. 14.

2 C. beBseHko, Icmopis ykpaincokoi mosu, Kuis 1978, p. 128—144; JI. ®ponsk, op. cit.,
p. 14-15.

2 S Pynmunekuit, Hapuc ykpaincokoi disnekmonozii, ABrcOypr 1946, p. 3.

19
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under the influence of church pronunciation, the ending -u remained in some
lexemes, e.g. ‘Stawa I'susu Chrys'tu, 'Panu 'Bohu, 'Duchu®.

Another Ukrainian dialectologist and researcher — Josyp Dzendzeliwski
pointed to the phonetic phenomena occurring in Ukrainian dialects, such as
the occurrence of the so-called narrowed vowel [0], which is characterised
by a close articulation of this sound to a labial high [u], known as ukanye.
In Ukrainian dialects positional narrowing of vowels [0] > [u] or its intermedi-
ate variant [0], sometimes [U] or only [u] as a result of assimilation and the in-
fluence of labialised consonants is characterised by researchers as, quotation:
“Quite old, in relics of literature from the fourteenth century, widely mani-
fested, and single examples already appear in Old Russian monuments from
the eleventh century”®. Making the pronunciation of the unstressed [0] resem-
ble [u] as a result of increasing its labialisation and a higher degree of tongue
elevation occur primarily in ancient Ukrainian dialects: in some Transnistrian
(bordering with Poland and also found in the territory of Poland), Bukovyna,
Podolian, Nadsanie (the area of south-eastern Poland and the strip of western
Ukraine), in some Volhynian dialects of the south-west dialect as well as in
the north-Volynian-Polesian®* from where, it is believed, ukanye made its way
to the south-eastern dialects. Fedir Zytko states similarly: “The sound series of
the phoneme |o| in unstressed syllables, in some dialects is closer to the narrow
variants o to u, or u to o, so it is closer to the sound series of high vowel [u] or
blends with it completely, e.g. boroda (biriida), korowa (kiirowa)”.

The researcher believes that this feature occurs sporadically or is lexi-
calised in some south-eastern dialects, where it was transferred along with
the resettlement of the population from the south-western regions of Ukraine®
which should be considered a dialectal innovation*. When describing Ukrain-
ian dialects, it is necessary to mention Nadsanie dialects, which are also pres-
ent today within the borders of Poland, e.g. in the eastern part of the Podkar-
packie Voivodeship and in the western voivodships of Ukraine.

Maria Przepiorska in the 1930s stated:

“The language of the Ukrainian (Nadsanie) dialects is significantly different from
the Ukrainian literary language, so for people who do not know it, it seems to
be a mixture of Ukrainian-Polish words, non-contemporary (speech) and even
‘twisted’, so it is difficult for non-natives to understand it. The specificity and
uniqueness of this language (dialect) results from its archaic elements that have

2 Ibidem, p. 4.

% 1. 3ennseniBcokuii, Jlekcuxka VKpaincokux 2oeopie 3axapnamcwroi oonacmi, ,,Haykosi
Bamucku”, vol. XXVI, iss. 2, Vxropoxa 1957, p. 21; JI. dponsk, op. cit., p. 230-231.

2 Amnac ykpaincokoi mosu, vol. I: Ionices, Cepeons HaoOOHInpsinwuna i Cymisici 3emii,
ed. I. Marsisic, KuiB 1984, p. 55-79.

B @. Kunko, Hapucu 3 diarexkmonozii ykpaincokoi mosu, Kuis 1966, p. 42.

2% JI. ®poisik, op.cit., p. 231.
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survived on the borderlands of Ukrainian lands and from some borrowings taken
from the Polish language. In the base, however, the Nadsanie dialects stem from
the same root as other Ukrainian dialects?’.

When delineating the borders of the Nadsanie dialects, M. Przepiorska
took into account the most important phonetic features, which she classified
as archaic, such as: 1) the preservation of an archaic vowel i in words such
as: xu'diti, di'tina, ma'tina ‘Ukr. xooumu, oumuna, maauna’. On the basis of
her own dialectological research, she stated: “I was lucky to establish that
the forms of the di'tina, 'd étri type consistently occur in the centre of the Prze-
mysl and Jarostaw counties, as well as in the Bitgoraj county and in the Chelm
region, but they are already disappearing in the eastern and northern parts of
the Mosciska county and in the southern part of the Przemysl county. It is also
absent from all the dialects of Dobromil county that I know. It would seem
that this archaic phenomenon (type: di'tina, 'd’érvu), supported by the vicin-
ity of Polish dialects, should intensify and extend the range of occurrence in
the West Slavic-Polish direction. Meanwhile, the area where this phenomenon
persists in the west shrinks to a narrow strip along the bank of the San and
unexpectedly disappears in the westernmost dialects of the Przemysl] county.
And so, it is no longer present in the following places: Pawlokoma, Siedliska,
Poreby, Jabtonica, Wara, Lubna”.

