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dialectology. This is particularly evident in the study of Ukrainian, and,
more generally, in Russian and Belarusian dialectal tradition and
terminology.

If the term "dialect” already implies a series of debatable issues in
western European dialectal tradition, i.e. English, German, French, Italian
etc., its definition is even more complex in Ukrainian, Belarusian and
Russian. In these languages, in fact, it functions as a kind of hyperonym to
which minor dialectal units are hierarchically subordinated. Many of these
conceptual units remain misleading for the majority of readers approaching
Ukrainian dialectology for the first time.

For this reason, in this article, I will compare the essential
terminological apparatus of Ukrainian and, to a lesser extent, of Russian
and Belarusian dialectology with the English and other western European
dialectal traditions with the aim of providing a useful working framework
for the average European student of dialectology.
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Henwv Tayoio C.

IHOHATTS "ATAJIEKT" Y CX}I[HOCJIOP:’HHCBKIPI
ATAJIEKTOJOI'TYHIN TPAINIIT
TA B 3AXI/IHOE€BPOIIEUCBKHUX MOBAX

Anomayia. KonyenmyanvHho-mepminonoziunuil anapam O0ianieKkmonoeii
He € 0OHO3HAYHUM ) €8ponelicbkux mosax. Lle ocobnuso nomimuo 8 pasi
NOPIBHAHHA OiANeKMON02IYHOI CXIOHOCA08 AHCLKOI, 30KpeMa YKpPaiHCbKOI,
ma 3axioHoegponelicbkoi mepminonozii. Tomy eueuenHs YKpaiHcbKoi
dianekmono2ii ma, MeHwolo Mipoto, OLIopYCcbKoi ma pocilicbKol, Modice
mamu neeHi mpyoHowi sK Osl CMYOeHmis, max i 01 HAYKO8Yi8, W0 He
Maome Gaxoeoi nid2omosKu 8 2anysi CXiOHOCI08 THCbKOI 0laneKmonoeii.

Tepmin "Oianexm" noe'szanuil i3 pAOOM OUCKYCIUHUX RUMAHL Y
3axionoesponeiicokiii  Oianexmonoziuniti - mpaouyii.  Hoemvcs — npo
0ocnidncenHsl YKpaincokol dianekmuoi mepumopii. Ananizosanuii mepmin 6
YVKpaincokil dianexkmonocii ¢pynxyionye sk "zineponim”, saxomy iepapxiuno
nionopsaoko8ami meHwi U OLbWIT OianeKmHI OOUHUYL,a came. 208ipKa, 208Ip,
Hapiyus ma iH. Y cmammi 6usHaueHo ma OOIPYHMOBAHO OCHOBHY
VKPaincbKy ~mepmiHono2iio 8 ii  3imaegieHHi 3 3aXiOHOEBPONELUCHKOIO
MOBO3HABUOI MPAOUYIEIO, WO YMONCTUBTIOE CHIBOPEHHS pOOOYOI cXxemu O
3aXIOHOEBPONENCLK020 OOCIIOHUKA NPU AHANI3I NpoOAeM, NO8 S3AHUX 13
VKPAIHCbKOIO (@ MaKodic OilopycbKo ma pocilicbKoro) 0iaiekmonozi€ro.

Knrouosi cnosa: oianekmonozis, mepminonoeis, Oiaiekm, YKpaiHcoKa
MO8A, CXIOHOCI08 SAHCLKL MOBU, 3aXIOHOEBPONEUCHKI MOBU.

Ingpopmayis npo aemopa: Jenv Iayoio Canveamope — Ookmop
Qinocoii, doyenm kagedpu meopii ma npaxKmuku nepexiady POMAHCbKUX
mos imeni M. 3eposa; Incmumym ¢hinonoeii; Kuigcokutl nayionanbHuil
yuieepcumem imeni Tapaca Llleguenka.

Henv I'ayouo C.

