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UKrainiečių Kalbos liTUanizmai 
Kaip ryŠio Tarp Kalbos 
ir KUlTūros žymeKliai

lituanisms in Ukrainian as markers of language 
and Cultural relationship

sUmmary

the article deals with the consideration of lituanisms in the history of the Ukrainian language as determinants 
of cultural and language contacts. For these lituanisms simultaneously represent the result and productive 
factor in the dynamics of lithuanian-Ukrainian relations (political, social and economic, historical and 
cultural, etc.). Particular attention is paid to the lithuanian-Ukrainian ethnic and language interaction in the 
period of the Grand Duchy of lithuania. as a result, a significant amount of lituanisms appear in Ukrain-
ian written sources of the 16–17 centuries of the later period, as is illustrated by the examples from multi-
genre sources. the cited factual language material represents the dynamics of the lexical composition of the 
recipient language (Ukrainian) at the diachronic level. the influence of borrowings from the lithuanian 
language is postulated not only on the lexicon of the Ukrainian language but also on the formation of its 
literary form and on the language / communicative consciousness of Ukrainians. the latter position requires 
an appeal both to the genetic code of the baltic-slavic language / ethnocultural unity and to the fruitful 
development of the lithuanian-Ukrainian interaction in the cultural, scientific and educational sectors.

SantraUka

straipsnyje nagrinėjami ukrainiečių kalboje istoriškai atsiradę lituanizmai. Tai kultūrinių ir kalbinių kontaktų 
tarp lietuvos ir Ukrainos rezultatas, atspindintis politinius, socialinius, ekonominius, istorinius ir kultūrinius 
procesus. itin daug dėmesio skiriama lietuvos Didžiosios Kunigaikštystės laikotarpio lietuvių ir ukrainiečių 
etninei ir kalbinei sąveikai, kuri lėmė tai, kad XVi–XVii a. ukrainiečių rašytiniuose šaltiniuose atsirado daug 

raKTažoDžiai: lituanizmai, ukrainiečių kalba, kalba kaip tarpininkas, skoliniai, istorizmai, etimonas, išvestinis žodis.
key WorDS: lituanism, Ukrainian, language-mediator, borrowings, historism, etymon, derivative. 
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lituanizmų. straipsnyje pateikiami įvairių žanrų rašytiniai šaltiniai parodo priimančiosios kalbos (ukrainiečių) 
leksinės sudėties dinamiką diachroniniu lygmeniu. straipsnyje keliama mintis, kad skoliniai iš lietuvių kalbos 
ne tik veikė ukrainiečių kalbos leksiką, bet ir jos literatūrinę formą bei formavo ukrainiečių kalbinę ir 
komunikacinę sąmonę. analizuojama medžiaga atitinka ir baltų-slavų kalbų etnokultūrinės vienybės genetinį 
kodą ir veiksmingą lietuvos ir Ukrainos bendradarbiavimą humanistikos srityje, ypač jos kultūros, mokslo 
ir švietimo sektoriuose.

introDUCtion

The relevance of the proposed article 
is the need for further clarification of the 
linguistic perspective of Lithuanian-
Ukrainian contacts, which will bring 
scientists closer to solving the conceptu-
ally deeper issue of Lithuanian-Ukraini-
an relations (genetic, historical, cultural, 
political, socio-economic, etc.) at the dia-
chronic level. The appropriate formula-
tion of the problem benefits the develop-
ment of the theory of the Balto-Slavic 
language community (J. Кurylovich, 
А. Nepokupnyj, О. Szemerenyi, А. Shah-
matov; F. Fortunatov; І. Оgіenko; V. Іva
nov, V. Тоpоrоv). 

It should be noted that formation of 
the Ukrainian literary language was, in 
particular, influenced by borrowings 
from different languages, including Pol-
ish, Lithuanian, Latin, Greek, German, 
Turkish, Crimean-Tatar, Russian, Belaru-
sian, Romanian, Czech, Hungarian, Ital-
ian, Dutch, Persian, Arabic and more. 
О. Tkachenko points to the multifaceted 
ways of appearance of literary forms of 
national languages: 

