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ANNOTATION

The research aims to identify the Baltic language heritage in the hydronymy of the Dnieper region. In
particular, it dwells on the reconstruction of the Baltic lexical stratum, the existence of which is not at odds
with the historical and archaeological data for the areas under analysis. The research has resulted in the
reconstruction of 50 lexemes that are believed to be part of the vocabulary of the Old Balts. Such a conclusion
is substantiated by the etymology of the reviewed water names, explained by the vocabulary of the East and
West Baltic languages. Lexical reconstruction is possible due to compliance with some conditions of the
etymological procedure: 1) highlighting the stages of Baltic hydronymy Slavization with the description of the
phonetic and morphological processes, which accompanied the adaptation; 2) separating Slavonic derivational
extension as a mean of adaptation of Baltic words in a foreign language environment; 3) determination of the
relationship between the reconstructed “Dnieper” Baltisms and the archaic vocabulary of the East and West
Baltic languages. Compliance with these conditions resulted in (a) the singling out of several types of parallels
linking Old Baltic hydronyms in the Dnieper area with the toponymy of the different Baltic Languages; (b) the
assumption of possible Proto-Lithuanian affiliation of the most numerous group of Baltic lexical relics.
KEYWORDS: etymology, reconstruction, prototype, reflex, the Baltic languages, hydronym, area.

ANOTACIJA

Tyrimo tikslas — isskirti balty kalby pavelda Dniepro regiono hidronimijoje. Vykdant tyrima ypatingas
démesys skiriamas balty leksikos sluoksnio rekonstrukcijai, kurio egzistavimas atitinka analizuojamy vietoviy
istorijos ir archeologijos duomenis. Tyrimo rezultatas — 50 rekonstruoty leksemy, kurios, kaip yra manoma,
susijusios su senuoju balty Yodynu. Sia i¥vada pagrindZia apZvelgty vandenvardZiy etimologija, paaitkinta
remiantis ryty ir vakary balty kalby zodynu. Leksikos rekonstrukcija jmanoma laikantis kai kuriy etimologinés
procediiros salygy: 1) iSrySkinant balty hidronimijos slavinimo etapus, apraSant fonetinius ir morfologinius
procesus, lydéjusius adaptacijg; 2) iSskiriant slavy kalbos iSvestiniy formy paplitimag kaip balty Zodziy
prisitaikymo svetimos kalbos aplinkoje btida; 3) nustatant rekonstruoty Dniepro regiono baltizmy ir archajisko
ryty ir vakary balty kalby Zodyno sary¥j. Siy salygy laikymasis 1émé (a) keliy tipy paraleliy, siejaniy senuosius
balty hidronimus Dniepro srityje su skirtingy balty kalby toponimija, iSskyrima; (b) prielaida, kad gausiausia
balty leksikos relikty grupé gali bati priskirta prolietuviy tarmiy paveldui.
ESMINIAI ZODZIATI: etimologija, rekonstrukcija, prototipas, refleksas, balty kalbos, hidronimas, sritis.
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1. INTRODUCTION: THE BALTIC HERITAGE IN THE HYDRONYMY OF

THE DNIEPER REGION

The Balts who dwelled on the territory of the Dnieper basin in the second half of the
first millennium BC (Vitkunas, Zabiela 2017: 34—-36, with the literature), left here not only
the material traces in the form of many archaeological objects, but also a language substrate
in the local geographical nomenclature. The most significant experience in studying this
problem is presented by the academicians Vladimir N. Toporov and Oleg N. Trubacev’s
investigations (Toporov, Trubacev 1962) as well as in the works by Anatolij P. Nepokupnyij
(1981) and Irina M. Zelezniak (1987). However, since their publication, new sources have
become available to complete the existing list of Baltic lexemes in the toponymy of the
Dnieper River region. Unfortunately, this material has not yet been properly assessed as
evidence of the preliterate history of the Baltic languages thus far. The reason is that for
a long time the complex problem of Slavonic-Baltic language contacts in the Dnieper basin
and reconstruction of the vocabulary of the old Baltic dialects on this territory by data of the
toponymy has remained on the periphery of the Indo-European comparative-historical
linguistics, whence comes the lag in its development (unlike, for example, the active search
for the old Baltic hydronymy in the Russian Northwest). It is significant that the problem of
Baltic-Slavonic language interaction in the Dnieper, Don, Oka, Vistula basins etc. is totally
passed over in silence in one of the recent major work on the history of the East Baltic
languages by data of their contacts (Jakob 2024), although a similar approach to studying
Prussian-German language relations and Old Prussian toponymy as a source of the
reconstruction of the lexemes, lost in the appellative vocabulary, has long been practiced in
the Baltic linguistic studies (Toporov 1975; 1979; 1980; 1984; 1990; Blaziené 2023). Taking
this into account, any research focused on filling the gaps in studying the Baltic stratum in
the Dnieper River region hydronymy seems to be relevant.

2. PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES

The purpose of the proposed study is to single out the Baltic heritage in the
hydronymy of some tributaries of the Dnieper, namely — the Desna, Pripyat, Psel, Teterev
rivers, the flow of which partly outlines the boundaries of Baltic archaeological culture areas.
The preconditions for this are: 1) the hydronyms of the Upper and partly Middle Dnieper
region, the genesis of which has already been identified in the works of our predecessors;
2) a large group the geographical names, which early were not introduced into scientific use
(for example, they are absent in the special research by I. M. Zelezniak (1987); they have no
Slavonic etymology, however show a strong similarity to the appellative vocabulary and
toponymy of the Baltic languages.

The stated purpose is achieved by solving several tasks:

— The etymological analysis of the Dnieper River area hydronyms, which, on
a number of formal features, tentatively can be genetically correlated with Baltic vocabulary;

— The reconstruction of the Old Baltic lexemes, saved in the Slavonic hydronymy;

— The determination of the phonetic and morphological regularities that
accompanied the Slavization of Baltic hydronymy at different times;

— The determination of the place of the reconstructed lexemes in the archaic
dialectal vocabulary of the Baltic languages.