HOHSTHUE "JTAAJIEKT" B BOCTOYHOCJIABSIHCKOM
JTAAJIEKTOJIOTHYECKOM TPAIUIIAA U B
3AITATHOEBPOIIEMCKHX SI3bIKAX

Annomauus. Konyenmyanvuo-meopemuueckas cucmema
Ouanekmonozuu HeoOHOPOOHA 6 e6PONECKUX SA3bIKAX, YMO 0COOEHHO
OUeBUOHO 6 CyYae CPABHEHUs BOCMOYHOCHABAHCKOU, 6 UYACMHOCHU
VKDAUHCKOU, U 3aNaOHOeBPONelCKOU  JUHSBUCIUYECKOU — Mpaouyuu.
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Iosmomy usyuenue YKpauHCKol OUALEKMONOSUU U, 6 MeHbulell CmeneHu,
0enopyccKol U pyccKot, Modcem Gbul36amb MpyOHOCMU Y UCCLe008amens
be3  cneyuanvbHoOl — NOO2OMOBKU 6  OMPACIU  80CHOYHOCIABIAHCKOU
ouanexmonozuu. Tepmun "Ouanexm" cesa3an ¢ paodomM OUCKYCCUOHHBIX
80NPOCO8 U 8 3aNAOHOE8PONEUCKol OudaiekmHou mpaouyuu. Ecau
uccnedogams  YKPAUHCKYI0 — OUAIEKMHYIO  meppumopuio, — npobiema,
0e3YCNI08HO, OCNOJNCHAEMCS, NOCKOAbKY OMOM MePMUH 8 VKPAUHCKOU
ouanexmonozuu @yukyuonupyem 8 poau "eunepoumuma'. Hepapxuuecku
mepmuH 0b0veduHsem boiee meaKue uiu 6ovuue OuaieKmusle eOUHUYbL, a
uMeHHo: 2080p, Hapeuue. IIpasunbHoe noHUMAHUE BbIUEYKAZAHHBIX
NOHAMUL  MmaKdce Modcem Ovlmb  OOCMAMOYHO  NPOONEMHbIM — OJisi
bonvuuncmea  ucciedosameneil, 6nEPEble  AHATUBUPYIOWUX — BONPOCHL
VKPAUHCKOU duanekmonozuu. B cmamove onpedenena u npoanaiusuposanda
OCHOBHASL ~ YKDAUHCKAS —~— MEPMUHONO2USL 6  ee  CPAGHeHUUu ¢
3ana0HOe8PONEICKOl  TUHEBUCMUYECKOU mpaduyuel, 4mo obecneyuno
cos0aHue pabouell cxemvl Ol UCCIEO08AMENs, UHMEPECyrue2ocs
npobremamu  YKpauHckou (a  makxodice  0enapycckou U - pyccKoit)
OUANeKMONI02UU.

Knwuesvle cnosa:  Ouanexkmonozus,  mMepMUHONO2Us, — OUAJIEKM,
VKPAUHCKULL  513bIK, 80CHOYHOCAABSIHCKUE —SI3bIKU, 3ANAOHOEEPONELCKUe
SAZBIKU.

Hudopmayus 06 aemope: /leno [ayouo Canveamope — O00Kmop
Gunocoghuu, doyenm Kagedpvl meopuu u NPAKMUKU NEPEBOOd POMAHCKUX
azvikoe  umenu  H. 3eposa;  Hncmumym  ¢unonoeuu;  Kuesckuii
HayuonaneHulll ynugepcumem umenu Tapaca Llleguenxo.

Introduction

The student or even the scholar without a specific background
approaching for the first time, east Slavic (Ukrainian, Russian and
Belarusian) dialectology can encounter a series of conceptual and
descriptive difficulties. The latter particularly concerns the basic
terminological apparatus that is used and able to describe the
dialectal differentiation within a certain country or region.

The term dialect also in the west European tradition, i.e. English,
German, French, Italian etc., implies a series of debatable issues.
However the difference occurring between a dialect and a language
is roughly known also by the layman. Such a differentiation is
somehow more complex in the east Slavic dialectal tradition and,
with the exception of a few professionals working on east Slavic
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dialectology, many concepts remain misleading, at least initially, for
the majority of readers. Moreover, introductions to east Slavic
dialects, with the exception of a few short overviews ', are not
available in west European languages.

For the reasons expressed above, I intend to discuss, in this
contribution, the essential terminological issues concerning,
primarily, Ukrainian but also Russian and Belarusian, with the aim of
offering a useful working framework for the average English and
west European student of dialectology. In the following sections,
after some introductory lines devoted to some essential questions of
the theory of dialectology, I will focus on the term "dialect" and its
threefold corresponding equivalents in the East Slavic dialectological
tradition.