„the birth of new literary languages did not 
necessarily begin with the search for the 
origins of the national tradition. But it was 
always from them that their flowering and 
maturity began: for Estonians it is the epic 
„Kalevipoeg”, Latvians have „Lāčplēsis” 
(The Bear Slayer), Serbs have the heroic 

songs issued by Vuk Karadzic, Czechs 
have „Rukopis Zelenohorský” and „Rukopis 
Královédvorský” (in Czech – S. G.) manu-
scripts. Lithuanians could be inspired by 
their very ancient language, the realization 
that still on the verge of the 21st century a 
Lithuanian peasant speaks a language that 
is not inferior to the ancient Indian lan-
guage of the Rig Veda hymns or the an-
cient Greek language of the Homeric po-
ems. They were encouraged by the glori-
ous times of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, 
whose lands in Vytautas stretched from the 
waves of the Baltic to the shores of the 
Black Sea. Due to the union with Lithuania, 
Poland became a state from sea to sea. In 
the inspired poetry of Maironis, in the bril-
liant paintings of Čiurlionis (in Lithua-
nian – S. G.), this glorious antiquity came 
to life… Meanwhile, the Lithuanian lan-
guage has strengthened as never before” 
(Ткаченко 2014: 370). 

Mother tongue is the deep layer of 
the spiritual people’s life, their historical 
memory, the most valuable heritage of 
the ages (О. Оles’), the genetic code of 
national culture, the pledge of identity 
and selfpreservation (D. Оvsyanikо
Кulikovskij), the universal reality of so-
cial existence (М. Heidegger), person 
identity formant (Darginavičienė 2018). 
The words of Joseph Vendryes about the 
„closest dependence” of the language 
development from historical conditions 
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became axiomatic today; the develop-
ment of society „lures” language into 
some definite path, and as a result, the 
history of culture is reflected in the his-
tory of language.

The „Lithuanian-Polish” day in Ukrai-
ne, which, being interrupted, has lasted 
for almost six centuries, is interpreted by 
modern Ukrainian historians and cul-
tural scientists as „a stateless period in 
the history of the Ukrainian people” 
(Книш 2001: 44). Appropriate assessment 
of political „engagement” can be accept-
ed with great caution, since governmen-
tal and „... cultural ties between the 
Ukrainian and Lithuanian peoples have 
a long tradition and date back to prince-

ly times, including the period of the 
GaliciaVolyn principality, constituting a 
significant segment of the historical 
memory” (Туряниця 2012: 39).

The aim of the article is the consider-
ation of Lithuanian-Ukrainian language 
and cultural relations through the prism 
of the study of Lituanisms and their sig-
nificance in the history of the Ukrainian, 
in particular, coverage of their influence 
not only on the Ukrainian language 
lexical composition, but also on the for-
mation of its literary form, as well as on 
the language / communicative conscious-
ness of Ukrainians and the dynamics of 
multi-vector interaction between these 
two nations.

inTeraCTion oF lanGUaGes aT DynamiCs oF leXiCon 
as an obJeCT oF linGUisTiC DesCripTion 

Here is a brief overview of studying 
the Lithuanian-Ukrainian language in-
teraction which serves as the method-
ological basis for the study.

The history of vocabulary has always 
attracted linguists’ attention; a special 
actualization of this direction of studies 
has been observed in Ukraine since the 
middle of the 20th century: they touch 
on the history of vocabulary of different 
ideographic spheres, in particular, this 
study of the nomination of a person as 
the center of the whole universe, in par-
ticular, a person in society (D. Grinch-
ishin, A. Buryachok, O. Krovytska), hu-
man life support (V. Gorobets, S. Gryt-
senko, G. Didyk-Meush), human envi-
ronment (I. Sabadosh, G. Nayenko, 
E. Chernov), human occupation in mate-
rial sphere (G. Halimonenko, O. Serben-
skaya), spiritual and intellectual life of a 

human being (L. Hnatyuk, L. Polyuga). 
Much research has been devoted to 

the history of individual lexemes or 
groups of lexemes, phraseologisms, their 
semantics and peculiarities of function-
ing (Z. Goldfein, Y. Dzendzelivsky, Y. Ot-
kupshchikov, E. Otin, I. Lutovinov); the 
language study of memos of the respec-
tive styles and genres (V. Yaroshenko, 
I. Swiecki, M. Stanivsky, L. Hnatenko, 
V. Nimchuk, V. Moisienko, O. Nika); re-
search of dialect features of written 
memos of different chronological peri-
ods (A. Moskalenko, H. Makovich, S. Sa-
myilenko, S. Shevchenko, G. Shilo); the 
study of speech-making by representa-
tives of literature (L. Dezhe, O. Laza-
renko, M. Markovsky, etc.).