We propose a number of etymologies that introduce new data on the language traces
left by the Old Balts into the scientific use of Baltic historical linguistics, in the toponymy of
the Dnieper area. It is about the reconstruction of the lexical relics of the language of the
Baltic population, who lived on the coast of the Desna, Pripyat, Psel and Teterev rivers and
their tributaries (see the necessary literature about Baltic archaeological traces in the basins
of these rivers in: Toporov, Trubalev 1962; Zelezniak 1987: 93, 107-109). Accordingly, the
object of the study is a number of water names, localised in the basins of the mentioned
rivers.

2



The Baltic genesis is identified for:

a) The Dnieper hydronyms, which were not given attention in the comparative-
historical Slavonic and Baltic linguistics;

b) The lexemes, which were previously explained based on the data of other
languages.

3. MATERIAL AND RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Today, we have a fairly extensive list of Baltic lexemes in the toponymy of the
Dnieper region; however, in our view, it can be significantly expanded through the new data.
The research basis is formed by toponymes, presumably of Baltic genesis, taken from
historical documents (geographical descriptions), the materials of dialectological and
onomastic expeditions (OA), and the sources of the onomastic vocabulary of the Slavonic
and Baltic languages. These toponyms, in their phonomorphological characteristics, are
close to, or etymologically identical with, Baltic onomastic and appellative vocabulary. In
other words, they are explained solely on the basis of the Baltic language material, which is
characterised by a particular form of roots and affixes.

Some methodological prerequisites for etymology and reconstruction of
Baltic prototypes. According to V. N. Toporov and O. N. Trubacev, “<...> there are a
number of indicators, which [genetically] may be both Baltic as well as Slavonic to the same
extent. In this case, only the specific analysis, covering both the root part as well as the very
principle of the name, helps identify the old source of this hydronym” (Toporov, Trubacev
1962: 159). This conclusion is relevant for the proposed study. In this context, hydronyms
with common “Balto-Slavonic” roots and formants are not considered in the study, given
the complexity of identifying their Baltic affiliation. Conversely, we accept for consideration
the composites with a set of components (stems) which are typical for Baltic hydronymy,
and also suffixal derivatives from the roots, attested in the Baltic, but not found in the
Slavonic languages. The “typicality” and “attestation” are confirmed by data from the
comparison with Baltic vocabulary.

3.1. Baltic etymology is defined for:

— The hydronyms-composites and the suffixal hydronyms, which have the full-
lexeme equivalents at least in one of the Baltic languages;

— The hydronyms-composites, which do not have the full-lexeme counterparts in
Baltic vocabulary, but such analogues are found separately for each part of the reconstructed
hydronymic composite;

— The suffixal hydronyms, which do not have the lexical identities in Baltic
vocabulary; however, here are their equivalents with variant derivational morphology.

So, the Baltic origin of the names is likely, the etymological composition of which is
elucidated exclusively by appealing to Baltic-language material. Each case of the genetic
correspondence between the reconstructed Baltic lexeme and the historically attested
toponyms and appellative lexemes of the Baltic languages is verified by techniques of
comparative-historical linguistics.

The methods used in the proposed study are as follows: etymological and
comparative-historical (in particular, the following techniques are relevant for establishing
the genetic identity of the compared forms, determining the relative chronology of language
phenomena, and reconstructing prototypes).

3.2. The chronological aspects of the reconstruction of Baltic hydronymy in
the Dnieper area. The acquaintance of the Slavs with Baltic hydronymy was not a one-
time event, whence is the variation in the reflection of Baltic sounds and group phonemes
during the Slavization of the water names.



3.2.1. The cases of early Slavization are presented by the forms with the following
development.

3.2.1.1. Vocalism

Balt. *a > Slav. *o: *Rasapé > Pocona;

Balt. *a > Slav. *a: *Manas > Man;

Balt. *e > Slav. *e: *Up|a]leia > Bones;,
Balt. *u > Slav. *» (> [0]): *Gur-ap- > *I'vpanv > Ipan; *Irupé > *Hpwvna > Hpna.
A similar situation is observed in the suffixes, cf. derivatives with *-uua.

Balt. anlaut *u- was reflected as *vv- in the Old Slavonic language: the vowel *v-
could not stand at the beginning of the word, therefore v-prothesis appeared before *», cf.
*Upla]leia > *Vwpleja > Bonuest;,

Balt. *u > Slav. *y: *Krumas > Kpvimv; *Muka > Mbvika;

Balt. *i > Slav. *» (> [e], [0] depending on the position): *Girdis > *2Kopde > XKepOv;
*Pikils- > *ITouvncv > *IMuencwv etc. The situation is similar in the suffixes, where *» < *i
lost in a weak position, cf. examples with -ir-, -in-.

The initial Balt. *i- in Slavonic speech got j-prothesis because of the impossibility of
the initial *o- < *i- here, cf. *Irupé > *Jorvpa > Hpna;

Balt. *1 > Slav. *i: *Aldazig- > /ladoxuea; *uiria-uaduua > Bupesidsa;

Balt. *au > Slav. *u: *AusSuua > Ywed;

Balt. *ei > Slav. *i: *FEisraua > Hcmpoeka; *Leiz-ertas > Jlusep(v)m; *ueiSadau- >
Biicodosa;

Balt. *ei > *¢ > Slav. *¢: *Setinas or *Setina > Cbhmnoe. It is about Slavization of
phonetically developed forms, where Proto-Balt. diphthong *ei has already turned into
narrow *¢. In this way this diphthong developed in East Baltic speech, where *¢ then was
converted to the diphthong ie, cf. a similar later development é > ie in Samogitian dialect
(Zinkevi¢ius 1980: 77). The same feature is attested in Baltic borrowings in Russian dialects
(Anikin 2005);

Balt. *an > Slav. *¢ (> [u]): *Palanga > *Palpga > Ilanyxa,

Balt. *in > Slav. *¢ (> ['a]): *ISminé- > Cmauv-pbuka (= *Cmaup).

