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Lietuvių ir ukrainiečių kalbų paralelės: 
etimologinis ryšys ir tipologinis panašumas

ANNOTATION

The article aims to confirm an important hypothesis about the existence of separate 
parallels in the Lithuanian and Ukrainian languages. The absence of common areal 
boundaries of both languages with striking correspondences at different levels indicates 
the preservation of common lingual relics of the era of ancient contacts between speakers 
of Baltic and Slavonic dialects. The exclusivity of the Lithuanian-Ukrainian isoglosses, 
which do not extend to other languages of the Baltic and Slavonic groups of the Indo-
European language family, is most likely the result of close lingual interaction between the 
Eastern Slavs and the ancestors of modern Lithuanians on the territory outlined by the river 
network of tributaries of the Dnipro in its upper reaches. Some of the relics turned out to be 
resistant to evolutionary processes, due to which they “survived” to our time as part of the 
descendant languages of ancient dialects. Preliminary data collection and linguistic analysis 
show that very close structural-etymological encounters are presented at several levels of 
the Lithuanian and Ukrainian language systems, namely, lexical, word formation and textual 
(phrases with a genetically common composition). The authors include typologically very 
close textual analogies at the phraseological level among the evidence of the development of 
joint innovations introduced by the ancestors of the speakers of Lithuanian and Ukrainian 
speech, which are probably based on common semantic-semiotic models generated by 
common cultural experiences of the two ethnic groups in the process of contacts.
	 KEYWORDS: 	vocabulary, word formation, etymology, text, phraseology, 

Lithuanian, Ukrainian.

ANOTACIJA

Straipsnyje siekiama patvirtinti svarbią hipotezę dėl atskirų paralelių egzistavimo 
lietuvių ir ukrainiečių kalbose. Abiejų kalbų bendro paplitimo ploto ribų nebuvimas ir 
ryškūs atitikmenys skirtinguose kalbų lygmenyse rodo, kad yra išlikusių bendrų kalbos 
reliktų iš senovės baltų ir slavų tarmėmis kalbėjusių kontaktų epochos. Lietuvių-ukrainiečių 
izoglosų išskirtinumas, neapimantis kitų indoeuropiečių kalbų šeimos baltų ir slavų kalbų 
grupių, greičiausiai yra glaudžios rytų slavų ir dabartinių lietuvių protėvių kalbinės 
sąveikos jų ankstesnėje teritorijoje, ribojamoje Dniepro intakų tinklo upės aukštupyje, 
rezultatas. Kai kurie reliktai pasirodė esą atsparūs evoliucijos procesams, todėl jie išliko 
iki šių laikų kaip senųjų tarmių palikuonių kalbų dalis. Preliminarių duomenų rinkimas 
ir jų lingvistinė analizė rodo, kad itin glaudžios struktūrinės-etimologinės sankirtos 
reprezentuojamos keliuose lietuvių ir ukrainiečių kalbų sistemų lygmenyse: leksiniame, 
žodžių darybos ir teksto (genetiškai bendros struktūros frazės). Tipologiškai labai artimus 
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teksto analogus frazeologiniame lygmenyje autoriai priskiria prie bendrų inovacijų, vartotų 
lietuvių ir ukrainiečių kalbėtojų protėvių, raidos įrodymų, kurie, tikėtina, remiasi bendrais 
semantiniais-semiotiniais modeliais, sukurtais abiejų etninių grupių bendros kultūrinės 
patirties kontaktų procese.
	 ESMINIAI ŽODŽIAI: 	žodynas, žodžių daryba, etimologija, tekstas, frazeologija, lietuvių, 

ukrainiečių.

1.	 INTRODUCTION

1.1. Systemic coincidences in related languages are usually not limited to a 
single tier: the higher the degree of genetic relationship of languages, the greater 
the number of their subsystems that reveal a single principle of organization. 
And, of course, the closest relationship of languages determines the specific 
weight of their common vocabulary, i.e. the presence in their lexicons of 
whole-lexical analogues with a common root and/or affixes. This is seen in the 
example of the Romance languages (especially in their most ancient state) and 
the languages of two branches of the Aryan group – ancient Iranian and ancient 
Indo-Aryan, demonstrating a significant closeness of grammatical structure and 
vocabulary.
A similar situation exists in the case of the Slavonic and Baltic languages, whose 

grammatical paradigms, lexicon, word morphology, morphemics (repertoire of 
root and function morphemes), several word-formation models and semantics 
are often related as “twins”. This is obvious even with the results of phonetic (e.g. 
contraction of diphthongs, reflection of PIE *) and morphological evolution, 
which has alienated the languages. This phenomenon in comparative-historical 
linguistics is traditionally explained within the framework of several theories, the 
main ones being: 1) the theory of Slavonic-Baltic or Balto-Slavonic linguistic 
unity/proto-language (for a discussion, see the works of August Schleicher, 
Reinhold Trautmann, Jan Otrębski, Vladimir Georgiev, Vytautas Mažiulis, 
Jonas Kazlauskas, Rainer Eckert and others); 2) the theory of the formation of 
Slavonic from peripheral dialects of Baltic (Vyacheslav Vs. Ivanov, Vladimir 
N. Toporov, Viktor V. Martynov, Tadeusz Lehr-Spławiński); 3) the theory of 
independent development and secondary rapprochement of speakers of Proto-
Slavonic and Proto-Baltic languages (Jānis Endzelīns, Oleg N. Trubachev).
No doubt, the system of close correspondences between Slavonic and Baltic 

cannot be considered in a simplified and straightforward manner, since the 
systemic similarity is formed by several factors – a common Indo-European 
heritage and common innovations during areal contacts. This circumstance 
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alone prompts us to talk about the convergence of the languages of the two 
groups and the emergence of new joint formations at different times. However, 
the common elements of the lexical systems within Slavonic and Baltic 
are distributed unevenly, i.e. they often connect not all, but only 
individual languages of both groups. This is already a direct indication of 
the ancient dialectal relations of the Proto-Indo-European era, as well as the 
time of the Balto-Slavonic interaction, which did not have a “frontal” character, 
covering all dialects at once, but local specificity, since it affected only a part 
of the Proto-Slavonic and Proto-Baltic dialects. Traces of an ancient map of 
areal Balto-Slavonic contacts help to clarify the dialectal differentiation of both 
proto-languages, cf., for example, the separate isoglosses linking Slovene with 
the Baltic languages (Bezlaj 1966–1968). For individual examples of this type, 
see also: (Trautmann 1923; Anikin 1998), and also more recently (Iliadi 2023 
with important nuances of the isogloss configuration).

2.1. It should be noted that it is not only the units formed during the era 
of contacts between speakers of the two proto-languages that exhibit a systemic 
character. It is quite possible to speak with confidence about a common (rather 
old!) Slavonic-Baltic heritage from the era of interaction between individual 
languages of the two groups, cf., for example, isolexes in the languages of the 
Pomeranian Slavs, Kashubians and Old Prussians (Labuda 1974; Popowska-
Taborska 1991), revealing the complex nature of ancient Baltic-Slavonic 
relations, as well as examples of Belarusian-Lithuanian lexical connections 
(Čekman 1972).
But in the case of the languages of the Baltic Slavs and Balts, everything is 

clear: their territories of residence are contiguous, and the consequence of historical 
contacts were common innovations in their speech. On the contrary, the 
problem is presented by the Lithuanian-Ukrainian parallels, remarkable in that 
they exist in languages whose areas do not have common borders, so a completely 
fair question arises about the conditions of their origin.
Some of these similarities may date back to the time of the most ancient 