The researcher also points to other archaic features of the Nadsanie dia-
lects, such as:

—ukanye, e.g. dulréha ‘Ukr. mu'titva ‘Ukr. monmtsa’, surukuhvyi ‘Ukr. copokoBuii’,
wutu'corti “Ukr. Bonouutn’, wuru'b ’éc ‘Ukr. ropobers’, Zoitu (-0) Ukr. sxuto’;

— pronunciation of ky, gy, xy connections as: k', g7 (h'i) x'i, which also oc-
curs in the dialects under study, e.g. %'idaiu ‘Ukr. xunaro’, 7okt ‘Ukr. poku’,
Sk'tra ‘Ukr. coxmpa’, hrix't ‘Ukr. tpixw’, X'itryi ‘Ukr. xutpwit’, 'h'inu
‘Ukr. runy’. Analogous archaic soft pronunciation of Proto-Slavic continuants
is also noted in representatives of Ukrainian Podlachian dialects, e.g. x'itryi,
h'inu, k'idaiu, k'tnu, ve'l’ik't, vor'oh i.

To this day, in the Ukrainian dialects of Nadsanie there have been pre-
served forms with the characteristic transition of Proto-Slavic a into 'é, which
also occurs consistently in archaic Hutsul dialects, where the same transition
a>’é is preserved in forms such as: zét', Swiétu, Z’éba, s ’épka, ¢’és. In the
Nadsanie dialects and other south-west Ukrainian dialects, e.g. in Lemko
and Boyko (with the exception of Podlachian) occurring in the territory of
Poland, archaic forms of the past tense have also been preserved: 4ichafisti

27 M. Iwen’opcebka-OBuapenko, Mosa ykpainyyie Haocsuuus, [in:] Apocraswuna i 3a-

cannna 1031-1947, Hayxoe ToBapuctBo iM. llleBuenka, “Ykpaincekuit Apxis”, vol. XLII,
Hito-Mopk — IMapux — Cuzreii — Toponto 1986, p. 289.
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(-t’é), fiixatismu (-0), ichalist’é, ru'b’ttiém (-iim), znatam, while in Podla-
chian dialects this meaning is expressed by the following forms: my ‘dal’y
‘dalismy (we gave)’, my ro'b’yl’y ‘zrobilismy (we did)’, my znal’y ‘znaliSmy
(we knew)’.The following forms of the past tense are archaic in Ukraini-
an dialects: ftiik ‘“Ukr, Btix’, litich ‘Ukr. mir’?, niis, preinis ‘Ukr. npusic’,
wiiis ‘Ukr. Bi3’, with the labialised variant [ii], which can only be noted in
the Ukrainian-speaking periphery — in archaic Transcarpathian and Hutsul di-
alects in Ukraine and Lemko dialects in Poland. A peculiar archaic form is,
among others, the word % iitka with the rarely occurring labial variant [ii] and
mitit ‘Ukr. men., Pol. midd (honey)’, mriiid || miit*. This phonetic phenomenon
has an old origin, indicating that in the archaic peripheral Ukrainian dialects
the articulation of the diphthongic pronunciation [ii] has not yet changed into
a monophthongic vowel i or ¢, as is the case in Ukrainian and other Ukrainian
dialects located in the centre of the Ukrainian dialectal area. Pronunciation
similar to the literary variant can be heard in other peripheral Ukrainian dia-
lects occurring in Poland: Nadsanie, Boyko, Transnistrian, with the commonly
occurring form: med, miit || mnit (Nads.), mit || mid (Boyko)*® and the archaic
diphthongic pronunciation i¢ in the word mjed which can be heard today in
Ukrainian Podlachian dialects in Poland.