A separate series of scientific studies 
highlights the role of foreign language 
influences on the Ukrainian language 



SVITLANA GRYTSENKO

80 LOGOS 102 
2020 SAUSIS • KOVAS

development; among these, the most 
prominent are the multifaceted studies 
of the influence of Polish, Belarusian, 
German, Greek, Latin, Romanian, Turk-
ish on Ukrainian (for a detailed review 
of these studies see: Гриценко 2017). The 
impact of the Lithuanian language on 
Ukrainian at different chronological pe-
riods in linguistics is fragmentary repre-
sented (Jablonskis 1941; Булаховський 
1956; Непокупний 1964, 1968, 1970, 
1972, 1976, 1994, 1996; Туряниця 2012; 
Ткаченко 2014; Вакулич 2016) and it 
needs to be refined today, taking into 
consideration the expanded empirical 
base of the study – making new written 
memos and lexicographic sources avail-
able for the number of researchers.

The source base of the study from 
which the actual material was extracted 
is: 1) Ukrainian-language written differ-
ent styled memos of the 16th17th cen-
turies: formal and business (legal genre 
and government (administrative) man-
agement (acts; town hall, castle, city, 
customs books; protocols, articles; diplo-
mas, universals, law; documents of 

voivodships, fraternities, schools; inven-
tories, registers, audits; descriptions of 
castles, boundaries of possessions; de-
nominational (catechisms, apostles, stat-
utes, ordinances, prayers, Gospels); fic-
tion (verses, songs, elegies, dedications, 
thanksgiving, interludes, chronicles and 
memoirs); journalistic (polemical genre, 
oratory and preaching genre); scientific; 
epistolary; 2) lexicographic sources 
(ССУМ; ІСУЯ; МСТ), as well as pub-
lished issues of IСУM and its filing cab-
inet (stored at I.P Krypiakevych Institute 
of Ukrainian NAS, Lviv).

The specificity of the object and sub-
ject, as well as the aim of the article led 
to the use of general scientific (induction, 
deduction, analysis, synthesis) and spe-
cial linguistic methods and techniques: 
descriptive – for the analysis and pre-
sentation of language material, the as-
sessment of phenomena of language 
history, language contact; linguacultur-
al – for cognition of influence of extra
linguistic factors on changes in vocabu-
lary and language consciousness of 
Ukrainians.

ConTaCTs beTWeen liTHUania anD UKraine 
THroUGH THe prism oF Time

Considering Lituanisms in the his-
tory of the Ukrainian language, it is 
worth paying much attention to the 
times of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, 
especially to the period of the 15th16th 
centuries, when a large territory of mod-
ern Ukraine was a part of it. According 
to О. Tkachenko: 

„joining the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, 
while maintaining autonomy of Ukraine 

and considerable independence in resolv-
ing its own economic, political and cul-
tural issues, without affecting the rights 
of the language (the official language of 
the state was Western Russian, which 
could be considered as book Ukrainian 
language at the time), it was also impor-
tant for Ukraine as this state, having ac-
cess to the Baltic Sea, at the same time 
reached the possession of the Black Sea 
coast. This allowed Ukraine to continue 
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to be independent from other countries 
in economic policy. In fact, it laid a solid 
foundation for the development of 
Ukraine as an independent state” (Тка-
ченко 2014: 27).

It should be noted that the Grand 
Duchy of Lithuania was largely based 
on the structural and cultural bases that 
were formed and developed in Kyiv and 
HalychVolyn Rus; in the 60’s of the 16th 
century this principality subordinated 
most of the Ukrainian lands, as the local 
population willingly accepted the rule 
of Grand Duke of Lithuania in Vilna, 
which was conditioned by promises „not 
to violate local customs”, to defend 
against the Tatars. This is evidenced by 
a fragment from the Lithuanian-Belaru-
sian chronicle: 

„When Grand Duke Algirdas was the mas-
ter of the Lithuanian land, he went into the 
steppes with the Lithuanian army, and 
killed three brothers in the Blue Water: 
Prince Hachibey, Kutlubug and Dmytro. 
These three brothers – the Tatar princes – 
were the hereditary owners of the Podolsk 
land… The Grand Prince Algirdas’ broth-
er, Prince Koriat ... had four sons ...; three 
(senior) of those by permission of The 
Grand Prince Algirdas and the help of the 
Lithuanian land then went to Podolsk 
land, and having come…, they became 
friends with the atamans, began to defend 
Podolsk land, and stopped giving tribute 
to the Basques” (Грушевський 1993: 79). 

The political success of the Grand 
Duchy of Lithuania on the territory of 
Ukraine in the 16th century was caused, 
in M. Hrushevsky’s opinion, by a „Rus-
sian” feature of government, and this 
continued until the Lithuanian central 
government changed its state orientation 

by concluding a union with Poland (ib.: 
99). In the 15th century and the first half 
of the 16th century, despite the presence 
of the word „Russian” in the titles of 
princes, the Grand Duchy of Lithuania 
was not „LithuanianRussian” (Ісаєвич 
2001: 57), as it was claimed by M. Ly-
ubavskij and other scholars (Любавский 
1915: 85–89), although it was based on 
the norms of „Russian Truth” and canon 
law of Kyiv Rus (not without influence 
of Polish, more broadly – European law).