3.2.1.2. Consonantism and clusters

Balt. *k, *g before *e, *e, *i > Slav. *¢, *2: *Neueker- > Heseuepa; *Kibir- > Yubpa;
*Pikils- > *ITouviicv; *uers-akis > Bepecouv; *Dege > [lexa; *Gerue > Xepesa; *Girdis >
KepOv;

Balt. *§ > Slav. *§: *Saraua or *Seraua > IIldposa;

Balt. *z > Slav. *z: *Leizertas > /Iuzepm;

Balt. *u > Slav. *v: *uar-apé > Bopona;

Balt. *$u > Slav. *sv: *Sueta- > Cebmo-;

Balt. *ia > Slav. *e: *uiria-uaduua > Bupesidsa.

3.2.1.3. Groupophonemes

Balt. TarT > Slav. ToroT: *Dargalis > /lopozon; *Nemalduua > Hemosnodsa;

Balt. TerT > Slav. TereT: *uers-akis > Bepecou; *Gerue > XKepesay,

Balt. *ald- > Slav. *lad-: *Aldazig- > /ladoxuza; *Aldin- > Jladunka.

3.2.2. Examples of late Slavization. Some Dnieper hydronyms have forms that are
phonetically close to their Old Baltic prototype (with *a, *u, *i, *art, TerT). These water
names were Slavicized at a later epoch, when the corresponding phonetic processes (see
above) had been completed in Slavonic languages. Cf.:

Balt. *a > Slav. a: *Sueta-balin- or *Sueta-ualine > Ceébmosanoe;

Balt. *u > Slav. u: *Dulupe > /ymona. Similarly is in the suffixes -ut-/-uc-, -uti-, cf.
*Rad-utia or *Rad-utis > Padyma etc.;

Balt. *i > Slav. i: *Zi#ma > Cusma (in the early Slavization it would be expected
*Cvama > *Cesma with vocalization of b > e);

Balt. *art- > Slav. art-: *Arta-paltis > Apmonosom;



Balt. TerT > Slav. TerT: *uerden- > Bépdun;

Balt. TarT > Slav. TarT: *Zardena > Xapdens (in the early adopting it would be
expected *2Kepedens or else *3opodens with taken into account the complete etymological
identity of East Balt. *Zardas : Slav. *zordw, cf.: Derksen 2015: 513);

Balt. *z, *§ > Slav. z, s: *LeiZertas > Jlusepm; *ISminc- > Cmsauv-pbuka; *Usna >
FOcenka.

This also includes the forms with the shift of “hissing consonant — whistling
consonant” and the further dissimilation on voicing/voicelessness (*Zifma > Cusma), and
the forms with the lack of results of the 1* palatalisation of velar consonants, cf. *Kem-ulis >
Kemuinw. In this last example, the rendering of *& as Slav. *y [p1] instead of the expected y
[u] (like *Kemymn) in case of late Slavization is caused by the influence of the structural
analogy of Slavonic toponymy with the outcome -surp widely represented in the Dnieper
River basin, cf. Botimvure (SHU 1979: 549), I'op6oviiw, badumw (Chernigov region), Kopdumw,
Bypzumv (Sumy region) etc. (OA).

The phonetic adaptation of Baltic toponymy in Slavonic speech was accompanied by
a few more processes.

Aphaeresis (*a-, *i-), cf.: *Alarna > /lapua; *ISminc- > Cmsauv-pbuka.

Prothesis: (j-) *Enaua > €nasa; *Usna > *Ocvha.

Epenthesis: *Eisraua > Hcmposka. The sound [t] appeared in the Slavicized form of
the hydronym as the positional insert, cf.: *osrovv > *ostrove, cpam > npuan. cmpam,
Cpemenue > muan. Cmpemenue. Next, we will point out the example with l-epentheticum in
*Tarpiia > Topons.

3.3. The morphological aspects of the reconstruction of Baltic hydronymy in
the Dnieper area. The reconstruction of any Baltic lexeme, saved in the hydronymy, is
made by taking into account the factor of its derivational and grammatical adaptation in the
Slavonic language. Consequently, in some cases, we can restore the primordial form of the
Baltic name under the following conditions:

a) when separating Slavonic derivational “layering” from the hydronym, for example,
of suffix -k- (Mcmpos-ka, /ladun-ka, Pon-ka, FOcen-ka), -ey- (Mozyn-eyv);

b) when taking into account the results of rethinking the morphology of Baltic
lexeme in the spirit of Slavonic derivational morphemics, cf. Balt. suff. subst. -in-, -n- >
Slav. suff. adj. -on-; Balt. -uua > Slav. -vva, -vva (after sizzling consonant); -aua, -aud
> -ova, -ava, -ulis > -ylv (-vuw), -ma > -(v)ma. It is difficult to differentiate between the
Dnieper hydronyms with the formants -aua and -aua, because in Slavonic use they were
included both in the category of geographical names with -ava as well as -ova due to the
process of analogy. From here, and the conditional character of the reconstruction of the
suffixal part of some substrate Baltic lexemes. In some cases, Slavization of Baltic
hydronyms was accompanied by the perception of its singular form as plural, cf. sing.
*[Alusla > plur. Bycna, -cen.

Here, it is worth recalling considerations by V. N. Toporov and O. N. Trubacev from
the above-quoted investigation: “Generally, when searching for the traces of Baltic
hydronyms, it must be taken into account that they may be disguised out of all recognition
in Slavonic form. This secondary form in its turn is included in a number of externally close
Slavonic names, creating a whole chain of the transitional hybrid forms, concerning which it
is difficult to say where Baltic ends and Slavonic form begins” (Toporov, Trubacev 1962:
159). This thesis is well illustrated by the material set out below, cf., for example, the
transformation of Balt. *uel-i-ual- as Bynuedno, Benusena, Benusana, Bynuseno, Bynusaia,
Banusana; *uida-lakis as Bvidorouwb, Budosuuv, Budosouws, Witolicz.