contacts between the Balts, the ancestors of the speakers of modern Lithuanian, 
and the Proto-Slavs, whose dialects much later took part in the genesis of the 
dialects of the Ukrainian language. To a large extent, this idea applies to cases 
of genetic identity of root lexemes (Ukrainian па: Lithuanian opà; see below) 
or to derivatives from an etymon found only in the root word of the Slavs 
and Balts (cf. Ukrainian язк-ар: Lithuanian ežgỹs, ežegỹs; see below). However, 
most of the Lithuanian-Ukrainian or Ukrainian-Lithuanian parallels examined 
below at different levels of language, as it seems to us, reproduce the results 
of linguistic interaction between the ancient East Slavonic population and the 
Baltic ethnic group, linguistically close to the Lithuanians, on the territory of the 
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Upper Dnipro region. We mean contacts of the era, the upper limit of which 
is reflected in the Old Russian chronicles. The very fact of communication 
between the Dnipro Slavs and a branch of the Lithuanian tribe is indirectly 
confirmed not only by the fact that for Ukrainian language units (Old Russian 
heritage), there are only Lithuanian parallels. The Baltic hydronymic substrate 
of the Dnipro region also testifies in its favour, explained only by data from 
the Lithuanian language. In the literature on onomastics, such hydronyms are 
attributed to “a relic of the Baltic dialect of the Eastern Lithuanian or, more 
broadly, Aukštaitian type” (Nepokupnyj 1981: 76).
We emphasize that the problem of identifying the heritage of these separate 

contacts has not yet been specifically addressed, although it is necessary in 
the interests of comparative-historical grammar, lexicology, and the etymology 
of the Baltic and Slavonic languages, which emphasizes the relevance of the 
proposed study.

2.	 PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES

The main purpose of the proposed study, in our opinion, is the practical 
substantiation of the problem related to the common linguistic heritage in Lithuanian 
and Ukrainian, which distinguishes them from other languages of the Baltic and 
Slavonic groups. The stated purpose is achieved by solving several scientific 
tasks:
1) to identify separate etymological parallels in the Lithuanian and Ukrainian 

languages;
2) to detect the integrity of Lithuanian and Ukrainian derivatives formed 

according to word-formation models common to them (with genetically 
identical affixes);
3) to determine genetically identical text units  – word combinations that 

have an etymologically common composition and close semantics in the 
Lithuanian and Ukrainian languages (including the sum of phrasemes with 
etymologically identical components and close/identical ideological content 
for both languages);
4) to single out typologically common Lithuanian-Ukrainian phraseological 

parallels illustrating a close semantic contour.
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3.	 MATERIAL AND RESEARCH 
METHODOLOGY

The study material was extracted from lexicographic sources of the 
Lithuanian and Ukrainian languages (dictionaries of literary, dialectal vocabulary, 
phraseological dictionaries and, to a lesser extent, from folklore materials, 
onomastic dictionaries and written monuments) utilizing continuous sampling.
The methods used in the proposed study are as follows: etymological (to 

clarify the genesis of lexical units and their original morphology), comparative-
historical (to establish the genetic identity of the compared forms in the two 
languages, to understand the common paths of their joint evolution and 
reconstruction of prototypes) alongside the method of linguistic typology (to 
clarify the general patterns of the structure and semantics development of 
etymologically heterogeneous units in Lithuanian and Ukrainian and to describe 
the typological similarity in the semantic-ideological contour of phrasemes of 
the two languages).
The analytical procedure used in the study is based, in general terms, on the 

scientific methods used in etymology, works on diachronic word formation and 
comparative semasiology. The logic and sequence of their use follow from the 
treatment of the material in the next section. Here we would like to emphasize 
several methodologically important points that correspond to the tasks set above.
1. The presence of separate whole-lexical (with homogeneity of the root and 

affix parts) analogues in Lithuanian and Ukrainian, characterized by the absence 
of correspondences outside both languages, is interpreted as a product of lingual 
interaction between some speakers of Old Russian dialects and ancient Baltic 
dialects (conditionally) of the Aukštai type, preserved by them. However, one 
should not reject the possibility of reproducing more ancient linguistic relations 
between some dialects of the Proto-Slavs and Proto-Balts in such isolexes. The 
authors of the proposed article realize that the area of some parallels may be 
somewhat expanded over time with the introduction of new dialect data from 
other languages of both groups into scientific circulation. It should be noted 
that the exclusivity of isolexes is a fact until proven otherwise. In addition, 
an important diagnostic criterion for exclusivity is the absence of Russian 
analogues identical to Ukrainian ones, although they should be expected since 
the territory of the upper part of the Dnipro is also the area of Russian dialects.
2. We attribute the formation of common word-formation models or their 

activation (revitalization) during close, long-term communication to the results 
of separate language contacts between the languages mentioned.
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3. Within the framework of contacts, both ancient dialects developed common 
elements of the text (ritual, mythological, legal, if we consider phraseological 
units as archaic legal regulations) – word combinations built from homogeneous 
lexemes. We attribute set expressions with the same image symbols, expressed 
by words that are genetically identical for Baltic and Slavonic, to examples of 
the text belonging to this type.
4. In a certain sense, the results of separate contacts can also be manifested in 

the semantics of lexemes, phraseological units that do not have an etymologically 
common core, but contain a typologically identical or close semantic pattern. They 
are likely formed according to some common semantic patterns.

4.	 ANALYSIS OF THE MATERIAL

4.1.	 Lexical “doubles” (whole-lexemic identities)

Lith. draũgalas : Ukr. другóлик
Lith. draũgalas ‘comrade’ – a derivative with the formant -alas from draũgas 

‘friend’, ‘pal’ (Smoczyński 2019: 332). This Lithuanian word in Ukrainian 
corresponds to the colloquial другóлик ‘buddy’, formed by the suffix -ик-, added 
to the stem of the archaic *другол (cf. also the modern surname Друголюк = 

*Другол-), where -ол- (Proto-Slavonic -olъ) historically corresponds to Lith. 
-alas (Sławski 1974: 109).

Lith. ilga- : Ukr. довго- (in composites)
Lith. ilgabùrnis ‘having a long mouth (lips)’, ‘long-faced’ (LKŽe1) ~ Ukr. 

*довгобéрний, reconstructed concerning the modern surname Довгобéрний 
(Odesa). As in all other examples considered here, both parts of the Ukrainian 
composite are etymologically identical to parts of the Lithuanian one. The 
Ukrainian example is interesting since it may contain the East Slavonic reflex 
of Proto-Slavonic *bъrna ‘lip’, the geography of which, according to ESSJ, is 
limited to the South Slavonic languages (ESSJ III 130);
Lith. ilgagavis ‘long-headed’ ~ Ukr. довгоголóвий ‘the same’ (used, for 

example, when tracing the Latin Cenchrus longispinus Fernald = Ценхрус 
довгоголовий);

	 1	Available at: https://ekalba.lt/lietuviu-kalbos-zodynas/ilgaburnis?i=0e187e4a-f7b7-4c3f-bf2c-
51218035453e [accessed 30.08.2024].

https://ekalba.lt/lietuviu-kalbos-zodynas/ilgaburnis?i=0e187e4a-f7b7-4c3f-bf2c-51218035453e
https://ekalba.lt/lietuviu-kalbos-zodynas/ilgaburnis?i=0e187e4a-f7b7-4c3f-bf2c-51218035453e
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Lith. ilgakãsis ‘long-braided’ ~ Ukr. dial довгокóсий (although in this case, 
the isogloss configuration is somewhat more complex: Lithuanian-Ukrainian-
South Slavonic, cf. Serbian, Croatian dugòkos ‘the one with long hair’, Bulgarian 
дългокóс, Macedonian долгокос (Sławski, ed., 1979: 264 without Ukrainian word);
Lith. ilgavinis ‘long-haired’ (LKŽe2) ~ Ukrainian довговóвний ‘the same’.

Lith. klpa : Ukr. [чоўп]
Lith. klpa ‘a loop obtained after crossing or joining the ends of a rope’, 

‘stirrup’, ‘bend’ (LKŽe3) ~ Ukr. dial. Podolsk. [чоўп] ‘loop’ in the set expression 
зачоўпти чоўп = to tie a loop (about a thread with a needle) (Brods’ka 1979: 
35), cf. Proto-Slavonic *čьlpti ‘to weave’, comparable with Lith. klpoti ‘to make 
loops’, ‘to get entangled’, klpa ‘loop’ (ESUM VI 337).