1. Dialectology and Dialects

It is not easy to exactly define what a dialect is. At first sight it
may appear obvious, especially, in some western European dialectal
traditions to distinguish dialect(s) from languages. In a general way
one can define dialectology (from Greek diwbAextog, dialektos, "local
speech, dialect"; and —Adyoc / hoyia, "words") as the discipline which
studies the dialects of a specific language.

In common English usage a dialect is "a substandard, low-status,
often rustic form of language, generally associated with the
peasantry, the working class, or other groups lacking in prestige" [1,
p- 3]. In the latter definition, as it is often the case within English
dialectological studies, the diatopic dimension® of a dialect is often
underestimated or not contemplated. Dialectology in this tradition is
the branch of linguistics which deals with local and regional
differentiations of a given language both in its present stage and
historic development. Although many different interpretations and
approaches to the study of dialects’ exist, for the sake of convenience
I will operate within the traditional definitions. I will likewise omit to
discuss the concept of "mutual intelligibility" and the relation
between a dialect and a language, regarding dialects just as

' Cf. Shevelov [9, p. 35-40].
% Cf. Coseriu [2; 3].
3 Cf. Besch [4].
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territorial-subordinate subdivisions of a particular language.
Moreover I am aware of the fact that the reality of each single
language may often appear much more complex than the
oversimplification used here for practical and comparative purposes
with the Ukrainian, and east Slavic dialectological tradition at large.

According to the research approach, dialectology can be:

o) descriptive;

) historic.

Descriptive dialectology is part of synchronic variational
linguistics and researches territorial variation, the relation between
dialects among themselves and in respect to the national language.
Usually, the research fields of descriptive dialectology often overlap
with historic dialectology, since the study of the contemporary stage
of a dialect also implies its historic development.

Historic dialectology studies the origin of dialects, the development
and change of their grammatical system(s) and lexical heritage.
Moreover it investigates the interaction between dialects and between
the latter and the national language, paying attention to the role these
dialects played in the formation of the national language. In the second
half of the 19" century, dialectology profited largely from the
developments in linguistic geography and cartography.

Among the various linguistic disciplines, dialectology is closely
related to language history. Aims and research objects of the latter
often overlap with the tasks of language history and historic grammar.

2. "Dialect" in Ukrainian (East Slavic) and in the western
European Tradition

As mentioned in the introduction, the terminological apparatus
used in Ukrainian, Belarusian and Russian dialectology has no direct
equivalents in English and, at large, in Romance and Germanic
dialectal studies. Therefore, the clarification of some terminological
issues, with particular reference to Ukrainian, but also of Belarusian
and Russian dialectology, is an essential tool for the development of
the theory and of descriptive analysis as well as for a better
understanding of the problems that come along with them.

The term "dialect" in East Slavic linguistics, particularly in
Ukrainian dialectology, is semantically multi-layered, having a
broader meaning than in west European dialectology.
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Ukrainian dialectology distinguishes between at least three main,
and one minor, conceptual terms:

1.  Hovirka (cosipka);

2. Hovir (e0sip);

3. Nari¢cja" (napivus) and 3a) pidnaricdja.

Let us first compare some fundamental definitions of dialectal
units in Ukrainian:

1) The language of one or more inhabited centres/communities
is called hovirka. A group of related hovirky, sharing common
features, forms a hovir. Hovory (hovors) which share common
features belong to particular group of hovory. Large dialectal
groupings of the language, to which different hovory (dialects)
belong and which are shaped by common phonetic, grammatical and
lexical features are called dialectal groups. Moreover, the scholarly
literature also uses the term nari¢cja, with which refers to a larger
dialectal grouping. Another well-known term is pidnaric¢éja used in
reference to a smaller dialectal group than that covered by the term
nariccja. [...] The term dialect is mainly used as a synonym for the
term "hovir", and sometimes also as a synonym of a group of hovors.
At the same time the term dialect may sometimes be used as a
general, familiar concept indicating different territorial varieties of
the language (hovirka, hovir, naric¢cja and pidnariccja) differing one
from another to a certain extent * [Cf. 12, p. 3-4].

4 . . .
Mosa OOHOTO 200 KUIBKOX HaceleHUX IIYHKT1B Ha3UBA€THCA I'OBIPKOIO.