The morphological adaptation of Baltic vocabulary in Slavonic use was made by
changing Baltic grammatical indicators with their genetic analogues. The factors
determining this process are:



1) Intuitive understanding of native speakers of the affinity of both contacting
languages, namely: approximately the same principle of opposition of masculine and
feminine gender (Balt. -as masc. VS -a fem. = Slav. -» masc. VS -a fem.), genetic relation
between the systems of formants in both languages;

2) The condition for Balto-Slavonic bilingualism in a certain era (such is assumed for
the Upper Dnieper territory; Toporov, Trubacev 1962: 161, 162).

The examples of the phonetic and morphological substitutions in the Baltic
hydronyms are given below:

a-stems (cf. Proto-Lith. N. sg. *-a@; Zinkevi¢ius 1980: 189): *Eisr-aua > Hcmposka;
Sar-aua or *Ser-aua > Illdposa; *Usna > Ocenka;

ia-stems (Balt. ig-stems, soft type of a-stems; Endzelins 1971: 141): *Tarpiia —
Toponsns. This also includes the type with *-e (Balt. (i)e-stems; ibid.: 146), cf. Lith. stems
with -¢):

*Ras-apée > Pocona; *uar-apé > Bopona with West Balt. *apia, cf. Old Pruss. ape;

*Dul-upe > ymona; *Ir-upé > Hpna (*Hpwna) with East Balt. *upé; *Dege > Hexa.
The indicator -¢ in view of the fact that it was impossible in the nominative of Slavonic
Feminina was replaced by -a.

There are more complex cases, in which Slav. flexion -a could replace Balt. *-ia as
well as -is, cf.: Bewvkyua = *uilkutia (then -u- is natural from #) or *uilkutis (with a late
levelling by analogy of the outcome of toponyms with -ua, cf. Bepbua, Crnasua); Padyma =
*Rad-utia or *Rad-utis. The assumption of both forms is due to the presence of several
variants of this formant in the Baltic languages.

(i)o-stems (Balt. N. sg. *-a-s): *Krumas > Kpvimv; *Leiz-ertas (~ Lith. eftas) >
Jlusepm; *Ragas > Pozv; *Manas > Man;

i-stems (Balt. i-stems): *Arta-paltis (~ Lith. Padltis) > Apmononxomv; *Kem-ulis >
Kemuinw; *uers-akis > Bepecouv; *uida-lakis > Buidosou.

The grammatical indicator of the derivatives with suff. -(i)n- is impossible to
determine due to comprehension of these names as the adjectives, whose grammatical
gender in the Slavonic languages varied depending on agreement with one or the other
topographical term. Cf. Cbmmnoe (the lake) behind which are *Sét-inas or *Seét-ina.

4. BALTIC LEXICAL RELICS IN THE HYDRONYMY OF THE DNIEPER

RIVER REGION

4.1. The Desna Basin

*Al-arna

Japna: «C. JToroku npu pu. Jlapub (npuroxs [Tamyxwu)», the beginning of the 18™
century (Lazarevskij 1888: 366). The hydronym keeps Balt. *Al-arna “Flowing arna”,
distorted in Slavonic verbal use (aphaeresis). Regarding the composition of the word cf.:
Lith. Alys — the lake, Al-upé, Al-upé, Al-trakas, Latv. Ala — the rivers ~ Lith. aléti ‘to flow’,
‘to trickle’, ‘to drip’ (Vanagas 1981: 38) & Latv. Arni, Arnis, Lith. (derivative) Arnény km.,
Old Pruss. Arnow, 1322 < {*arn-}, Thrac. Agvn, Kak-agva — toponyms (Toporov 1975:
104). The component *arn-, apparently, belongs to the type of “Old Indo-European” water
names, being a PIE derivative with suff. -n- from the root *er-/*or- ‘set in motion, excite’
(see: Krahe 1964: 45—46: Arn-). The semantics of *arn- is reconstructed as ‘streaming water’
(Woudhuizen 2020: 49, with reference to Jiirgen Udolph).

*Alda-z1g- (?)

Jladoxcuza, 1786 — the river in Chernigov vicegerency (Safonskij 1851: 215) =
*Alda-zig- (?), cf. Lith. Aldikis, Aldos ~ Thrac. Alda-, Dacian alda ‘humid place, swamp’) &
Zygis (Vanagas 1981: 38, 402).

*Ald-in-

Jladunka: «C. Jlaguuka, npu p. Jlaguakb», 1765 (Chernigov regiment; Lazarevskij
1866: 38) = *Ald-in- ~ Latv. Aldini — hydronym ~ Lith. Aldona (Toporov 1979: 24: *eld-).
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*Arta-paltis

Apmononom — name of several rivers: the left trib. of the Mnoga, the right trib. of
the Lysogor, the left trib. of the Sula, the left trib. of the Dnieper (Apmononoms, 1785,
1852; SHU 1979: 24, Apmononomv, 1786; éafonski]' 1851: 525, 580—581); the left trib. of
the Sula and the Dnieper (Apmonoroms, XVI, Apmanoromv, 1769 etc. (SHU 1979: 24).

Modern science has two etymologies of the hydronym. Now they both need revision,
primarily in phonetics.

1. The Iranian version, to which the authors of the studies on the Dnieper
hydronymy appellate uncritically. It is about here the primordial *Apmanopod = Iran.
*Arta-pord ~ Alan. 006 ‘God’ and Osset. ford ‘big river’ (Stryzak 1963: 83-84). However,
this etymology does not explain the reasons for saving the initial *art-, which was subjected
to metathesis *rot-/*rat- (cf. *orkyta > poxuma, pakuma) in Slavonic speech. Moreover, the
motivation behind the name “The God’s River” is doubtful.