Lith. nerūnė : Ukr. нерúнь
Lith. nerūnė ‘water plant (Lemanea)’ (LKŽe4) ~ Ukr. dial. Chernihiv. нерúнь 

‘Duck-potato Sagittária’ (Dialektolohična anketa no. 57, 2015). V. N. Toporov 
rightly correlates the Lithuanian word, among other cognate forms in Slavonic 
and Baltic, with Lith. nérti ‘to dive’, Slavonic names of a hole, a pit, a pool 
starting with нор- and further  – with the Proto-Indo-European *ner-/*nor- 
(Toporov 2010a: 204, 205). The Ukrainian lexeme reproduces Proto-Slavonic 
dialectal *nerynь, preserving the vocalism e, as in the correlative verb *nerti, 

*nьrǫ, in contrast, for example, to Russian норúца ‘perennial herbaceous plant 
(Scrophularia nodosa)’. Thus, it is a complete (in morphological and ablaut 
respects) analogue of Lith. nerūnė. Regarding the suffixal formation, see Sławski 
1974: 140–141 (especially cf. Emile Benveniste’s thesis on the connection 
between PIE -ūn-ā-, Common Baltic -ūni-, Tocharian -ūne) (Ambrazas 1993: 
149–150; 2000: 159).

Lith. neškas : Ukr. несéць
Lith. neškas ‘porter’ (LKŽe5) ~ Ukr. dial. несéць ‘the same’ (ESUM IV 77: 

no exact Lithuanian equivalent). Derivatives from the etymologically identical 

	 2	 Available at: https://ekalba.lt/lietuviu-kalbos-zodynas/ilgavilnis?i=451f9700-d14a-486b-a658-
6125f8dcea8f [accessed 30.08.2024].

	 3	 Available at: https://ekalba.lt/lietuviu-kalbos-zodynas/kilpa?i=07020bef-9484-4c14-a2cb-
807382b8beb9 [accessed 30.08.2024].

	 4	Available at: https://ekalba.lt/lietuviu-kalbos-zodynas/ner%c5%abn%c4%97?i=3d5def6d-61b5-
46b5-ab5e-420948e212de [accessed 30.08.2024].

	 5	 Available at: https://ekalba.lt/lietuviu-kalbos-zodynas/ne%c5%a1ikas?i=ed642f76-f0a3-41cf-
a1dc-c250300a7c98 [accessed 30.08.2024].

https://ekalba.lt/lietuviu-kalbos-zodynas/ilgavilnis?i=451f9700-d14a-486b-a658-6125f8dcea8f
https://ekalba.lt/lietuviu-kalbos-zodynas/ilgavilnis?i=451f9700-d14a-486b-a658-6125f8dcea8f
https://ekalba.lt/lietuviu-kalbos-zodynas/kilpa?i=07020bef-9484-4c14-a2cb-807382b8beb9
https://ekalba.lt/lietuviu-kalbos-zodynas/kilpa?i=07020bef-9484-4c14-a2cb-807382b8beb9
https://ekalba.lt/lietuviu-kalbos-zodynas/ner%c5%abn%c4%97?i=3d5def6d-61b5-46b5-ab5e-420948e212de
https://ekalba.lt/lietuviu-kalbos-zodynas/ner%c5%abn%c4%97?i=3d5def6d-61b5-46b5-ab5e-420948e212de
https://ekalba.lt/lietuviu-kalbos-zodynas/ne%c5%a1ikas?i=ed642f76-f0a3-41cf-a1dc-c250300a7c98
https://ekalba.lt/lietuviu-kalbos-zodynas/ne%c5%a1ikas?i=ed642f76-f0a3-41cf-a1dc-c250300a7c98
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verbs nèšti ‘to carry’: нестú ‘the same’ (for relatedness, see: ESSJ XXV 19–22; 
Smoczyński 2019: 1114–1115), formed according to a common word-formation 
model with the formant -kas : -ьcь.

Lith. pusbrolis : Old Ukrainian Полбрáтъ
Lith. pusbrolis ‘cousin’ ~ pus- ‘half-, semi-’ + brólis ‘brother’ (Lyberis 1971: 

618) (literally – ‘half-brother’) ~ Old Ukrainian Полбрáтъ – Vterinus frater 
(Лексікон словено-латинский by Epifanij Slavineckij and Arsenii Koretsky-
Satanovsky) (Leksykony 1973: 486), i.e. “half-brother”. A remnant of the old 
system of designating the degree of kinship between brothers (cf. Anatolij 
P. Nepokupny’s idea that “the Slavs also had had the same [as the Lithuanians 
and Latvians] “semi-brotherly” system of designating kinship, but it disappeared, 
leaving behind themselves only individual relics” (Nepokupnyj 1979: 91), an 
echo of which is the Ukrainian dialect *півсестра, preserved in the modern 
surname Півсестрин (Sumy).

Old Lith. (?) *šovēj(a)s/*sovēj(a)s : Slav. *savějьnikъ
Baltic (Old Lith.?) *šovēj(a)s/*sovēj(a)s as a ritual term is reconstructed 

taking into account the name Совии: this was the name of the legendary 
“founder and disseminator” of the cremation rite among pagan peoples, the 
story of which is described in the insertion made in 1261 by the copyist of the 
Russian translation of the “Chronicle” of John Malalas. In essence, this is nom. 
agent. from the verb *šauti/*sauti ‘to poke’, ‘to push’, ‘to move’, ‘to throw’ ~ 
Slav. *sovati, *suti, praes. *sujǫ. Cf. phrases Lith. šáuti & ugns, krósnis, Latvian 
šāut & ugns, krāsns ‘to stick (push) into the fire, into the oven’ (Toporov 1985: 
102; for more details see: ibid.: 101–104; Toporov 2010b: 386–390).
The Ukrainian counterpart of this word is reproduced in the dialect (steppe 

dialects) савійник ‘hook (for a cast-iron cauldron)’, ‘baking tray for bread’ 
(Dialektolohična anketa no. 17, 2015) with a prolongation of the root vowel 
(*a < *ō), which is rare for Slavonic representatives of this etymological nest. 
In contrast to the Baltic lexeme, here a more archaic, profane semantics is 
presented, isolating the Slavonic technical term from the language of the ritual: 
Slav. ‘oven-fork’, ‘baking sheet, baking tray’ (= a device with the help of which an 
object is placed into the fire) alongside Baltic. ‘a priest who places a ritual object 
in the fire’. But the structural correlation of the Lithuanian and Ukrainian forms 
shows a simpler morphology of the former with a word-formation complication 
(suffixal innovation in -ьn-ikъ) of the latter, cf. Baltic (Old Lithuanian?) 
*šovēj(a)s / *sov-ēj(a)s VS Proto-Slavonic *sav-ěj-ьnikъ.
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Lith. virb tvorà : Ukr. вербóва тварь
The Atlas of the Lithuanian Language (Lith. Lietuvių kalbos atlasas) in the 

section “Fences names” (Lith. „Tvorų pavadinimai“), devoted to dialectal 
names of types of fences and enclosures, contains a complex technical term 
dialectal virb tvorà (Morkūnas, ats. red., 1977: 63), which in its etymological 
composition and semantics ‘a fence made of rods, vines’ is quite close to Ukr. 
dialectal Podolsk. вербóва тварь ‘a fence woven from rods’, cf. in the same 
meaning вербóва пліть (but also as a collective nomen ‘willow rods’) (Brods’ka 
1979: 34). Thus, we have Lith. dialectal virb tvorà : Slavonic *vьrb-ova tvarь 
with the genetic identity of vibas ‘vine’, ‘rod’ : *vьrba ‘willow’, ‘willow rod’ 
(Old Slavonic врьба, Old Russian вьрба, etc.; Fraenkel 1965: 1259) and 
tvorà ‘enclosure’, ‘fence’, ‘wattle’ : *tvarь (cf. Upper Sorbian twar ‘structure’, 
‘construction’; ESUM V 530; Smoczyński 2019: 1963). The second of the 
given designations of a fence contains the deverbative пліть < praes. плетý (to 
плести ‘to weave’), actually – плетéнь.