I'pyna criopiniHeHHUX roBipOK, 1[0 MAIOTh CIIJIBHI PHCH, yTBOPIOE roBip. ['oBopH, 1m0
MaloTh CIUIBHI PUCH, BXOAATH JO MeBHOi rpymu roopiB. Illmpoki niamexTHi
yrpymnyBaHHS MOBH Hapoxy, O CKJIAJAy SIKMX BXOJSTh, SIK HPABUIIO, Pi3HiI TOBOPH
(mianmextH), 10 OO0 ’€OHYIOTBCS CHUIBHUMH (DOHETUYHMMH, TIpaMaTHYHUMHU i
JEKCUYHUMH pPHUCaMHM, 3BYTbcsA AiajiekTHUMH rpymamu. Kpim Toro, B Haymi
BXXKHBAHUI 1€ TEpMiH Hapiyys, MmiJ SKHM pPO3YMIIOTh HaWIIUpIIE AiajdeKTHe
yrpynyBaHHsi. Bizomuii Takox i TepMiH migHapiv4si, s MO3HAYEHHS BYXKYOTO,
HDK Hapivyus, JiaJieKTHOro yrpymyBaHHS. [...] TepmiH aiamekT 31e6iapmoro
BXKHMBAETHCS SIK CHHOHIM JIO CJIOBA «TOBIp», a iHOAI — sIK rpyna rosopis. [lopsn i3
MM TEpMiH JiaJeKT 4acoM 3aCTOCOBYETHCS SIK 3arajbHe, POJOBE IIOHATTS, IO
HO3HAa4Ya€e pi3HI TepUTOpiaibHI BiAMIHM 3aralbHOHApOIHOI MOBH (TOBipKa, TOBIp,
Hapiyus i migHapivqyst), siKi Pi3HATHCS MiXK COOOI0 HEBHHM 00CSITOM.
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2) A group of uniform hovirky, related to one another by a
series of specific language features, differentiating them, more or
less clearly, from other groups of hovirky, is called hovir.

A hovir is a territorially delimited dialectal formation
characterized by a certain amount of dialectal features. On a
dialectal map hovory are delimitated one from another by a bunch of
isoglosses which intensify in the border areas. In the meaning of
hovir one also uses the term dialect, although the latter also
designates a group of related hovory, characterized by a system of
common features, clearly differentiating this group from another
group of hovory’ [Cf. 10, p. 6].

3) The Ukrainian dialectal language is made up of larger and
smaller units, each of which appears on a specific, delimited
territory. The smallest territorial dialectal unit is hovirka. [...] The
hovirka covers one or more inhabited centres. The hovirky are
differentiated one from another by a minimal amount of dialectal
traits. The hovirky are delimited not on the basis of the language
features characterizing them but on the amount of traits forming a
microsystem. A group of related hovirky form a larger territorial unit
called hovir or dialect. Hovory are differentiated on the basis of a
relatively larger amount of phonetic, grammatical and lexical
dialectal features. The totality of related hovory or dialects form the
largest dialectal, territorial unit, i.e., narié&a® [14, p. 9].