2. The Slavonic etymology implies reading the hydronym as *Vwrto-poltv >
*Bapmonosom > Apmononom. Proto-Slav. *polt-, well presented in Slavonic toponymy, is
genetically oriented to PIE *pel- ‘wide, broad’ (Kazlova 2000: 167-169, 170). The version is
argued by appealing to probable aphaeresis of 6-. However, firstly, not only the sound s- is
dropped in the dialects, but also x- and x-, therefore, to the same extent, the primordial
prototypes *Kwrto-polte and *Xwrto-poltv are both likely. Secondly, 6- drops only before the
next labial vowel, but not before a. Thirdly, the East Slavonic reflex of Proto-Slav. *vort-
(*vortéti) always has e but not a like in *sapm- (there is only Beloruss. ssapyeys with ’a < e).
An attempt to substantiate the variant *Vwrto- by appealing to Pol. wart ‘water body’ does
not convince, because the Polish word is the reflex of Proto-Slav. *verts with the normal
development *»r > ar before the hard t.

We would suggest treating Apmonosom as an element of Baltic stratum in the
Dnieper toponymy, i. e., as Balt. *Arta-paltis “Close/nigh stream”. Cf. Lith. artus ‘close,
nigh’, arti ‘near, beside, next to’ & Latv. palts, palte ‘puddle’, ‘rain flow’, and also
reconstructed Lith. *paltis, and hydronym Padltis — name of the river and lake (Smoczynski
2019: 1178-1179). See also (Derksen 2015: 61-62). Preservation of *art- in Slavonic use
without the expected here metathesis of Balt. *art- > Slav. *ort- > *rot- or *rat- may be
explained by the later Slavization of Baltic hydronym, which took place in the period when
this phonetic process had been completed in the Slavonic languages. Pleophony in the
second component arose not phonetically because the hydronym in view of *art-
preservation was Slavized later, but due to the analogy of Slavonic toponyms with the stem
ITorom-.

Previously, the Baltic etymology was set out in general terms in Alexander I. Iliadi
(2025: 3).

*Aus-uua

Ywed, -ti (Ywea, XIX) — the river, a tributary of the Sejm, the left trib. of the Desna,
the left trib. of the Dnieper (SHU 1979: 582) < *Ywwea = *Aus-uua — the derivative with
the formant -uua from *[a]use (vide infra).

*Darg-alis

llopoeomy — the lake: «Bucime ma ycre upess [ecHy peky <...> Ia IO 03epo
Hoporons» (GS 1901: 256) = Balt. *Darg-alis, cf. with variant suffixation *Darg-el- > Lith.
Ddrgelé — hydronym ~ dargus ‘inclement’, ‘disgusting, bad’ (Vanagas 1981: 80), darga ‘rainy
weather’, dial. ‘retting’ (Derksen 2015: 115-116). Toponymisation of the appellatives with
suff. -el-, -al- (Lith. -elis (-¢é), -alis); one of the meanings of both suffixes in the Baltic
languages is the meaning ‘carrier of property, attribute’ (Ambrazas 2000: 176—177). The
river names with -alé, -alis constitute one of the most numerous categories in Lithuanian
hydronymy, see: (Vanagas 1981: 80).



*Dul-upe

Aymona — the river: «[I. Unsboss, na p. dymonb» (Lazarevskij 1866: 422, 428) =
*Dul-upe. Cf. Lith. Dulpis < *Dul-upis, Dul-upys ~ Lith. dulas, Latv. duls ‘grey, light grey,
yellowish’ (Vanagas 1981: 96), and also duliava (ibid.: 95). The second part contains East
Balt. (Lith., Latv.) *upé < *up-iia ‘river’, ‘flow, stream’ <« ‘river mouth’ (Smoczynski 2019:
1982).

*FEisr-aua

Hcempoeka: «X. Wcrposka, na p. Ucrposkb» (Lazarevskij 1866: 420), Istravka,
Iempisxa — the river, left trib. of the Snov, right trib. of the Desna, left trib. of the Dnieper
(SHU 1979: 224) = Proto-Lith. *Eisr-aud, cf. Lith. Eisrava ~ Eisra (Vanagas 1970: 102:
Eisr-ava; Vanagas1981: 132). The formant -aua (< -ou-a; Zinkevitius 1987: 14; Ambrazas
2000: 50) is singled out in many Baltic hydronyms, part of which is the ancient derivatives
(Vanagas 1970: 101).

*Girdis, *Gird-eu- (?)

«io XKepdesu xb» Huenpy <...>» — the river in the Desna basin (Kiev county in Kiev
governorate), variant JKepdv, -u (SNMKG 2005: 45, 241), «io pexu XKepdu», Zerd? (SHU
1979: 195), JKépdst (Zerd?, XKepdv) — the river, right trib. of the Zhirak, right trib. of the
Goryn, right trib. of the Pripyat, right trib. of the Dnieper, «c. I'puboBas npu BuageHuu pd.
XKepou Bp p. opsiuey, cf. XKepds — village in Chemerovetsky district of Khmelnytskyi
region (SHU 1979: 195) < *JKvp0b.

It is possible to preserve Balt. lexeme *girdis, *gird-eu-, cf. Lith. Gifdé — meadow ~
girdyti ‘to water’, girdupé ‘the river, from which you can drink’ (Vanagas 1981: 116),
Girdys — local name, Old Pruss. Girdewithigen (*gird-ev-it-) (Toporov 1979: 243). The
variant reconstruction of the Balt. prototype is due to a lack of clarity of the hydronymic
outcome: whether -es- reflects the etymological Balt. -eu- or is it a Slavonic grammatical
transformation of Balt. *girdis by the type of t-stems (stem of the oblique cases is -vv-
> -06-, dial. -e6-)?

*Ir-upe

Hpna: «C. Cauxosuun npu p. Mpub» (Lazarevskij 1866: 692), Ipnd — the river, the
right trib. of the Snov, the right trib. of the Desna, the left trib. of the Dnieper (SHU 1979:
223). It is possible the Slavization of Balt. *Ir-upé > *HMpwvna > Hpna (like Poxcaseyv > Ukr.
Hpxcaseyv, cf. «<uan pbukoro Mpskasmems», the beginning of the XVIII; Miakotin 1896: 36).
Cf. in Aleksandras Vanagas (1981: 131): Lith. Ir-upé is probably related to Lith. irti ‘to fall,
drop’, ‘to fall apart, desintegrate’, ‘to spoil’, ‘disappear, go missing’, ‘mush up, soak’. Cf. also
derivative Lith. irtis ‘abyss, bottomless abyss’, ‘maelstrom’ (Smoczynski 2019: 566).