Folk geographical terminology
It is especially worth noting several very close parallels in the field of terms 

of geographical nomenclature:
Lith. bẽdrė, Latvian bedre ‘pit’, ‘swamp’, ‘valley’ (Nevskaja 1977: 19) ~ Ukr. 

dial. (Rivne Polesie) бедра ‘a large pit’ (for more details, see: Nepokupnyj 1976: 
27–29: as a Polesian-Latvian isogloss; Anikin 1998: 30);
Lith. Béržoras – the name of a lake and a village (Būga 1958: 525: correlated 

with béržas ‘birch’) ~ Ukr. dial. березар ‘birch forest’ (Iliadi 2013: 169);
Lith. čiurkšlė ‘stream, ‘flow’ (Nevskaja 1977: 21) ~ Ukr. dial. чýркало ‘flow’. 

Cf.  the hydronym Чýркало  – a flow in the Ivano-Frankivsk Region; “nad 
potokiem Czurkało”, 1792 (Slovnyk 1979: 616);
Lith. kaũparas ‘hill, mound’ – derivative from kaũpas ‘pile’, ‘elevation’, ‘top’ 

(Sławski 1976: 25; Smoczyński 2019: 668), together with which they exactly 
repeat the etymological and word-formation relations of the Ukrainian купа 
‘pile’, ‘stack’, ‘embankment’ and dial. *купор ‘hill’, ‘embankment’, which has 
left appellative use, but is sporadically noted in the old microtoponymy of the 
Poltava Region. The expressive form (with voicing of the labial) of this word is 
recorded in the dialects of Central Ukraine, cf. кубúр ‘pile’ this is the name of 
the children’s game “куча мала” (Hromko 2017: 246) < *купор or *купир. The 
suffixes of Lith. -aras and Proto-Slavonic -orъ (> -ор-) are reflexes of a common 
Indo-European formant (Sławski 1976: 25);
Lith. Liepora – a river (left tributary of the Švitinys River), Lieporai – the 

name of a village (Būga 1958: 525: correlated with lepa ‘lipa’) ~ Ukr. *Липар 
(Лúпарів) – one of the names of the left tributary of the Netrius along with 
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Лúпів, -ового (Slovnyk 1979: 314), similarly integrated into the system of 
toponyms ending in -ов and therefore receiving the corresponding suffix. It 
should be noted that the Balto-Slavonic isogloss itself is somewhat broader: 
it goes beyond the Lithuanian-Ukrainian one. The fact is that in Baltic, in 
addition to Lithuanian, there is also a Prussian correspondence Lepare (collect. 
‘linden forest, linden grove’) ~ lipa ‘linden tree’ (Nepokupnyj 2002: 23; 2013: 
216–218: highlights the suffix of collectiveness -or-; see also the literature on 
the name here), and the Ukrainian example marked the second pole of the 
realization of Proto-Slavonic *liparь (coll.), which until now, as far as we know, 
was marked only in the Slavonic South – in Bulgarian and Serbian toponymy, 
as evidenced by the data of the Etymological Dictionary of the Slavonic Languages 
(ESSJ XV 118–119);
Lith. sraujnė ‘rapidity’, ‘rapid current’ (srauja ‘strong current’) (Nevskaja 

1977: 85) ~ Ukr. dial. Chernihiv. [струи|на] ‘fast current’ (Iliadi 2013: 172);
Lith. ùžtakis, užtaks ‘bay’, ‘space along the shore of a lake or a river 

overgrown with grass’, ‘river bend’, ‘low place flooded with water in spring 
or after rain’, ‘deep place at a river bend’ (Nevskaja 1977: 93–94) ~ Ukr. dial. 
устóч, -и ‘lowland river area covered with grass, obolon’, Khmelnytskyi Region 
(Iliadi 2013: 172) < *уз-точь < *vъz-točь.
To conclude the analysis of this group of lexemes, we consider it necessary 

to dwell on one more parallel. It does not belong to the category of whole-
lexical ones, but it helps to reconstruct an etymon for Slavonic, which until 
now, seems not to be known here. We are talking about the pair of Lith. kūliavà 
‘stone threshold in the river’ (< klis ‘stone’), Kūliãvas – the name of the river 
(Smoczyński 2019: 821) ~ Ukrainian Кулвка – the name of the left tributary 
of the Smotrych in the Dniester basin (Slovnyk 1979: 301). Perhaps, Кулява is 
an oikonym, Lviv Region (ibid.: 288).
Despite the obvious formal closeness of the Ukrainian hydronym and Proto-

Slavonic adj. *kul’avъ(jь) (see about it: ESSJ XIII 99), they are hardly related, 
since the reflexes *kul’avъ(jь) have the semantics ‘crippled, maimed’, ‘lame’, 
‘bald’, which in no way contributes to the consolidation of the adjective in the 
sphere of geographical nomination. Rather, in Куляв- we encounter a special 
Proto-Slavonic *kul’avъ ‘stone’, ‘rapids’ or ‘located on a cape’ (if we are talking 
about a settlement), etymologically close to the aforementioned Lith. kūliavà, 
which has a variant vocalism of the root and suffix. Thus, there is a possibility 
that a derivative of an etymon that is poorly preserved in the Slavonic languages 
has been preserved in Ukrainian toponymy (for its possible connections, see: 
Smoczyński 2019: 821). Its exact root analogue in Slavonic would be *kyl- or 
*kъl-: the length of the vowel in the Lithuanian word itself is not necessarily 
original (it could be caused by secondary lengthening in the originally stressed 
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syllable, which is typical of the Samogitian dialects; Zinkevičius 1966: 75, 491 
(map no. 46); see also: Kregždys 2012: 225), therefore for Proto-Slavonic *kul- 
(*kol-) not only the Lithuanian correlate kūl-, but also *kul- are possible. 
There is no need to talk about a whole-lexical identity, since the Lithuanian 
formant -(i)ava is etymologically not correlated with the Slavonic suffix -av-, 
being a complex of two formants -(i)a + -va (the word-formation model with 
-(i)ava is noted rather late – from the 16th–17th centuries (Ambrazas 1993: 72)). 
The genetic analogue of the Proto-Slavonic -av- in Lithuanian is -ovas(-ė) 
(see: Ambrazas 2000: 180 with references), and therefore, the full Lithuanian 
correspondence would have the form *kūlovas or *kūlovė.

Other parallels
It seems to be expedient to give a few more examples that have already 

appeared in the literature on etymology, but their status as narrow isoglosses 
has not been discussed yet, cf.:
Lith. ežgỹs, ežegỹs ‘ruff’ ~ Ukr. dial. яшкар, язкар ‘ruff’ (Anikin 1998: 358);
Lith. kirtùkas, kertùkas ‘shrew’ ~ Ukr. dial. Transcarpathian чертéц ‘rodent 

Myoxus nitela’ (ESSJ IV 166; Anikin 1998: 168). Compare it with structurally 
and etymologically identical, but semantically distant Rus. dial. чертéц ‘cut 
from a roe deer’ (ESSJ IV 166);
Lith. opà ‘ulcer, wound’, ‘damage to tree bark’, ‘blow’ ~ Ukr. dial. na ‘stripe 

on an animal’s skin from a strong blow with a stick’ (Anikin 1998: 351);
Lith. skaitýti, skaitaũ ‘to count, to set a price; to settle accounts’, ‘to look at, 

to pay attention to, to evaluate’ in Latvian skàitît, skàitu ‘to count, to read’ ~ 
Ukr. dial. цітáти ‘to play odd and even’, цітáтися ‘to worry, to think for a 
long time’ (< Proto-Slavonic *cětati(sę)) (Anikin 1998: 114 with references).