> I'pymny oZHOTHUIHUX TOBIpOK, IO CHOPiTHEHI MiX COOOI0 PAIOM CHEHU(pIIHIX
MOBHHX O3HAaK, SKHMH BOHH OUIBII-MEHII BiI4yTHO BiAPI3HSAIOTHCS BiJ IHIIHUX TPYII
roBipoK, 3ByTb TroBopoMm. ['oBip — Iie TepuTOpianbHO OKpECICHE [iaJeKTHe
YTBOPEHHS, SIKE XapaKTepH3yeThCsl IEBHOIO CYKYIHICTIO AialleKTHUX o3Hak. Ha
JIaJIeKTONIOTIYHIN KapTi TOBOPH BiIMEXKOBYIOTHCS OMH BiJl OTHOTO ITACMOM 1301JI0C,
10 CKYNYYIOTHCSl HA MOTPAaHUYYSAX TOBOPIiB. Y 3HAUYEHHI rOBip BXXUBAIOTH i TEPMiH
JiajleKT, X04 OCTaHHIM MO3HAYAIOTh TAKOX TPYIy CIIOPiTHEHHX TOBOPIB, IIO
XapaKTepH3yIOThCS CHUCTEMOIO CIIUIBHMX O3HAaK, SKAMH I Tpyla BHPA3HO
BiZIPI3HAETHCS Bijl IHIIOT IPYIIH TOBOPIB.
VYkpaiHchka AialeKTHa MOBa CKJIQAAEThCA 3 OUTBIIMX 1 MCHIIUX OXMHUIIb,
KO)KHA 3 SKUX BHCTYNIa€ Ha TIeBHIH oOMexeHil Teputopii. HalimeHmoro
TEPUTOPIANTHHOIO JIAJICKTHOIO OJMHHIECIO € roBipka. [...] ['oBipka oxoIumoe oxuH
abo (pimme) KiIbKa HACeNICHMX ITyHKTIB. ['OBIpKHM PpO3pPI3HSIOTECS MDK C00O0IO
MICBHOIO HE3HAYHOK KUIBKICTIO JIaJeKTHUX SIBUIL. BUIUIAIOTHCS TOBIPKH HE 3a
HasBHICTIO MOBHHUX PHC, XapaKTePHUX TUIBKH IS HUX, @ 32 CYKYIHICTIO SBHIL, SKi
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On the basis of the reported fragments, the clearest explanation
for the west European reader, in my view, appears to be that of Zylko.
He specified that the word dialect in colloquial usage is a kind of
‘hyperonym’, covering all types of dialectal units and subunits, e.g.
pidnaric¢éja; in this respect the term has a similar use as in the
western European dialectological tradition.

Furthermore, in the compared citations, it emerged that in the
Ukrainian dialectological tradition:

e the hovirka (cosipxa) functions as a real communicative
system’. In other words, it is the minimal territorial, structured
dialectal unit which includes the language of one and, sometimes,
more inhabited localities, on whose territory there is no significant
variation. A group of related minimal dialectal units, i.e. hovirky,
sharing similar characteristics but slightly differing from other
groups of hovirky, form the hovory.

e A hovir or dialect can be therefore defined as a territorially
well delineated, major dialectal unit unifying a group of smaller units
(hovirky). It is characterized by a specific number of similar dialectal
features, e.g. phonetic, accentuation, grammatical, lexical,
phraseological etc. On a dialectal map, these larger dialectal units
(hovory) are delimitated by a belt of isoglosses which tend to
intensify in the area where they border with other dialectal groups
[10, p.6]. The term dialect can be used as synonym of hovir.
Nevertheless this word may also designate a group of kindred hovory
characterized by a system of common features, differentiating them
from another group.

00'eIHYIOTECS B IEBHY MiKpocucTeMy. ['pyma criopiiHEHHX TOBIpOK 00'€JHY€ETHCS B
OUTBIy TEpPHUTOpPiaJbHY OJUHHUIIO — roBip abo aiajexT. ['OBOpH pPO3Pi3HAIOTHCS
MOPIBHAHO BENUKOI KUIBKICTIO (DOHETHYHUX, TpPaMaTHYHHX 1 JIEKCHIHHX
nianektHuX. CyKyIHICTB CIIOPiJJHEHHX TOBOpPIB a00 MiaJIeKTiB YyTBOPIOE HAHOLIbIITY
JliaJIeKTHY TEPUTOPiaJIbHy OJMHUIIO — HAPiT4sl.

T'oBipka — HaliMeHIIA OAMHHULSA  TEpUTOpiaNbHOI  AudepeHmiamnii
JiagekTHYHOI MOBH. Y CTPYKTypi MOBHO-TEPUTOpIajJbHUX YTBOPEHb (TOBIipKa —
TOBIp/MiJIEKT — HApIY4s) JIUIIE TOBIpPKA € pealbHOI0 KOMYHIKAI[IHHOIO CHCTEMOIO,
3ac000M CHIJIKYBaHHS MEIIKAaHI[B OJHOTO, PiJllie KiJbKOX HACEJCHHX ITyHKTIB,
NPUHIKIIOBO piBHO3HaUHOIO MOBi. Cf. Hrycenko [11].
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o In other words, dialect, in Ukrainian dialectology, besides
being used as a synonym for "hovir", may also indicate, as a kind of
‘hyperonym’, the largest dialectal unit in the subdivision of the
language territory in vast dialectal areas, e.g. the northern dialects,
the south-western dialects etc. In this sense, however, Ukrainian
dialectology tendentially use the term "mari¢cja" (napiuus). This
covers an entire group of dialects on a large territorial scale, showing
a series of common linguistic features distinct from the general
characteristics of another dialectal group or nariccja. Thus the
nariccja roughly corresponds to the largest dialectal partition or
dialectal group (main vernacular; a sort of a generalized dialectal-
territorial variation), e.g. the Polissian dialectal group or Northern
dialects etc.

e A slightly smaller unit that the naric¢cja and subordinated to
the latter is the pidnariccja.