Diphthongic — archaic pronunciation appearing in the place of the contin-
uant *o has been preserved in the Transcarpathian dialects in Ukraine, e.g. in
the word wii(t)¢ym, in which the development process of o towards i has not
ended yet. In other peripheral South-West Ukrainian dialects, e.g. in the Nad-
sanie and Transnistrian dialects, where the development of Proto-Slavic *o>
it took place, a common form in these dialects is wif’cym, which sounds iden-
tical in Ukrainian.

The archaic sound [{i] also appears in the Transcarpathian dialects, among
others, in the genitive endings of plural masculine nouns: — iiv: ofciiv, naniiv,
against the general Ukrainian ofciv ‘ojcéw (fathers’)’ (<Proto-Slavic *ovs).
The diphthongic pronunciation with the labialised [ii] also occurs in other lex-
emes of the type: nelriidnyi - ‘Ukr. Hepiguuit’, t%itka ‘Ukr. Titka’*'. An iden-
tical sound is recorded in the peripheral Ukrainian dialects of Nadsanie in
the territory of Poland, among others, in some 3-pers. singular verb forms
part. praet., e.g.: niis ‘Ukr. Hic, Pol. niost (he carried)’, pretniis ‘Ukr. mpunic,
Pol. przynio6st (he brought)’, wiiis || wiiiz ‘Ukr. Bi3, Pol. wiozl (he was trans-
porting)’, zawliiis ‘Ukr. 3aBi3, Pol. zawiozl (he transported)’. Despite the close

2 M. IMwemn opcbka-OBuapeHko, op. cit., p. 290.

. JIzenmseniBenknit, Jinesicmuunuii Amaac ykpaincukux napoonux 2060pis 3axapnam-
covkoi oonacmi YPCP. Jlexcuxka, vol. 3, Yxropox 1993, p. 297.

30 M. Onumkeud, Crognux botikiecokux 206ipok, vol. I, Kuis 1984, p. 442.

M. JI3enmsenisenknit, Jlexcuka ykpaincykux 2060pie 3axapnamcuroi obnacmi, “Hayxosi
Sammcku”, vol. XX VI, iss. 2, Vxropon 1957, p. 7, 9.

29
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proximity of the surrounding Polish dialects and the Polish language, the pho-
netic variant [{i] has been preserved as a phonetic archaic feature in the speech
of the oldest generation of respondents.

In the North Ukrainian Podlachian dialects, the archaic — diphthongic pro-
nunciation of ¢ uo in place of the Proto-Slavic *e is noted, for example: / "liox
‘Ukr. mir’, ruos ‘Ukr. wic; pry! fiuos “Ukr. npunic’, zakuos ‘Ukr. 3anic’, py-
iruox ‘Ukr mapir’, pyruox ‘Ukr. mopir’. It is a phenomenon characteristic
only of these dialects and preserved to this day.

In Ukrainian peripheral dialects occurring in Poland and Ukraine, e.g. in
the dialects of Nadsanie, Boyko, Lemko and Transcarpathian, after the la-
bial consonants there has also been preserved the archaic pronunciation of
the Proto-Slavic. *i as i, for example: dityna (Boyko) || ditina (Nadsanie)
‘Ukr. mutuna, Pol. dziecko, dziecina (child, baby)’, vilno (Boyko) || vilno
(Nadsanie) ‘Ukr. Buno, Pol. wino (wine)’, vino (Boyko) || viino, viinu (Nad-
sanie) ‘Ukr. BiHo, Pol. wiano (dowry)’, vi'noiiko (Boyko) || viilnoiko, viindiku
(Nadsanie) ‘Ukr. Binouok, Pol. wianeczek (wreath)’*2. The pronunciation of
the Proto-Slavic *i in the form of i without the softening of the preceding con-
sonants is a kind of dialectal archaism, vividly preserved at the present stage
of functioning of the dialects.