4.2.	 Word-formation parallels

Lith. bè- : Ukr. без-
Both prepositional prefixes are genetically united, ultimately going back to 

the common Indo-European etymon *b(h)eh- (Fraenkel 1962: 38; ESSJ II 
7–9; Smoczyński 2019: 136). In both languages, bè- : без- participate in the 
formation of semantically identical lexemes; moreover, synonymous Lithuanian 
and Ukrainian nominal compounds are observed, in which the etymological 
relationship also extends to their second component:
Lith. beākis ‘eyeless’ (Baronas 1967: 37) ~ Ukr. безóкий ‘the same’ (Nikovskij 

1927: 29). This archaic adjective is present not only in Ukrainian, but also 
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in other Slavonic languages, but the Lithuanian word-formation analogue is 
usually overlooked (see, for example, in ESSJ II 36: *bezokъ(jь));
Lith. bekraũjis ‘bloodless’ (Baronas 1967: 46) ~ Ukr. безкрів’я, безкрóв’я 

‘bloodlessness’ (Nikovskij 1927: 28);
Lith. bemeilis (as an equivalent of Pol. bezmiłosierny ‘merciless’, ‘cruel’ 

(Subačius, par., 1993: 81)) ~ Ukr. Безмúлич – a modern surname < *Безмил 
(at the level of producing bases cf. Lith. méilė ‘love’, meilùs ‘affectionate, gentle’ : 
Proto-Slavonic *milъ; ESSJ XIX 46–47);
Lith. besarmãtis ‘shameless’ (Lyberis 1971: 112) ~ Ukr. dial. (deriv.) 

безсоромíт-но ‘shamelessly’, ‘impudently’ (Želechivs’kij 1886: 22) < 
*безсоромот-. Regarding the identity of the stems of Lith. sarm-at- (< *šarm-ata) : 
Proto-Slavonic *sorm-ot- see: (Smoczyński 2019: 1481, as well as Ambrazas 
2000: 29, 32: Slavonic -otь, -ota : Lith. -atis, -ata);
Lith. bešir̃dis ‘heartless’, ‘soulless’ (Lyberis 1971: 113) ~ Ukr. безсéрдий ‘the 

same’ (Hrinčenko 1958: 45; ESUM V 222: to Lith. širds ‘heart’);
Lith. bevadis ‘powerless’, ‘powerless’ (Baronas 1967: 36) ~ Ukr. Безволод, 

Безволодченко – modern surnames (Kharkov);
Lith. bevãlis ‘weak-willed’ (Baronas 1967: 37) ~ Ukr. dial. бéзвіль ‘weak-

willed’, cf. derivative in -ьje безвíлля ‘lack of will’, ‘oppression’, ‘lack of freedom’ 
(Nikovskij 1927: 26);
Lith. bevedis ‘faceless’ (Baronas 1967: 39) ~ Ukr. безвúдий ‘the same’ 

(Nikovskij 1927: 25) in the derivative (innovative) form in other languages, cf. 
Rus. dial. Perm безвúдный ‘unsightly’, ‘unattractive’ (Slovar’ 1966: 182);
Lith. bevjis ‘windless’ ~ Ukr. dial. безвій ‘quiet, windless weather’. At the 

level of the Indo-European etymon cf. Lith. vjas ‘wind’ : Proto-Slavonic *vějati 
(ESUM I 408).

Lith. š- : Ukr. з-, с-
This prefix in Lithuanian also has an older and dialectal form ž, close to Slavonic 

*jьz, together with which they go back to Proto-Indo-European *ehs (Fraenkel 
1962: 188; ESSJ IX 7–8; Smoczyński 2019: 568). In Ukrainian, the Proto-
Slavonic reflex *jьz- in the prefix function is represented as з-, с-, (dial.) із-, іс- 
depending on the nature of a sound following it. This circumstance often does 
not allow us to formally distinguish between the continuations *jьz- and *sъ- 
(which was emphasized by Oleg N.  Trubachev), therefore the statement of 

*jьz- in Ukrainian words is further based on their grammatical semantics (near 
e-deixis) in which there is hardly a hint of *sъ-.
As in the case of derivatives based on the model in bè- : без- (see above), 

the examples given below are also interesting due to the complete etymological 
identity of the morphology:
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Lith. išaiškti ‘to become clear’ (Lyberis 1971: 240) ~ Ukr. з’ясувати(ся) ‘to 
find out(s)’, cf. Rus. из-ясниться with a more complex morphology (-sk-n-);
Lith. išbrnkti ‘to swell’, ‘to swell’, ‘to become swollen’ (ibid.: 243) ~ Ukr. 

збркти ‘the same’;
Lith. išbùdinti ‘wake up’, ‘awaken’ (ibid.: 244) ~ Ukr. збудити ‘the same 

thing’;
Lith. iškrùvinti ‘to stain with blood’, ‘to bleed’ (ibid.: 257) ~ Ukr. з(не)

крóвити ‘to drain blood’ (ESUM III 99);
Lith. išlàkti ‘to lap up’ (Lyberis 1971: 259) ~ Ukr. colloquial злóкти ‘to drink 

greedily’, ‘to lick’, ‘to lap up’. On the relationship of the root verbs làkti : dial. 
лóкати see: Fraenkel 1962: 337–338; ESUM III 282; Smoczyński 2019: 869;
Lith. išleñkti ‘to bend’, ‘to arch’, ‘to curve’, ‘to flex’ (Lyberis 1971: 259) ~ Ukr. 

злякáти(ся) ‘to be/get scared/frightened’, dial. злку with the development of 
semantics ‘to bend’ → ‘to bend over from fear’ (ESUM III 337: there is no 
comparison of prefixal Lithuanian and Ukrainian forms);
Lith. išmiti ‘to die out’ (Lyberis 1971: 262) ~ Ukr. *змéрти ‘the same’ 

reconstructed based on its derivative participle змéрлий ‘dead’ (Nikovskij 1927: 
321);
Lith. išnérti ‘to emerge’, ‘to surface’, ‘to float up’ (Lyberis 1971: 264) ~ Ukr. 

dial. знéрти, знерáти ‘to emerge’, ‘to come up’ (Želechivs’kij 1886: 310; 
ESUM IV 90) as a result of the morphological restructuring *нерети < *nerti;
Lith. išpeti ‘to whip’, ‘to flog’, ‘to rip out’ (Lyberis 1971: 265) ~ Ukr. спéрти 

‘to be stubborn’, ‘to argue’ (Nikovskij 1927: 735), dial. спéртися ‘to become 
stubborn’ (ESUM IV 356: compare with Lith. peti ‘to beat’) < *jьz-perti(sę) 
where з- is devoiced before п;
Lith. išpnti ‘to unbraid’, ‘to weave out’ (Lyberis 1971: 266) ~ Ukr. dial. спти 

‘to pull’, ‘to put’, ‘to build’ (Želechivs’kij, Nedil’skij 1886: 912; ESUM IV 651: 
compare with Lith. pnti ‘to weave’, ‘to twist’);
Lith. ištnti ‘to beat off’, ‘to carve’, ‘to flog’ (Lyberis 1971: 289) ~ Ukr. 

dial. стти ‘cutting off, separating something’, ‘chopping off’ (Želechivs’kij, 
Nedil’skij 1886: 932). For a comparison of prefix-less Slavonic and Baltic forms, 
see Fraenkel 1965: 1099; ESUM V 702; Smoczyński 2019: 1893.