The specificity of Ukrainian terminology can be conceptually
expressed in English only with a certain degree of approximation.
Therefore, the term hovirka can be approximately rendered in
English as a ‘local dialect’ of a single (distinct) inhabited community.
Nariccja would be the equivalent of a larger territorial group of
dialects, and pidnariccja is a subgroup of the latter. The English
word dialect has evidently a larger semantic field, covering both the
Ukrainian concepts of "hovory" and "hovirky", even though for the
latter the word patois® or local dialect (cf. Ukr. misceva hovirka)
may sometimes be used. In French dialectology the term patois
indicates all non-standard forms of local languages derived from
Latin and opposed to standard French. This term functions as the
equivalent of dialect [cf. 7].

In traditional German dialectology, the term "Dialekt" designates
a localized (regional) language variety. Its diffusion is also due to its
international conceptual usage, although, as mentioned earlier, not
without definitional problems. Accordingly, its derivative definition
"Dialektologie" has also become established in linguistic usage.
Until the first half of the 20™ century, the word "Mundart" used to
designate a smaller dialect unit, i.e. the speech of a restricted

¥ This term derives from French dialectology.
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geographic/local community’ was still opposed to dialect as a larger
dialectal unit'’ [5, p. 443-444]. This older methodological opposition
between Mundart and Dialekt would have better conveyed the
difference between Ukrainian hovirka and hovir Additionally, it can
be used to define:

a) A non-standard variety of a language (Germ.: eine nicht-
standard Variante einer Sprache);,

b) A sociolect (Germ.; ein Soziolekt).

In the Italian dialectological tradition by "dialetto" is generally
meant a language variety (speech; way of speaking; idiom) of a
specific community within the boundary of a certain geographic
space, liable to variation. Its use is mainly oral, although it may be
also employed for literary and stylistic purposes''. In Italian
linguistics, "dialects" basically indicate all the linguistic systems
which co-exist at a local/regional level along with the unitary Italian
‘national’ language. In a diachronic perspective, Italian and the other
"languages" of the peninsula are all dialects of Latin since they
evolved from various forms of the latter [8, p. 50; 6, p. 4-5]. Despite
the existence of a so called "Regional Italian" (italiano regionale),
the tripartite classification of the Ukrainian dialectal units has no
correspondence in the Italian and French tradition. The "regional"
Italian (cf. "italiano regionale") is a variety of the ‘national’
language with regional phonetic, grammar, lexical and
phraseological features. The influence of the dialects existent in the
different regions undoubtedly affects the variety of Italian spoken in
a specific area, functioning as a kind of substratum. In this respect,

? In this case the term “Ortsmundart” was also used. Cf. hovirka.

10 Mit wechselndem Standpunkt konnten sich die Beziige der Ausdriicke
Dialekt — Mundart verschieben. So unterscheidet J. Grimm zwischen Dialekt und
Mundart als den groBen und kleineren Geschlechtern oder einem Stamm (= Dialekt)
und seinen Asten (= Mundarten). Heute ist es schwierig, einen Unterschied
zwischen beiden Bezeichnungen konstruieren zu wollen. [...] Dialekt ist hingegen
eher neutrale Bezeichnung fiir die lautliche Sprachvariante [...]. Dialekt klingt
emotionsfreier und ist gleichzeitig die international gebrduchliche Bezeichnung,

wenn auch nicht in einheitlicher Bedeutung. Ibid.

1 The relationship between the Italian ‘national’ language and the dialects

of the Italian peninsula will not be discussed here, since it would imply a series of
other parameters which go beyond the aim of this paper.
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the "italiano regionale", to a certain extent, could be compared with
the Ukrainian(-Russian) Surzyk as a sociolect.