An important archaic phonetic feature, occurring in the Transcarpathian
dialects in Ukraine and the Lemko and Nadsanie dialects in Poland, is the pres-
ence of a back-tongue phonetic variant [s1] (a vowel classified as back high
with moderate tongue elevation), occurring mostly in the speech of the oldest
generation of respondents. This feature is one of the most important archaic
elements of the dialectal phonetics of the South-West Ukrainian dialect. Con-
sidered by many researchers, incl. Jan Zilynski, J. Pankewycz, M. Przepiorska
to be an archaism, apparently preserved in ancient Ukrainian peripheral dia-
lects. The recently recorded (late 20" century) examples with the variant [bi]
in the Ukrainian Nadsanie and Transcarpathian dialects allow to consider this
phonetic feature as systemic, e.g.:

—u1 (back row, high): buik “Ukr. 6uk’, beity (Transcaprathian) || ‘burti (Nad-
sanie) ‘Ukr. 0ytu’, sorr “Ukr. cup’, ‘dobreim “Ukr. nodopum’, kosur ‘Ukr. kocu’,
ruber “Ukr. pubwn’, snopwr ‘Ukr. caonw’, ‘twizdin ‘Ukr. TwkneHw’, suifivi
‘ukr. cuan’, voder ‘Ukr. Bomn’, woter “Ukr. Bomn’, ver sokyi (Transcaprathian)
|| ver'sok'ii (Nadsanie) ‘Ukr. Bucoxwmii’.

A common archaic phonetic feature in southwestern Ukrainian dialects is
the labialised pronunciation of the back-central [b1] denoted by [®]. It appears
in different parts of speech: nouns, verbs, pronouns, e.g.: bwv (Transcarpathi-
an) || bwt (Nadsanie) ‘Ukr. 6yB’, ¥ ampw ‘Ukr. namnu’, rwbw ‘Ukr. pudn’,
sw'nw ‘Ukr. cuan’, ru’botw (Nadsanie) ‘Ukr. pobotn’, Swlo (Transcarpathian) ||

2 M. OnuuikeBud, CrnosHuk botikiscokux 206ipoxk, m. I-11I, Kuig 1984, op. cit.,p. 129-130.
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KSwtu (Nadsanie) ‘Ukr. szylo’, tw (Nadsanie), ‘Ukr. T’, wwxo'dyty (Transcar-
pathian) || woxu'diti (Nadsanie) ‘Ukr. Buxogut’, Ywfo (Transcarpathian) ||
! Zwtu (Nadsanie) ‘UKkr. sxwuto’*.

An archaic phenomenon in the studied West Ukrainian peripheral dialects
is the occurrence of complex forms of the past tense Perfectum in 1, 2 singular
and 1, 2, 3 plural, e.g.: xo'dyfiém (Transnistrian, Lemko) || xu/ditiim (Nadsanie)
‘Ukr. s xomuB’, ka’zalyz ’'me (Transcarpathian, Lemko) || kazalismo (Transnis-
trian) || kazatismu (Nadsanie) ‘Ukr. mu xa3anm’, ro’bytyzme (Transcarpathian)’
|| ro'bytys(z)me (Lemko), ro’bytysmo (Transnistrian) || ru'b'itismo || -smu (Nad-
sanie), ‘mu poomu’ (Ukrainian).

Elements of old complex verb forms preserved in dialects are still com-
monly used by the oldest and younger carriers of the dialects to this day. This
phenomenon is consistently present in the Lemko, Nadsanie, Transnistrian
and Ukrainian dialects of south-eastern Podlachia, despite the direct influ-
ence of the Polish language. It is true that some researchers consider this dia-
lect feature to be sustained by the influence of the Polish language, however,
the dialectal isogloss characteristic of this phenomenon in Ukraine and Poland
speaks more in favour of the archaic nature of this phenomenon, systemically
arising in Proto-Slavic and East Slavic contexts.

When examining archaic Ukrainian peripheral dialects — referred to as
ancient by Ukrainian dialectologists, it can be concluded that the preserved
archaic features occurring within the West Ukrainian dialect are caused by its
development on East Slavic and local (territorial) grounds. The centuries-old
systemic development of East Slavic features in the analysed dialects based on
the proto-Slavic system plays a fundamental role. The occurrence of archaic
features in the aforementioned dialects is also maintained by the factors of
development within the dialect.