4.3.	 Textual etymological parallels

Here we present some observations on word combinations whose etymological 
composition in both languages coincides completely or partially. Moreover, in 
the semantic-ideological aspect, Lithuanian and Ukrainian units turn out to be 
equivalent.
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1. Phrases with the genetic identity of both components. Examples of 
this kind are found in phraseology:
Lith. Akys (akyse) aptemo (Galnaitytė et al. 1989: 16) : Ukr. в очах темніє 

(akys : *oko & ap-temo (témti ‘to darken’) : *tьm-ьn-ěti);
Lith. Akis į akį (ibid.: 17) : Ukr. віч на віч (‘one-to-one’, ‘face-to-face’) < 

*očь na očь;
Lith. Akys limpa (ibid.: 20) : Ukr. очі злипаються (“Рученьки терпнуть, 

злипаються віченьки... Боже, чи довго тягти? / З раннього ранку до пізньої 
ніченьки  / Голкою денно верти” Pavlo Hrabovskyj “Seamstress”). That is, 
Akys limpa (lpti ‘to stick’, ‘to cling’) : *oči & *lip(nǫ)ti;
Lith. Imti į širdį (= to take to heart; to ache with one’s soul (heart) for someone, 

for/about something (Galnaitytė et al. 1989: 115) : Ukrainian Podolsk dialect 
|йн’ати в |серце ‘to worry, to be nervous’, ‘to break one’s heart’ (expeditionary 
note of the authors), мати серце на кого/що – to be dissatisfied, to be angry 
(V. Užčenko, D. Užčenko 1998: 168). Lith. iti ‘to take’, ‘to grab’ – an exact 
structural-genetic analogue of Slavonic *ęti, praes. *jьmǫ ‘the same’ (ESSJ VI 
71; Fraenkel 1962: 184–185; Smoczyński 2019: 556–558);
Lith. sàvo báldu ‘with one’s own mind’, ‘at one’s own discretion’ (Nedaryk 

sàvo báldu, pasklausk razumnesnių) with tuõ báldu (idiom) ‘meanwhile’, ‘in the 
meantime’, which should be understood as ‘at that time’. The second component 
is associated with Lith. bélsti ‘to knock’ (the idea of breaking, smashing) : baldóti 
‘to knock’, ‘to make noise’ (Toporov 2010a: 390, 392, 395 with literature), i.e. 
‘to strike’, ‘to beat’ → ‘one tome’. In Slavonic, this expression can be matched 
by the Ukrainian dialect expression [св|оїм |боўдом] = на свій розсуд (Hromko 
2008: 55) with the variability of the root vocalism: Lith. bald- : Slavonic *bъld-. 
For the homogeneity of the Possessive Prononoun sàvo (gen. sing. for sãvas 
‘one’s own’) : Slavonic *svojь see: Fraenkel 1965: 767;
Lith. Už akių (in someone’s absence, in absentia; Galnaitytė et al. 1989: 320) : 

Ukr. dial. уз очі (Hromko 2008: 24) – dialectal analogue of the more widespread 
поза очі = behind the eyes, in someone’s absence, in absentia. Dial. уз is the 
result of the development of the older *ўуз < Old Russian въз. Regarding the 
prepositional-case construction: here we need to talk about the etymological 
unity of not only the noun but also the preposition Lith. ùž : Proto-Slavonic 
*vъz (both a preposition and a prefix < PIE *u(h); Jānis Endzelīns keeps to the 
same idea, cf.: Endzelīns 1971: 413; Smoczyński 2019: 1991–1992);
Lith. vakar dūsavai ant lovelės, o šiandien ant baltos lentelės (LD 1882: 

287), to be more precise: Yesterday she was breathing on a bed, and today on a 
white board (Nevskaja 1982: 118) : Ukr. Уǀчора на ǀл’ішку ǀдихала, а тиеǀпер 
на ǀбіл’ім лутǀку завǀмерла, Novoarkhangelsk Region (Dialektolohična anketa 
no. 38, 2015). Ukr. dial. лутóк, gen. sing. -ткá ‘a young linden tree; young 
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linden bast’ continues Proto-Slavonic *lǫt-ъkъ < *lǫtъ ‘linen’, ‘a twig, a bark, 
bast of linden’, ‘a stick, a pole of a linden’ (ESSJ XVI 152). Here лутóк is 
euphemistically used – ‘a coffin made of a linden tree’. The Proto-Slavonic word 

*lǫtъ is associated with the alternation of e : o – with Lith. lentà ‘board’ (ibid.: 
152; Smoczyński 2019: 900), whereas Slavonic *bělъ (Ukr. білий) is related to 
Lith. báltas (Fraenkel 1962: 32; ESSJ II 79–81). Thus, the unified poetic image 
of the white board (coffin, deathbed) in the texts of Lithuanian and Ukrainian 
lamentations is embodied utilizing synonymous attributive constructions the 
composition of which in these languages is genetically identical.
Regarding the playing of the name of the board as a euphemistic designation 

of the deathbed, the coffin in Ukrainian, we should compare it with the dialectal 
expression (Eastern) чотири (читирі) дошки збирати; чотири (читирі) дошки 
найти (V. Užčenko, D. Užčenko 2013: 182).

2. Phraseological units with the  genetic identity of one of the 
components. This category of examples is also represented by phraseological 
units with nuclear components – the names of the eye, and heart, which are 
etymologically identical in Lithuanian and Slavonic:
Lith. Dingti iš akių (Galnaitytė et al. 1989: 76) : Ukr. зникнути з очей (Lith. 

diñgti ‘to disappear’, ‘to vanish’ : Ukr. знúкнути & Lith. iš : Ukr. з) = to hide, 
to vanish;
Lith. Iš (nuo) senų senovės (from/since ancient times, from time immemorial, 

from olden days; Galnaitytė et al. 1989: 125; Lyberis 1971: 657) : Ukr. з давніх 
давен. Very close typological similarity: lith. sẽnas ‘old’ + senóvė ‘antiquity’, 
‘antique’ with tautological Ukrainian. adj. plur. давній ‘old’ + subst. plur. 
*давна ‘antiquity’;

Lith. Po akių (akimis) (before the eyes, in front of the eyes; Galnaitytė et al. 
1989: 271) : укр. на очах (V. Užčenko, D. Užčenko 1998: 121);
Lith. Ržti akį (to catch the eyes; Galnaitytė et al. 1989: 282) : Ukr. різати óко 

(óчі) (stand out sharply, be noticeable), cf. “Здалеку ця мішанина стилів різала 
око, псувала архітектурний ансамбль. Але зблизька ті будинки виростали в 
усій величі й красі” (V. Kucher) (Horox6);
Lith. Ryti akimis (to eat (devour) someone with one’s eyes, to keep one’s eyes 

on someone/something, to fix one’s gaze on someone/something; Galnaitytė et al. 
1989: 283) : Ukr. їсти (жерти) очима (оком) [кого, що] (inescapably, attentively 
look at someone, showing a certain feeling; V. Užčenko, D. Užčenko 1998: 120);
Lith. Spausti širdį (to squeeze the heart, the soul (heart) hurts; Galnaitytė et al. 1989: 

290) : Ukr. серце стисло (Lith. suspáusti ‘to squeeze’, ‘to press’ : Ukr. стискáти, 
стúснути ‘the same’);

	 6	 Available at: https://goroh.pp.ua [accessed 23.08.2024].

https://goroh.pp.ua
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Lith. Širdis plyšta (the heart (soul) is torn (into pieces); Galnaitytė et al. 1989: 
306) : Ukr. серце крається (someone is suffering, tormented, worried), (роз)краяти 
(різати) серце (to experience/cause mental anguish; V. Užčenko, D. Užčenko 
1998: 167) (plýšti ‘to crack’, ‘to split’, ‘to burst’, ‘to tear’: крається ‘is torn’, 
‘splits’, ‘is cut’);
Lith. Šuns akis turėti (there is no shame in anyone’s eyes; neither shame nor 

conscience; Galnaitytė et al. 1989: 308) : Ukr. очі у Сірка позичати, очей у 
Сірка (Рябка) позичати (to lose the sense of shame, one’s dignity; V. Užčenko, 
D. Užčenko 1998: 122), where Сірко/Рябко are generalized names for a grey 
or motley yard dog, often used as nicknames. As a result, there is an almost 
complete coincidence of both the ideological content of the phraseme as a whole 
and the semantics of its components in Lithuanian and Ukrainian: lith.  šuõ, 
šuñs ‘dog’, ‘canine’ : Ukr. Сірко/Рябко = dog, canine & akis : око & turti ‘to 
have’, ‘to possess’, ‘(to) hold’ : Ukr. позичати ‘to take (for oneself)’, ‘to borrow’;
Lith. Varna nenešė kaulo (= it was not at all; FŽe7) : Ukr. куди ворон кісток 