In Belarusian dialectology, a basic concept for the description of
non-standard variation is that of mjascovaja havorka (msacyosa
easopka) that indicates a minimal, local dialectal system, endowed
with an elementary structure, of one or more inhabited communities.
This concept basically corresponds to the Ukrainian (misceva)
hovirka and it can be rendered into English as local dialect. Larger
dialectal formations are made up by a hrupa havorak / group of
havorak and dyjalekt / dialect. The conceptual term dialect usually
indicates the largest dialectal unit of the Belarusian havorak
arranged according to their generalized features and their mutual
territorial distribution, for example, the group of havorak of the
north-eastern dialect or dialectal area etc.'? The word dialect may
also be used to mean a rural, territorial speech. The Belarusian
classification relies upon the two basic terms: havorka and dyjalekt,
and it is less precise than the Ukrainian one.

The Russian dialectological tradition also orientates on a twofold
conceptual-terminological classification. The basic dialectal unit is
made up by the govor, i.c. the language of one or a few small
communities which are linguistically, one can add more or less,
homogeneous. These units can combine to a various, increasing
degree until they form major dialectal groups, the largest of which is
defined narecie (napeuue): "l[osop — smo sA3bIK 00HO20 UNU
HEeCKONIbKUX —HACENEHHbIX NYHKMO8, OOHOPOOHBIX 6 S3bIKOGOM
omuowernuu. Haubonee kpynnvle 06veOuHeHUs 2060p08 — Hapeyus.
Kaoicooe uz napeuuii sxarouarom 6 cebsi 6onee menxue 00veOuHeHus
— epynnwl  2o6opos." The quotation shows that in Russian
dialectology, contrary to the Ukrainian tradition, there is a twofold

12 . o o
H3HTpaJ'II>HLIM nagsanueM 'y  AbISJICKTOJIOr 3’${ynﬂeuua, 6e3yMoyHa,

Mmacyoeaa zaeopka. [...]. Ilax Ha3Bail MsCIOBas TaBOpKa BBICTyIAe MaHALLE ad
JJIEMEHTapHAl  CTPYKTYpHA-TIPBITApbLUIbHAH  acoOHalk MOyHail  Qapmarbli.
Haiibonpm BeIpa3Hail acoOHaii TakoW cacTayHOH I CKIamaHail (apMarblsid,
SITHAHHEM TaBOpaK 3’syiserua oOsianekm. JIpISUIeKTHI — rata HaiOONbII OyHHBIL
aJ3IHCTBBI OellapyCKiX TaBOpaKk IIa aryjibHBIX acaliblBacisxX 1 3BbIYAiiHA iX
y3aeMHaMy TapuTapbisuibHoMy pasmsinrysHuio. Cf. Kryvicki [13, p. 24-25].
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opposition between govor (dialect) vs. narecie (larger dialectal
group). [15, p. 6-7].

Conclusion

The conceptual framework with which Ukrainian and, to a certain
extent, Russian and Belarusian dialectology operate, is extraneous
both to the layman, and to the western European student of
dialectology who approaches this study for the first time. The
Belarusian and Russian conceptual-terminological taxonomy
basically relies on a twofold classificatory system and it is therefore
less complex than the Ukrainian classification.

The analysis of the Ukrainian, Belarussian and Russian dialectal
terminology was primarily compared with the English one but also
with other western European dialectological traditions, e.g. French,
German, Italian etc. The comparison demonstrated that the term
dialect in English and other western European languages, functions
as a kind of ‘hyperonym’ in Ukrainian (East Slavic) dialectology,
covering a more composite descriptive system of territorial-dialectal
units: hovirka, hovir, nariccja and pidnariccja.

The first term designates a micro-dialectal unit/level or local
dialect spoken by one or a few inhabited communities; the second
one indicates a dialect unit/level made up by some micro-units within
a relatively small territory, being the direct equivalent of a dialect;
the third term describes an aggregation or groups of dialects (macro-
dialectal unit) within a larger territorial extension; the forth term is
subordinated to or is a subgroup of the latter. Functionally, these
units can be distinguished according to the amount of common
linguistic features they share: a hovirka and hovir undoubtedly share
a larger quantity of linguistic features than a nariccja or pidnariccja.

This complex classificatory system causes difficulties when the
Ukrainian terms are used for the description of the Ukrainian
dialectal situation in western European languages. For this purpose a
conceptual-terminological clarification was essential.
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