„During Lithuanian time” every-
where in Ukraine were developing „gov-
ernment offices – princely offices, court 
offices etc., as well as bishops’ offices” 
(Ogienko), in which Russian was the gov-
ernmental language. It should be noted 
that the first act books of such offices ap-
peared in the Czech Republic in the 13th 
century, in the 14th century these written 
memos were spread in Poland and in the 
early 16th century appeared in Ukraine. 
It is supposed that the oldest Ukrainian 
act book is Книга Кам’янецького місько-
го магістрату 1519–1520 р. and Кам’я-
нецька земська книга 1521 р.; we have 
the shabby remnants of Кременецької 
Книги 1514 р. in bad condition. It should 
be noted that according to the Lithuanian 
Regulations of 1529, act books were in-
troduced throughout Ukraine in every 
town, that increased the number of of-
fices and thus accelerated the develop-
ment of Ukrainian literary language. The 
meaning of so-called actual language in 
the history of the development of Ukrai-
nian literary language is very great, par-
amount, because it has become the con-
duit of our live language to the literary 
language” (ibid.).
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Lithuanian-Ukrainian ethnic and lan-
guage interaction has been developing 
for several centuries. „Borrowings from 
the Baltic languages, above all Lithua-
nian, are not simply numerous; they 
form one of the most colorful layers of 
the Ukrainian „lexical mentality”, Ukrai-
nian worldview” (Туряниця 2012 (a): 39; 
Туряниця 2012 (b)). The purpose of our 
unit is not a detailed analysis and regis-
tration of the Ukrainian written memos 
of the Lituanism, but we rather seek for 
accumulation of attention to the prob-
lems that accompany contemporary his-
torians of language, dialectologists, 
lexicographers, etymologists in the study 
of vocabulary of Lithuanian genesis.

The origins of individual borrowings 
and their reciprocal path provoke debate 
among scholars, in particular the lexeme 
ґринджоли (дранджоли, кринджоли грин-
джолята, дранджолята) in Ukrainian 
means ‘simple sleigh; low and wide 
sleigh with sides extending from the 
front; little baby sledges’. It was first at-
tested in the Актах Переяславського пол-
ка XVII–XVIII в.: „Комору дручемъ 
подваживали и на гринжола великіе 
зваливши, опалилъ”(1688); memos of 
the 18th century preserved the forms of 
ґриніоли, гринчола; this word is also ac-
tively used in modern Ukrainian (СУM 
2: 169). Ukrainian etymologists claim that 
this lexeme is of Romanian origin (Ro-
manian gringioáră, which is a diminutive 
form to the grindă ‘pole, beam’ (ЕСУМ 
1: 596). It should be noted that Roma-
nians called this vehicle as a tirsitoăre 
(Нікуліна 2008: 4046), which makes it 

doubtful about the outlined genesis. 
J. Laučiutė points to the Lithuanian ori-
gin of the word: grįžulas ‘the drawl, a 
turning circle’ (Лаучюте 1982: 36).

The problem of different interpreta-
tion of the genesis of lexemes can be 
traced not only in the study of Litua-
nisms, but also in borrowings from oth-
er languages, in particular Ukrainian 
каптуръ (> капътуровый). O. Bulyk (Бу-
лыка 1980: 112) which is interpreted as 
Czech borrowing (och. kaptour (Słownik 
1963: 324), och. kaptúr (Karłowicz: 252)), 
as Polish borrowing (op. kaptur) – 
J. Тymchenko (MCT I: 357), as Italian (it. 
capparo, capero) – Е. Berneker (Bernek-
er:  487), A. Preobrazhenskyj (ПЭС І: 
294), О. Sobolevskyj (Соболевский 1913: 
85), as Latin borrowing (Latin captura < 
f.lat. cappa) – F. Slavskyj (Sławski І І : 
6 1 ), as Turkic borrowing (kaptur) – 
F. Miklosich (Miklosich II:142 )  compil-
ers of ЕСУМ (ЕСУМ II: 377), et ІСУМ 
(ІСУМ 14: 46). Etymologists have also 
not identified a language mediator in the 
process of taking this borrowing: direct-
ly from Turkic, Polish or Czech, or 
through mediator of Polish, Czech from 
Italian, Latin or Turkic. These examples 
actualize the need for a careful revision and 
clarification of the etymology of many lex-
emes in the Ukrainian language and ways 
of their entry into the recipient language 
in the light of new research in linguistics 
and related fields of knowledge.