не заносить (V. Užčenko, D. Užčenko 2005: 56, 78). However, with the general 
mythopoetic image embodied, the Ukrainian analogue (Proto-Slavonic *vornъ, 

*vorna : Lith. vanas, várna) still has a slightly different meaning: here, unlike in 
Lithuanian, it is not the absence of the results of the event (visai nebuvo) that is 
actualized, but the uncertainty of place and direction.
In conclusion, we should note one more textual correspondence, namely, 

Lith. Perkūno ąžuolu : Old Russian (Galicia) Пероуновъ дубъ in the mythologem 
about the oak of the thunder god (the Supreme God of the Slavs and Balts), 
whose name is etymologically identical and structurally close among the 
Lithuanians and Slavs, cf.: Lith. “Perkūno ąžuolu vadinamas Kupiškio v. Bėdos 
ganyklose. Didelio ąžuolo kamienas išpuvusiu viduriu. Jis dėl to taip vadinamas, 
kad yra griausmo sudaužytas” (Balys 1937: 163, 197) along with Old Russian. 
“А ѿ тои горы до Перѹнова Дѹба горѣ Скломь. а ѡтъ Перѹнова Дѹба 
до Бѣлыхъ береговъ” in the “Charter of Lev Danilovich, Prince of Galicia, to 
the Bishopric of Peremyska”, 1302 (Žalovannaja gramota 1854: 317; for more 
details on this mythologem, see Ivanov, Toporov 1974: 14–16). The charter was 
written in a language that later formed the basis of some of the South-Western 
dialects of Ukraine.

	 7	Available at: https://www.lietuviuzodynas.lt/frazeologizmai/Varna [accessed 23.08.2024].

https://www.lietuviuzodynas.lt/frazeologizmai/Varna
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4.4.	 Typological analogies at the text level

Typologically similar material is found in folklore texts of funeral rituals, 
healing (magic) spells and phraseology.

1. Lith. “O mano motinėlei budavoja tėviškėlę baltų lentelių be stiklinių 
langelių, be durelių: nematysi saulelės užtekant nei saulelės nusileidžiant” (LD 
1882: 281) : Ukr. Chernihiv “Яка твоя доріженька смутна та невесела!  / 
Яка твоя хаточка темна та невидная, / Що нї дверичок, нї оконечка, нї 
праведного сонечка…”, (Podolia) “Якої ти хатки собі загадав – / Ци ти не 
мав у чім жити? / Маленької, новенької – Без дверец і віконец, / Щоби сонце 
не загріло і вітер не завіяв, / Без лавичок, без поличок” (Svencickyj 1912: 37, 
65). One can cite a proverb with a more complete lexical set, outlining the 
pragmatic and symbolic contour of the text and conceptually equating it with 
Lithuanian, cf. Lviv (in the former Ravsky district) “Мій господарейку. […] Чи 
ти не мав свої хатинойки? / А там тобі збудували такую малейкую, що 
в нї нема анї дверойків, анї воконяйків, що там навіт вітер не завіє, анї 
сонце не загріє” (Svencickyj 1912: 63).
Thus, we have very similar text contours: Lith. [budavoja] & [tėviškėlę baltų 

lentelių as a euphemistic name for a coffin (= a paternal house made of white 
planks)] & [be langelių] & [be durelių] & [saulelė] VS Ukr. [збудували] & 
[хатка, хаточка, хатинойка] & [Без дверец, дверичок, дверойків] & 
[Без віконец, оконечка, воконяйків] & [сонечко, сонце]. Both text matrices 
are similar in some details: 1) the sun, which does not rise or set for the deceased 
(Lithuanian) and does not warm (Ukrainian); 2) the use of names of concepts 
supporting the lamentation exclusively in the diminutive form with suffixes -el- 
(Lithuanian) VS -к-/-оч-к-/-еч-к-, -ьц-, -ой-к- (-яй-к-) (Ukrainian).

2. Lith. Ėjo Kristus per ciltų ir nulūžo lieptas ir inkrito Kristaus koja. Nuėjo 
Kristus sveikas, neskauda koja, taip tegu neskauda Jonui (ligonio vardas arba plaukų 
spalva). – Christ was walking on a bridge and the crossbar broke and Christ’s leg got 
stuck. Christ went healthy, his leg didn’t hurt, so let Jonas’s (name or hair colour of 
the sick person) not hurt either (Balys 1951: 72, no. 477) : Ukr.: Ишов Христос, 
ступив на трость, трость уламалась, кровь угамовалась, цвето цветаєтьця, 
кровь угамоваєтця (Efimenko, ed., 1874: 14).

3. Lith. Ugniavystas kraujas, paparčio žiedas. Aprimo upė. Tegul šitas kraujas 
nustos tekėt. – Fiery blood, red fern flower. The river has calmed down. Let this 
blood stop flowing (Balys 1951: 76, no. 503, Švenčionys) : укр. Вогняна кров, 
червона папороть. Вгамовалась річка. Нехай буде клята кров, котра тече, 
Kharkiv region (Hromko 2008: 42).

4. Let us pay attention to the Lithuanian and Ukrainian phraseological 
units with the phrase рябий кінь (“speckled horse”) : margas arklys – a rather 
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rare coat colour, therefore noticeable and ambiguous in terms of the people’s 
attitude towards it, cf. the Lithuanian belief that “a girl will get married when a 
speckled horse crosses her path” (Nepokupnyj 1979: 135). Cf. Lith. Nusišauksi 
kaip margas arklys (you will call upon yourself, like a speckled horse) : Ukr. dial. 
Poltava Побачив рябого коня – завтра празник буде (ibid.: 135), сон рябої 
кобили – about nonsense.

5. Phrasemes that play on the mythopoetic image of trampling the grass 
as life: Lith. dial. Dar ilgai žolę mins senis (= the old man will trample the 
grass for a long time, i.e. ‘to  live’) : Ukr. dial. Chernihiv Йому довго трави 
не топтати (i.e. he will not live long) (Nepokupnyj 1979: 158). Cf. also the 
dialectal expression вже мен’і с’віжойі дерн’і не топтати = “I won’t live to see 
spring” (Onyškevyč 1984: 209), (Eastern) скоро не буде роси топтати “there 
is not enough left for someone to live” (V. Užčenko, D. Užčenko 2013: 430), 
(Western) мураву топтати (V. Užčenko, D. Užčenko 2005: 142) = to live.

6. The image of the Moon as a horned shepherd of sheep in riddles: 
Lith.  Laukas nematuotas, avys neskaitytos, piemuo raguotas  – ‘The field is 
immense, the sheep are innumerable, the shepherd has horns’; Pievos nematuotos, 
avys neskaičiuotos, piemuo raguotas  – ‘Meadows are not measured, sheep 
are not counted, the shepherd has horns’ (The sky, the stars and the Moon) 
(Laurinkienė 2019: 298) : Ukr. Поле не зміряне, бидло не злічене, пастух 
рогатий (The Moon, the sky and the stars) (Nomys 1993: 637), Один пастух 
багато овець пасе (The Moon and the stars); Аж до раночку вночі  / Дід-
пастух овець лічив. / Вийшло сонечко з-за гаю… / Де вони тепер – не знає 
(The Moon and the stars) (Zahadky8).