In the archaic dialects of the South-West Ukrainian dialect: Transcarpathi-
an (the South Carpathian region of Uzhgorod), Lemko, Nadsanie and Boyko,
one can observe the common phenomenon of the lack of epenthetic /- in
the forms of passive adjectival participles. Commonly occurring in the speech
of the oldest dialect-speakers are the following forms:

zlrobenyi (Trascarpathian) || zrobinyi (Nadsanie) ‘Ukrainian 3po6nenuti,
Pol. zrobiony (done)’, wukormenyi (Trascarpathian) || wykorminyi (Nadsanie)
‘Ukr. Bukopmienuii’, Pol. ‘wykarmiony (fed)’. This phenomenon, according
to the researcher of the Transcarpathian dialects — P. Czuczka, penetrated into
the Transcarpathian dialects from the West Slavic languages, or more precise-
ly from the Slovak language, as a relatively new phenomenon, but on the other
hand, it should be stated that it bears the features of the old process, as exam-

3 L Haripst, Cucmema 2010CHux y 206ipkax nieniuno — saxionoi Mykauiswunu, “Haykosi

Banucku”, vol. XXVI, iss. 2, Vxropoa 1957, p. 87-88.
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ples of words without epenthetic 1 appear in Transylvanian souvenirs from
the 15th-16th centuries. Thus, the archaic nature is to some extent intertwined
with the innovative nature of this phenomenon.

Some of the archaic features presented in the studied dialects undoubtedly
prove that they belong to the South-West Ukrainian dialect, despite the fact
that these dialects are currently separated by a state border and are located
both in Poland and in Western Ukraine. Due to their homogeneous East Slavic
linguistic (dialect) structure, shaped over many centuries, these dialects have
common archaic and systemic phonetic, morphological and lexical features.

Interstate borders, social changes and migrations of people did not hinder
the development and existence of archaic features in the analysed Ukrainian
dialects over the centuries. The analysed features of South-West Ukrainian
dialect systems occurring in Poland and Ukraine were shaped on the basis of
the Proto-Slavic and East Slavic development, which historically functioned
in this area and isolated dialectal features of the local Ukrainian indigenous
community during the centuries of development.
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ARCHAIZMY W GWARACH WSCHODNIOSLOWIANSKICH — UKRAINSKICH

Streszczenie: Artykut poswigcony jest opisowi wybarnych cech archaicznych w gwarach
dialektu poludniowo-zachodnioukrainskiego, ktoére wystepuja na Ukrainie oraz w potu-
dniowo-wschodniej czesci Polski. Opisane zostaty przede wszystkim niektore archaizmy
fonetyczne oraz morfologiczne, ktore istniejg w badanych gwarach pomimo dzielacej je
granicy panstwowej. Gwary ukrainskie wystepujgce na terenie Polski: bojkowskie, tem-
kowskie i nadsanskie okreslane mianem gwar peryferyjnych zachowuja wiele cech daw-
nych i z tego wzgledu w ukrainskiej dialektologii nosza miano starozytnych.

Stowa kluczowe: gwary ukrainskie, archaizmy, dialekt potudniowo-zachodnioukrainski,
analiza.

APXAI3MU Y CXIJTHOCJIOBSIHCbKUX — YKPATHCHbKMX TOBIPKAX

CrarTs mpUCBSYEHA aHANI3Y apXaiYHHX OCOONMBOCTEH y MiiBAEHHO-3aXiJHUX TOBipKax
pO3TalIoOBaHKUX HA TEPUTTOPIl YKpaiHU Ta MiBIACHHO-CXITHUX perioHax [Tombii.

VY crarti nopgaHo TpUKIAAM (OHETHYHHX Ta MOP(OJOrTiYHUX apxai3MiB, sKi
BUCTYHNAIOTh Tak BYkpaiHii, sk y ITombuii. Jlep:kaBHuil KOPAOH MiX JBOMa KpaiHaMu —
e JIMIIE MOJMITHYHO-aIMIHICTpaTHBHA MeXKa, 10 He BIUIMBAE HA TOSBY apXaluHUUX
MOBHHUX SIBHIL. Y TTOJIBIII BUCTYIIAIOTH MIXK IHIIUMHE: OOMKIBCHKI, IEMKIBChKI, HAJICSIHCBKI,
HAJITHICTPSIHCBKI Ta Mi/UIACHKI TOBIpKH. 30epiratoTh BOHM HAHOIIBII CYyTTEBI apxaiuHi
pHUCH, L0 XapaKTepH3yKTh CTApOKUTHI mepudepiiiHi roBipku. AHai3 TiJBTBEpAUB
T€HETHYHY CIIOpifHEHICTb (opM, (OHETHYHI BiAMIHHOCTI, Ta OJHOPIAHY [iaJeKTHY
CTPYKTYpY.

KuirouoBi cjioBa: TiBIEHHO — 3aXiTHOYKPaiHCBKUHM MiaJieKT, apXai3MH, YKpaiHCBKi
TOBIpKH.