In describing borrowings from differ-
ent languages, including Lithuanian, it 
is necessary to distinguish between the 
source language of the borrowing and 

liTUanisms in UKrainian soUrCes oF THe 16–17TH CenTUries: 
iSSUeS oF inveStiGation
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the etymon. Many different lexemes 
were borrowed into the Ukrainian lan-
guage from different languages, the gen-
esis of which refers to the Lithuanian 
language: баланда the ‘liquid lean soup’ < 
rus. баланда ‘bad food, baddie; quinoa’ < 
lit. balanda ‘quinoa’, lts. balanda ‘ts’; 
бамбула ‘sluggard’ < pol. bam ‘ring’ < 
lit. babalas ‘tumult; chafer’, bámba 
‘navel’, bamblỹs ‘lazy baby; thief’; бо-
биль ‘lonely man, poor man’ < rus. бо-
биль ‘ts’ < lit. bumbilas ‘laborer, lazy 
thing’; бурба ‘potatoes’ <pol. burbułka 
‘bubble’ < lit. búrbulas ‘bubble, blister’ 
and more.

A separate layer of vocabulary is 
made up of words only related to the 
Lithuanian language (варґа ‘lip’ < raūkas 
‘wrinkle, crease’, брякнути ‘bubbly, 
swell’ < brinkstu, brinkti ‘swell’, бусий 
‘drunk’ <búože ‘bulge, mace, button’, 
бухта ‘bay’ < būgti ‘to be frightened’, 
анкер ‘anchor, bracket, hook’ < ánka 
‘cord, zigzags of the way’, альянс ‘union, 
union based on contractual obligations’ < 
láig(u)onas ‘wife’s brother’, альбія ‘pig 
trough’ < aulỹs ‘hive’, алебардa ‘ts’ < 
kálpa ‘sleigh’, kilpa ‘stirrup’ et barte ‘ax’, 
аскариди ‘round white worms parasit-
izing in the intestines of mammals and 
humans’ < skėrỹs ‘locust’, балка ‘bar, 
log’ < balžiena ‘stalk’, блейвас ‘lead 
whiteness’ < blỹvas ‘purple’ et weib 
‘white’, бретналь ‘roof nail, crutch’ <na-
ga ‘hoof’, бруя ‘fast current; clearness’ < 
briáutis ‘penetrate, wade’, etc.) or with 
Lithuanian and Latvian languages (вата 
‘kind of seine’ < lit. vadejá ‘fishing net 
for two fishermen’ / lts. vadus ‘large net’; 
верба ‘Salix L.’ < lit. viȓbas ‘rod, stem’ / 
lts. viȓbs ‘stick’, virba ‘rod, spear’; вер-

вечка ‘on which the cradle rises’ < lit. 
virvẽ ‘rope’ / lts. virve ‘ts.’; вапа ‘the 
place where water stands’ < lit. ‘river’ / 
lts. úpė ‘river, stream’; брунат ‘brown, 
dark yellow’ < lit. bȅras ‘nits’ / lts. bẽrs 
‘brown, swarthy, sorrel’, etc.).

The study of Lituanisms in the Ukrai-
nian language involves chronologizing 
their borrowings into the recipient language, 
which ensures the achievement of objec-
tive characteristic of the dynamics of 
language units over the time, as well as 
the related phenomena of non-language 
reality – elements of material and spiri-
tual culture (Grytsenko 2019). The oldest 
borrowings from the Baltic languages 
(10th century) belongs the lexeme вентер 
(вінтір, в’ятер, в’ятір, ятір) ‘fishing 
equipment, yatir’ (< lit. vénteris ‘ятір’, 
lts. veňteris ‘ts.’ < *ventė ‘rod’) (ЕСУМ І: 
349), that functions as a vernacularism 
in the modern Ukrainian language (СУМ 
1: 325).

The Lituanism стырта for definition 
of ‘stacks of unbundled sheaves stacked 
in a special way’ has been recorded in 
Ukrainian written memos since the 15th 
century („давывали … княгини … Ви-
товтовой … сѣна четыры стырты” 
1444 р. (ССУМ ІІ: 387)), with which 
А. Nepokupnyj disagrees, having point-
ed to an earlier imitation of this word – 
1347–1349, as evidenced by the manu-
scripts: „…а сеножати на стирту сіна 
и на стогї сіна” (Непокупний 1970: 34). 
In the memos of the 16th century bor-
rowing retains its value, as evidenced by 
Книга Луцька 1564 („В котором гумне 
я мел жита чотырнадцат стырт, в ко-
ждой стырте по осмидесяти копъ” 
(МСТ ІІ: 374)), though some semantic 
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shifts – lexeme denotes ‘the totality of 
something’, in particular, it is stated in 
Ревізії Київського замку (1552): „цеглы 
11 громадъ або стырътъ”. With the 
same meanings, this borrowing is also 
used in modern Ukrainian, „У Жменя-
ковому дворі стояла скирта свіжона-
молоченої соломи”, „Поїдав [монах] 
ковбасок скирту” (CУM 9: 266).