7. A zoomorphic image of the Moon as a bald bull/ox/horse looking through 
the gate (in riddles):
Lith. Laukas jautis pro vartus žiūri – ‘The bald bull is looking through the 

gate’ (The Moon) (Laurinkienė 2019: 298) : Ukr. Лисий віл через ворота 
дивицця (The Moon) (Nomys 1993: 637). Cf. Lith. laũkas ‘with a white bald 
spot (mark) on the forehead’;
Lith. Laukas arklys pro vartus žiūri – ‘The bald horse is looking through 

the gate’ (The Moon) (Laurinkienė 2019: 298) : Ukr. Лисий кінь у ворота 
загляда (Month) (Nomys 1993: 637).

8. A zoomorphic image of a thunderstorm/storm as a bull/ox roaring 
behind the mountains: Lith. Už trijų kalnų jautis baubia (Perkūnija) – ‘Behind 
three mountains, the bull roars’ (Thunderstorm) (Laurinkienė 2019: 299) : 
Ukr. Ревнув віл за сто гір, за сто річок, за сто пічок… (Thunder, and also a 
bell) (Nomys 1993: 638).

	 8	 Available at: https://dovidka.biz.ua/zagadki-pro-misyats/ [accessed 23.08.2024].

https://dovidka.biz.ua/zagadki-pro-misyats/
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5.	 CONCLUSION

It seems to us that in the comparative grammar of the Baltic and Slavonic 
languages, the outlines of a section covering the ancient exclusive relations 
between the two dialect groups against the background of the others are quite 
clearly outlined. The above material is sure to be clarified in the future in terms 
of areal characteristics, and it is quite possible that the geography of some of the 
parallels will be expanded. However, even the remaining facts taken together 
will very likely prove to be a sufficient basis for developing a theory of lingual 
contacts of the type indicated. In any case, we have only outlined a program 
of work in a narrower direction of Balto-Slavonic linguistics, highlighting the 
most promising angles of research, the results of which depend entirely on the 
quantity and quality of the data collected. For example, the issue regarding 
the reason why Ukrainian etymological parallels to Lithuanian units are noted not 
in the area of ancient interaction between the Eastern Slavs and the ancestors of 
the Lithuanians on the Upper Dnipro, but generally far beyond its borders, is very 
interesting.
The task of identifying etymological correlates at the lexical level shows some 

thematic “blurring” of correspondences, their belonging to a large number of 
thematic groups. However, in this thematic diversity, several important points can 
be seen. Firstly, these are elements of general social terminology (Lith. draũgalas : 
Ukr. другóлик; Lith. pusbrolis : Old Ukr. Полбрáтъ), secondly, it is worth 
emphasizing several technical terms (Old Lithuanian (?) *šovēj(a)s/*sovēj(a)s : 
Slavonic *savějьnikъ; Lith. klpa : Ukr. [чоўп]; Lith. virb tvorà : Ukr. вербóва 
тварь), which do not belong to the most important terminological vocabulary 
(the oldest corpus of basic craft and other terminology), being the names of 
secondary details, which indicates their late age. Thirdly, there is a significant 
number of common innovations in the field of geographical nomenclature, 
possibly partly arising as a result of loan translation (both Balto-Slavonic and 
Slavonic-Baltic) based on genetically common building material (roots, affixes).
A whole series of joint lexical neoformations are represented by prefixal 

derivates constructed according to a single model (Lith. bè- : Ukr. без-; Lith. š- : 
Ukr. з-, с-). This is rather a variegated material semantically, but it shows the 
unity of Baltic and Slavonic in the use of common methods of morphological 
derivation of nominals and verbs. The multiplicity (it can be discussed even 
with a far from complete sample from dictionaries) of parallels shows not the 
sporadic use of etymologically common prefixes, but its systematicity, which 
also testifies to the relatively late chronology of contacts, the results of which 
have not yet been erased by later processes or innovations in Lithuanian and 
Ukrainian.
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Textual analogues that demonstrate the same etymological composition 
in Lithuanian and Ukrainian are mostly phraseological units, stable word 
combinations with similar or identical ideological load. It is noteworthy that 
even a limited selection of phraseological units with two nuclear lexemes 
involved in the system of cultural associations and meanings (Lith. akis : 
Ukr. око; Lith. širdis : Ukr. серце), reveals not just common elements of the 
late Balto-Slavonic text; the practically identical ideological content of phrases 
in both languages (cf. Lith. akis į akį : Ukr. віч на віч; Lith. už akių : Ukr. dial. 
уз очі; Lith. imti į širdį : Ukr. |йн’ати в |серце) shows the significant depth of 
cultural interaction, which turned out to be so significant that it has survived 
to the present days (cf. in particular examples of elementary legal regulations: 
Lith. sàvo báldu : Ukr. св|оїм |боўдом). Often such stability is also explained 
by the comparatively late age of contacts (on the scale of linguistic history, a 
thousand or slightly more years is a very relative antiquity). The same situation 
is confirmed by common elements of texts belonging to other genres.
Lithuanian-Ukrainian typological analogies are unlikely to be accidental, 

primarily due to their systematic nature, which is usually a consequence of 
the design of common (right up to the smallest semiotic nuances) cultural 
experiences using identical semantic models. Even plot- and image-centred 
similar texts of spells, in which characters of Christian doctrine appear, could 
have emerged early in both languages based on a common pagan spell tradition 
and then just as early experienced the influence of Christianity.
The planned prospects for the development of ancient Balto-Slavonic 

linguistic relations, reproduced in the Lithuanian-Ukrainian separate parallels, 
with due attention to the material, can provide abundant material for theoretical 
generalizations.
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Lietuvių ir ukrainiečių kalbų paralelės: 
etimologinis ryšys ir tipologinis panašumas

SANTRAUKA

Straipsnis patvirtina svarbią atskirų paralelių egzistavimo lietuvių ir ukrainiečių kalbose 
hipotezę. Bendrų abiejų kalbų arealo ribų nebuvimas parodė, kad yra išlikę bendrų kalbos 
reliktų iš senųjų baltų ir slavų tarmių kalbėtojų kontaktų epochos. Lietuvių-ukrainiečių 
izoglosų savitumas pasirodė esąs rytų slavų ir dabartinių lietuvių protėvių glaudžios 
kalbinės sąveikos rezultatas teritorijoje, kurią apibrėžia Dniepro aukštupio intakų tinklas. 
Autoriai pateikė keleto lietuvių ir ukrainiečių kalbų sistemų lygmenų pavyzdžių – leksinio, 
žodžių darybos ir teksto (genetiškai bendros struktūros frazių). Bandymas identifikuoti 
etimologines koreliacijas leksiniu lygmeniu rodo tam tikrą teminį atitikmenų „išplitimą“, 
jų priklausymą keletui teminių grupių. Bendrieji pastebėjimai yra šie: bendrosios socialinės 
terminijos elementai (liet. draũgalas : ukr. другóлик; liet. pusbrolis : senoji ukrainiečių kalba 
Полбрáтъ); techniniai terminai (sen. lietuvių (?) *šovēj(a)s/*sovēj(a)s : slavų *savějьnikъ; 
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liet. klpa : ukr. [чоўп]; liet. virb tvorà : ukr. вербóва тварь); bendros naujovės geografinės 
nomenklatūros srityje, pagrįstos genetiškai įprasta darybine medžiaga (šaknimis, afiksais), 
pvz., pagal vieną modelį sudaryti priešdėlio vediniai (liet. bè- : ukr. без-; liet. š- : ukr. з-, 
с-).
Įrodyta, kad frazeologiniai vienetai, pastovieji žodžių junginiai, turintys panašų ar 

identišką ideologinį krūvį, reprezentuoja tą pačią lietuvių ir ukrainiečių kalbų etimologinę 
sudėtį (plg. liet. akis į akį : ukr. віч на віч; liet. už akių : ukr. dial. уз очі; liet. imti į širdį : 
ukr. |йнʼати в |серце).
Analogiškus kalbinius vienetus abiejose kalbose galima paaiškinti ir glaudžia kultūrine 

Lietuvos ir Ukrainos sąveika.
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