*I§-minc-

Cwmsauv-pbuka, 1714 — the river, the right trib. of the Snov, the right trib. of the
Desna (DDH 1993: 229), Cmaub, Cmau (KRU 1957: 94, 99, 183) = *iS-minc-, cf. Lith.
Mincia — the river name with an etymologically ambiguous stem (mink-, ment-?), see, for
example, in A. Vanagas (1981: 216-217).

*Kib-ir-

YQubpa (Yubpa, 1729-1730) — the river (village Khripovka of Gorodnyansky district
in Chernigov region; SHU 1979: 608). This hydronym reproduces Balt. *Kib-ir- ~ Lith.
kibiras ‘a small dry branch’ (of this appellative see: Smoczyniski 2019: 706). In terms of
motivation cf. Bemka, babuna Bemka — the left tr. of the Dnieper (SHU 1979: 26) ~ semka
‘branch’ as ‘place, where the river is divided in arms’.

*Lat-aua

J/lomdsa — the river (village Shabalinov of Koropsky district in Chernigov region;
Jlomasa, 1765-1769) (SHU 1979: 327; in Toporov 1990: 125): “needs further research”) =
*Lat-aua, cf. Lith. Latava ~ lat- *‘to flow’ (Vanagas 1981: 182; Toporov 1990: 124, 125).
The reason for the preservation of short suffixal *a in Slavonic use is the inclusion of this
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hydronym in the structural type of geographical names with -ava, cf. *Dobrava, *Lokava,
*Morava etc.

*Leiz-ertas

Jizepm, 1977 — the lake (village Veliky Shchimel of Shchorsky district in Chernigov
region; OA), more accurately is /Tusepm = Balt. *Leiz-ertas. In terms of composition cf.:
Lith. Liezys — the lake ~ liézti ‘wash off (about the river, water)’; Lith. E7téja — the river ~
Latv. erte ‘wide place on the lake, where are no islands nereby’, Lith. eftas ‘wide’, ‘broad,
extensive’ (Vanagas 1981: 47, 190). About the antiquity of ert- see: (Fraenkel 1962: 15;
Karulis 1992: 271; LIV 2001 [1998]: 404; Smoczynski 2019: 395). The lack of pleophony in
the second part is puzzling (should be */Tusepem). It is not excluded early convergence with
Slavonic geographical vocabulary and toponymy with *rot-, cf. *rete, *na-rotv ‘top’, ‘top of
the mountain’ (ESS] XXIII 21-22). That is /Tusepm < */Iuzepvmuv?

*Mag-upe

*Moeyn (as a part of demin. Moeyneyv, 1786 — the lake, connected to the river
Desna in Chernigov vicegerency; Safonskij 1851: 216) = *Mag-upe, cf. Latv. Mag-upe —
hydronym ~ Latv. mags ‘small, little’ (Vanagas 1981: 201).

*Manas

Man (Man) — the river, the right trib. of the Moshnia, the right trib. of the Dnieper
(SHU 1979: 351) = *Manas, cf. Lith. Mén-a-balé, Latv. Man-upite with the stem mon- <
*man- ~ Lat. mana, -are ‘to flow, run’ (Vanagas 1981: 219-220).

*Ne-ueker- (?)

Heseuepa, 1760 — tract (on the river Stary Sejm in Chernigov regiment; Lazarevskij
1866: 224) = *Ne-ueker- (?) ~ Lith. Veéké, Véko kalnas ~ Latv. vecis ‘such place, where
fishmen leave their breakfast’, Lith. vekeréti ‘to plough with uneven furrows’, vékeras
‘kerépla, plow’ (Vanagas 1981: 370).

*Ne-mald-uua

Hemonodea: «[1. Huxuss 3mobunka npu p. Hemomonsb», «C. [simoBo (kypeHs
Heimosckaro) npu pbukb Hemomnomsb», but also (twice) «<...> p. Hemonomb» (Lazarevskij
1866: 596, 609, 615) = *Ne-mald-uua, cf. Lith. maldas ‘reed’ and hydronym Mald-upis
(Vanagas 1981: 202). The a-stems, with which this hydronym was identified in Slavonic use,
often lose their marker, whence is the second variant with the loss of [s].

About Baltic hydronymy with suff. -uua see: (Vanagas 1970: 211-214).

*Pal-anga

Hanyxa: «. Kubupuuna npu p. Iamyxwn», «#a pbrb Iomyxbr, «ua pbxb IMamyxby
(Lazarevskij 1866: 747, 761). The name formally corresponds to the Slavonic geographical
term nanyix, cf. Beloruss. dial. ndzyx ‘place near meadow’, ‘meadow near the river’, cf. also
the river name [ldnyx — tributary of the Besed River in the system of the Sozh ~ ndryx
‘place near meadow’ (Jaskin 2005: 485). However, it is not excluded that the treatment of
this hydronym as Balt. *Palang-, cf. Lith. Palanga — water name along with the suffixless
Lith. Pala — hydronym ~ Latv. palas, palas ‘marshy shore of the lake’, pali ‘flood, low tide,
flowage; water overflowing its banks in spring or autumn’ (Vanagas 1970: 91-92: Pal-anga;
Vanagas 1981: 241). About the appellative and toponymic derivatives with this suffix, see
(Endzelins 1971: 119; Ambrazas 2000: 149, 150, 151).

Balt. *Palanga in Slavonic verbal use could be identified with the derivatives with
pref. *pa- from *lpgv, *loz- ‘meadow’, i. e. as *Ilamxea and then — *IMamwxoua > Ilamyica.
A different view (without specifics) is presented in: (Toporov, Trubacev 1962: 202 and
above).