Certain Lituanisms in the modern 
Ukrainian language refer to historicisms, 
in particular, the names of monetary 
taxes and duties: мезлева < mezliava, по-
сед < posėdis („Мезлева с.ж.Радуньцы 
доводили на Круповичъ про мезлеву” 
1444 р. (АЮЗР І: 15); „Поседь, с.ж.Панъ 
староста своихъ наместниковъ и тиву-
новъ, а ни поседей, а ни жадныхъ по-
датковъ въ тыхъ дворехъ и волостехъ 
не маеть мети” 1619 р. (АЮЗР І: 72)). 
Lituanism дякло is ‘tax in kind from the 
crop and the general profit in the peasant 
household except cattle’ <* dėkla / dúok
le / dókle is attested in the written sourc-
es of the 15th century. („И тотъ яцко 
тыхъ ихъ земль половину попродаль 
и съ тои земли службы намъ не слу-
живалъ и дякла не давалъ” 1495 р. 
(ССУМ І: 342)). In the same period, the 
memos recorded a derivative подякол-
ный for the designation of ‘various taxes 
in kind on peasant farms, the deacon’ in 
1499 (ССУМ II: 171). In the following 
period – 15th–16th centuries – this bor-
rowing in Ukrainian written memos was 
attested by the adjectivesconcretizers, 
which is an evidence for its spread in the 
recipient language, in particular: дякло 
житноє ‘tribute from arable lands to rye’ 
in 1601 (АрхЮЗР, Ч. 6, т. 1: 284), дякло 
ржаноє (иржаноє, оржаноєoak ‘ts.’ 1522 

(ALSS III: 237), дякло овсяноє ‘a tribute 
from arable rye lands’ дякло сенъноє ‘a 
tribute of hay’: „записуем ему, … дво-
рей нашъ ключа Луцкого, … з дяклы 
житными, овсяными и сенъными” 
1566 (АрхЮЗР, Ч. 8, т. 6: 188).

The timing of borrowing in the writ-
ten memos of the recipient language 
often serves as an important argument 
for preferring one of the alternative ver-
sions to determine the mediation at the 
borrowing of a foreign language lexeme. 
Thus, for some borrowings into the 
Ukrainian language, the opinions of ety-
mologists do not coincide in determining 
the language-mediator: old Polish or old 
Czech mediation is often assumed. How-
ever, taking into consideration the time 
of fixing these borrowings in the possible 
intermediary languages, we may prefer 
one of the versions. Consider this as an 
example of a polysemantic lexeme берло, 
which with the sem ‘grain is milled but 
not fermented’ is fixed in Ukrainian writ-
ten memos since 1529 ((ІСУЯ: 85), with 
the sem ‘scepter, barrel’ – since 1627 
(ІСУМ 2: 77; МСТ 1: 53; ІСУЯ: 85), with 
the sem ‘monarchy power’ – since 1669 
(ІСУЯ: 85). J. Тymchenko points out that 
with the first sem this word was bor-
rowed from the Polish language (ІСУЯ: 
85), with which А. Nepokupnyj dis-
agrees, outlining the Lithuanian origin – 
bralas ‘ts.’ (Непокупний 1970: 30); with 
the second and third semes – through 
Polish mediation borrowed from Czech 
and reduced to German and Latin 
(ЕСУМ 1: 175; ІСУЯ: 85; ІСУМ 2: 77). 
However, the lexeme берло with the 
seeds of ‘grain is milled but not ferment-
ed’, in old Polish memos it is not record-



MokslinĖ Mintis

LOGOS 102 
2020 SAUSIS • KOVAS

85

ed till the first part of 16th c., but in the 
old Czech language with the meaning of 
‘grain’ it has been recorded since 1417 
(SSČ I: 41), which reinforces the version 
of the Czech source of this borrowing in 
the Ukrainian language, which could 
later be reinforced by the Polish borrow-
ing of Lithuanian genesis. The lexeme 
берло with the sem ‘scepter, the scepter’ 
could enter the language-recipient both 
through ancient mediation (fixed from 
the 15th c. (SSČ I: 41)) and through the 
Old Polish (berla med. of the 15th c., 
pyorło 1500 (SSP 1, 2: 74), barlo 1532 (SP 
2: 46). Borrowing берло with the meaning 
‘monarchy power’ in the Ukrainian lan-
guage evolved semantically from pol. 
berło ‘panowanie, rządy, władza’ in 1561 
(SP 2: 46). This word demonstrates the 
complex way of borrowing and operating 
borrowing in intermediary languages 
and in the recipient language, involving 
the information about the time of the first 
written fixation of the lexeme in the in-
termediary languages and the recipient 
language helps to understand and clear-
ly define it. So, knowledge of the history 
of the word, and therefore the history of 
the lexicon, its dynamics is impossible 
without retrospective chronologization 
of language units. The use of exploratory 
method of the conditional identification 
of the time of the first fixation and the 
time of borrowing allows the linguist to: 
a) set the „exact” time of imitation, which 
may be indicated by the year noted in 
the written source or the year of writing 
the memo; b) outline „relativity” time 
(indicating a time period, for example, 
from year to year, or century); c) deter-
mine the time from which the borrowed 

sign operates in the Ukrainian language, 
specify the source of the borrowing at 
condition of a possible or foreseeable al-
ternative, specify the chronological de-
scription of the borrowed lexeme in the 
potential intermediary languages; d) to 
track the formal and / or semantic chang-
es that borrowings in the recipient lan-
guage have over the long term.

It remains relevant to apply the meth-
od of determining the time of occurrence 
of lexeme based on the history of marked 
reality, which at one time was used by 
V. Bogoroditskyj, І. Оgiyenko, V. Nim-
chuk, Yu. Sorokin, F. Sorokoletov, F. Fi-
lin, W. Wіtkowski, S. Коchman etc. It 
facilitates the identification of borrow-
ings that nominate notions of material 
culture, the history of which allows us 
to set a time before which these borrow-
ings could not appear in the recipient 
language. In analyzed borrowings from 
different languages (weapons names: 
мушкетъ, флинта, фузия, аркабузъ, ка-
рабинъ, сагайдак; monetary units and 
cash transactions: чехъ, чиншъ, дукатъ, 
таляръ, денга/тенга, полугрошокъ, мын-
ца, трыбутъ; drink понтакъ) the inter-
val between the appearance of the des-
ignate and the fixation of its name in the 
memos of the Ukrainian language, which 
ranges from 14 to 130 years (Гриценко 
2017: 264–304) is established. The con-
sidered lexemes and the applied meth-
odology actualize statement of Yu. Shev-
elyov that „one cannot build a history of 
language creation and language extinc-
tion, abstracting from historical facts 
(processes)” (Шевельов 1996: 195), with-
out taking into account the extensive 
extracurricular information that V. Vino-
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gradov called „the context of the epoch” 
(Виноградов 1995: 12) which is often 
defining in the description of the dy-
namic of lexicon.

Foreign-language elements, Litua-
nisms, in particular, as substitutes for the 
fixed memos of nominative units or as 
the names of new concepts, led to a no-
ticeable dynamic of the Ukrainian lexi-
con of the 16th17th centuries and later 
periods and replenishment of its various 
ideographic spheres (c.: lit. свиренъ, сви-
рон ‘barn’ in 1598 (АЮЗР ІІ: 200), пуня 
‘room for sheaves, hay, chaff’ in 1693 
(ІУМЛФ: 412) / клуня / клюня 1564 
(Книга Луцкая: 183), кумпъ / кунпъ 
‘ham’ in 1571 (АрхЮЗР, Ч. 8, т. 6: 351) 
etc). The fate of these borrowings was 
directly dependent on the semantic ad-
aptation process, on the extent to which 
their introduction was justified by the 
need to express particular concepts, new 
meanings and semantic connotations 
(Сорокин 1965: 64). It should be noted 
that the process of adopting Lituanism, 
adapting to the system of the recipient 
language, „rooting” at the level of dia-
lectal use by the Ukrainians is still ongo-
ing, in particular, actively used in mod-
ern Ukrainian dialects Lituanisms вер-
сать ‘mix, flip’, (veȓsti ‘flip, turn’), ваби-
ти ‘attract’ (võbiti ‘ts.’, com. lts. vābit 

‘call to court’), вайтязь ‘to express dis-
pleasure’ (* vaitȅti, vaitóti ‘to groan, 
moan’ < vái / va ‘oops’ (Непокупний 
1968: 35)), валандатися ‘to munch on, to 
work lazily’ (valandá ‘time, hour’ < vélt 
‘to roll, beat, mix, twist’), чалити ‘to tie 
with a rope; swim ashore; to direct to 
the goal’ < kálpa ‘sleigh slat’, kilpa ‘stir-
rup, loop’ and more.