*Pik-ils- (?)

IMuuncw, 1786 — the lake that is joined by a strait with the lake Boipw (Safonskij 1851:
216, 217). Maybe, it is a write error in *ITuencv = *Pik-ils- (cf. modern 36i30ur alongside
with historical 3susderp; SHU 1979: 210). The name is not entirely clear. Regarding the
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root cf. Lith. Pikeliskés — hydronym (Vanagas 1981: 257); the suffixal part purely formally
may be compared to Lith. -ilsa in the water name Ym-ilsa (Vanagas 1970: 141, 153, 426).

*Ragas

Pozv: «C. Ilpsausiii-Pors npu pbuxb Porb», 1765 (the territory of Chernigov
regiment; Lazarevskij 1866: 615). The etymological ambiguity of the hydronym comes from
several equally possible interpretations.

1. As Balt. *Ragas based on Lithuanian hydronyms Rdg-upis, Rdg-upys ~ rdgas
‘expanse of land, jutting into the sea, lake or wood’, ‘any sharp, curved object’, ‘angle’
(Vanagas 1981: 271).

2. As Sarmatian word *Raya < *raya ‘flow, river’ (cf. with regard to the Volga River:
Napol’skich 2016: 43).

We cannot exclude a relation to Slav. *rogw, which is etymologically identical with
Balt. *ragas. However, in toponymy, this word is used to designate spurs and promontories,
but not as a name for water bodies.

*Rana (?)

Pona — water object, comp. «C. ITsaroBcks Ha 1. Poub» (Lazarevskij 1866: 438), cf.
Pouka — the river, trib. of the Psel, left trib. of the Dnieper (Gadyach in Poltava region),
Pouka, 1782 (SHU 1979: 474) ~ Latv. Rana-apluoks (Vanagas 1981: 280: “Unclear”) <
*Rania.

*Ras-ape

Pocona — bed of the dried river Stara (village Krasnostav of Borzniansky district in
Chernigov region; OA) = *Ras-ape (< *ras-apia): the composite formed by the reflexes of
Proto-Balt. *ras-a- ‘dew’ & (West) *apia (: Old Pruss. ape ‘creek, rivulet’). Among Baltic
hydronyms with the stem ras-, we would specifically point out Lith. Ras-upis, Latv. Rasupi
(Vanagas 1981: 272-273: to Lith. rasa, raséti), reproducing the full-lexeme etymological
counterpart for the Dnieper name *Ras-apé. The second part of the written forms *up- is
the old phonetic double of *ap-.

*Set-inas or *Set-ina

Chbmmnoe — the lake (near the village Rizhki in the former Nezhin regiment; GS 1901:
73). To Balt. *Sie-t- > *Set-. Cf. Lith. Sietas, Sieta — the lakes in the Trakai district. Maybe
it is related to Old Pruss. Seyte — the river, Seith — village ~ Latv. siets ‘depth, maelstrom,
abyss’, ‘deep place in the river’ (Gerullis 1922: 154), sietus ‘depth’ (*sie-ti-s) (Smoczynski
2019: 1512). Cf. (Toporov, Trubacev 1962: 238; Vanagas 1981: 298).

Balt. *Set-inas or *Set-ina was perceived by Slavs as the adjective with -sn- (Slav.
*v = Balt. *i short) and appropriately morphologized.

*Sar-aua or *Ser-aua

IIdposa ['Illaposa] — the lake (village Nizy of Kremenchuk district in Poltava
region) (Hromko 2017: 253). The phonetics of the hydronym allows the duality of the
reconstruction for the preserved Baltic word.

1. Balt. *Sar-aua — the derivative with suff. -au- from the stem *$ar- as the
apophonic variant of *Ser- (Smoczynski 2019: 1751) ‘grey (color of bristle)’ < ‘bristle’ (sf.
the next). Preservation of the root vowel a (instead of o < Balt. *a) after the hissing
consonant in Slavonic pronunciation is quite natural.

2. Balt. *Ser-aua “Gray source, wellspring”. As regards the parts of the composite cf.
Lith. Sér-upis, Serynas ~ Serys ‘bristle’, ‘dun-coloured, grey’, §éryté (bot.) “foxtail’ and Ova <
*Au-a ~ Latv. avuots ‘source, wellspring’ (Krahe 1964: 43; Vanagas 1981: 235, 328-329).
Vocalism o in the second syllable instead of the expected *a > a is not of the phonetic, but
morphological nature: the hydronym was identified with Slavonic adjectives with -ov-.

*Sueta-balin- or *Sueta-ualiné

Cebmosasnoe — the lake (near the village Rizhki in the former Nezhin regiment) (GS
1901: 73). Cf. Lith. Svété, Latv. Svete ~ Lith. nu-Svesti, nu-§véto ‘begin to shine, light up,
alight with’, Svisti ‘dawn’, Svytéti ‘glow, shine’ (Vanagas 1981: 338). Thus, taking into
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account the innovative apophony (Proto-Balt. *Sueit-) Svit- > Svet- (according to:
Smoczynski 2019: 1832), we can assume here the late Balt. (Proto-Lith.?) *Sueta-bala,
*Sueta-balas ‘light pond’, where the second part is Balt. word like Lith. bala, Latv. bala,
balas, Old Pruss. balas ‘swamp’, ‘wet lowland’, ‘puddle’, ‘wet boggy soil’, ‘pond’, etc.
(Toporov 1975: 184; Smoczynski 2019: 110-111) with the Slavonic suffixal extension -sn-
(adjective suffix).

On the other hand, the full-lexeme Balt. *Sueta-balin-, cf. regarding the second part
Latv. balina ‘puddle’ (MEV: https://mev.tezaurs.lv/_/search/bali%C5%86a) and Lith. river
name Balinis (Smoczyniski 2019: 111) is equally possible.

Then again, the second component -sasn- is also easily explained as Balt. *ualine, cf.
Lith. Valiné ~ Vala, Viél-upis (Vanagas 1981: 361).

*Us-na (?)