The study of borrowings from differ-
ent languages, including the Lituanisms, 
as evidenced in the written sources of 
earlier epochs, raises another important 
problem: the question of the role of oral 
communication in imitating of borrow-
ing, the role of the scribe, his idiolect, 
language and ethnic identity. Since mem-
os and other sources do not provide such 
information, modern language historians 
are often forced to limit themselves to 
assumptions about the nature of inter-
lingual interaction.

The considered language facts actual-
ize words of H. Paul that „… one cannot 
talk about language without touching on 
its historical development. All that 
would be left to the unhistorical consid-
eration of language would remind us of 
the general reflections on the individual 
use of language, the attitude of the indi-
vidual to the language norm” (Пауль 
2008: 192).

ConClUSionS

The illustrated factual language mate-
rial from both Ukrainian written memos 
of the 14th–16th centuries and lexico-
graphic sources represents the dynamics 
of the lexical composition of the recipient 
language (Ukrainian) in a diachronic di-

mension. In particular, it demonstrates 
the impact of borrowings from the Lithu-
anian language not only on the lexical 
composition of the Ukrainian language 
and formation of its literary form, but 
also on the language / communicative 
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consciousness of Ukrainians. In this con-
text, it is possible to appeal both to the 
genetic code of the Baltic-Slavic language 
unity and to the multi-vector develop-
ment of Lithuanian-Ukrainian relations 
in the humanitarian sphere (cultural, sci-
entific and educational fields). In 1993 it 
was legally enshrined by the signing of 
the Agreement between the Government 
of the Republic of Lithuania and the Gov-
ernment of Ukraine on cooperation in the 
field of education, science and culture. 
The effect of this agreement was a multi-
vector implementation: introduction to 
the printed novelties from Ukrainian his-
tory, culture and art on the occasion of the 
400th birthday anniversary of the Ukrai-
nian hetman Bohdan Khmelnitsky (Octo-
ber 12, 1995, M. Mažvydas National Li-
brary, Vilnius); creation of the Taras 
Shevchenko Ukrainian-Lithuanian Foun-
dation (1999), which annually celebrates 
prominent figures in the field of literature 
and art (J. Strelkūnas, A. Baltakis, etc.); 
establishment of the Institute of Ukraine 
(2002) in order to facilitate the establish-
ment of partnership contacts between sci-
entists and academic, research institutes 
of Ukraine and the Republic of Lithuania; 
with the participation of V. Yushchenko, 
the President of Ukraine, was opened the 
auditorium of Taras Shevchenko at the 
Faculty of Philology of Vilnius University 
(2006), which in 2007 introduced a new 
course – Ukrainian Studies. Since 2018 in 
Taras Shevchenko National University of 
Kyiv has been initiated the study of the 
Lithuanian language as a mandatory dis-
cipline within the framework of the 
Agreement on cooperation with Vilnius 
University under the project „Lithuanian 

Academic Scheme of International Coop-
eration in Baltic research”. According to 
the Cooperation Agreement with Vutau-
tas Magnus University, the Lithuanian 
Studies Center is planned to be opened in 
Taras Shevchenko National University at 
the Institute of Philology in 2020.

The list of events, indicating the close 
cooperation between Ukraine and Lith-
uania which inevitably leaves an echo 
in intercultural interaction, in the repre-
sentatives of linguacultures, can be con-
tinued for a long time. The dynamic of 
Ukrainian-Lithuanian cooperation in the 
humanitarian sphere, in particular in its 
cultural, scientific and educational 
fields, is caused by the absence of „white 
spots” in the common history, by the 
universal constants of language / com-
municative consciousness, and by the 
similarity of cultural and ethno-nation-
al dominants (more details: Корольов 
2018; Korolyov 2019).

Despite the successes in the multilat-
eral interstate Lithuanian-Ukrainian rela-
tions, creation a thorough monographic 
study of Ukrainian-Lithuanian language 
contacts remains the first task for Ukrai-
nian linguists. This work should not 
only present the results of the interac-
tion, but also Lituanisms certified in the 
language of various chronological sec-
tions. It should reveal the peculiarities 
of imitation and adaptation process, the 
completeness of its reconstruction on the 
basis of different sources for remote ep-
ochs. The expanded, updated by the de-
scriptor of new memos empirical re-
search database is to be involved. We 
should also note the need to create the 
first Lithuanian-Ukrainian and Ukraini-
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an-Lithuanian dictionary. Today, in 
Ukraine there is a certain lacuna con-
nected with the lack of lexicographic 
sources, in particular, translated diction-

aries which are foremost required in the 
training process of future specialists fo-
cused on mutually beneficial cooperation 
between Lithuania and Ukraine.
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