*FOcvha (FOcenka, 1786 — the lake, joining with the Desna in Chernigov
vicegerency; Safonskij 1851: 212) = Balt. *Us-na (?), cf. Lith. USna — hydronym ~ dusti
‘cool down, get chilly’ (Vanagas 1981: 354). In Slavonic speech, the outcome of the noun
was interpreted as the adjective with -bn-.

*uar-ape

Bopona — the lake in the basin of the Desna River (lands belonging to Maksakovsky
monastery), the territory of the former Kiev regiment (Lazarevskij 1866: 208) = Balt. *uar-
apé ‘the water with weir’ (?), comp. Lith. vdras ‘bars to hedge’ ~ Old Russ. sopv ‘fence,
hedge’ (Smoczynski 2019: 2032), Old Pruss. ape ‘river’ = *ape (Maziulis 1988: 86). The
European hydronymy of the different areas preserves old water names-composites with the
PIE stems *uer-/*uor-/*ur- ‘water’, ‘river’, ‘rain’ and *ap- ‘water’, ‘river’ (Krahe 1964: 38—
40, 42-43) without reliable full-lexeme equivalents in the Indo-European appelative
vocabulary. This fact impels us to consider Balt. *uar-ape (PIE *uor-ap- ‘rain stream’ —
‘pond’, ‘puddle’?) to be an element of the “Old Indo-European” hydronymy.

*uers-akis
Bepecéu — the river, tributary of the Oster the left trib. of the Desna, the left trib. of the
Dnieper; towns Bepecou and Kladkovka of Kulikovsky district in Chernigov region;
Bepecouw, 1765-1769, Bepecour (SHU 1979: 98) ~ Lith. Vers-aka — hydronym, which
previously was compared to the water name Virsia, and also to vifsti ‘to fall, tip over’, ‘to
hinder’, ‘to rush’, ‘to stream swiftly, flow out, gush, pour’ etc. (Vanagas 1981: 374). Thus,
*uers-akis “Stream from the swamp/lake” or “Flow with maelstrom”? Cf. already in
Toporov, Trubachev 1962: 179: “Unclear. Maybe, from Balt. *Versakis.” The second
component here is identical to Lith. akis ‘ice hole’, ‘swamp, quagmire’, ‘maelstrom’, ‘small
lake’ (LKZ.: https://ekalba.lt/lietuviu-kalbos-zodynas/akis?paieska=akis&i=238484c2-c471-
48d8-a6d9-a0194dff975f).

*uilk-utia or *uilk-utis

Benvkyua — the river, village Guta-Studenetskaja of Shchorsky district in Chernigov
region; Bemvkyua, XIX (SHU 1979: 96) < *Buvakyu-/*Benkym’- = Balt. *uilk-ut-/*uilk-uc-.
Cf. Lith. stem vilkuc- (as a part of the hydronym Vilkiépjaunis), derived from vilk- (vilkas
‘predatory forest animal, similar to a dog’) with suff. -ut-. Comp. also Lith. hydronyms with
the same stem Vilkuté, Vilkitis (Vanagas 1981: 384). A possible full-lexeme equivalent of
the Dnieper Besnbkyua is the water name Boskoma in the Western Dvina basin, which is also
explained by appealing to Lith. Vilkutis etc. (Vasilyev 2021: 152).

*Zard-ena

XKapdens: «J1. Kocreipess, nyrs p. Ceiima u pu. XKapgeuns» (Lazarevskij 1893: 301) =
*Zard-ena with the multi-functional formant (see about it: Ambrazas 2000: 43). Cf. Lith.
Zardénas, Latv. Zardena, Lith. Zvafa'—upis, Zarda, Latv. Zardi ~ Lith. #afdis ‘fence, enclosure
for domestic cattle’, Latv. zdrds ‘agricultural device for drying of the hay’ (Vanagas 1981:
398; Derksen 2015: 513).

11



*Zifma

Cusma — the [dried] river, which flowed through the Northern part of the village
Oktiabr’skoje of Koropsky district in Chernigov region (OA). If the record is correct, we can
assume here Balt. *ZiZma on the condition that the written form is the result of a two-stage
change in the chain “hissing—hissing” — “hissing—whistling” (*>Kusma) — “whistling—
whistling” (*3usma or Cusma) in Slavonic speech. The closest parallels to the Dnieper
hydronym are found in East Baltic onomastic, cf. Lith. ZiZma, Latv. Zizma — names of the
rivers, Latv. Zizmas — swamp, presumably etymologically related to Lith. 2iZé ‘unpleasant,
always angry person’ (Vanagas 1981: 405). As applied to the system of water nomination cf.
typologically similar Lith. Pikt-upis ~ piktas, Russ. /liomka ~ momviii = piktas (Vanagas
1981: 402), Ukr. Tromuys (SHU 1979: 333).

4.2. The Pripyat Basin

*Dege

Jexca — the river, tributary of the Styr, the right trib. of the Pripyat, the right trib. of
the Dnieper (SHU 1979: 166) = Balt. *Dege (< *degiia) ~ Lith. Degé — name of the river
and meadow, Dég-upis — the river, dégis ‘burnt-out area’ (Vanagas 1970: 60; 1981: 83;
Derksen 2015: 118; Smoczynski 2019: 285).

*Gur-ap-

I'pan — the river, the right trib. of the Vilija, the right trib. of the Sluch, the right trib.
of the Goryn, the right trib. of the Pripyat, the right trib. of the Dnieper (SHU 1979: 153).
If it is from the older *I'spanw, it is a possible preservation of Balt. *gur-ap-, cf. *gur-up- in
Lith. Gur-upelis — the river ~ guras ‘hill’, ‘the mountain’s jut’, ‘mountain top’ (Vanagas
1981: 127-128).

*Kem-ulis

Kemuine — the river, the right trib. of the Zolnia, the left trib. of the Ubort’, the right
trib. of the Pripyat, the right trib. of the Dnieper (SHU 1979: 245) = *Kem-ulis, cf. (with
short vocalism in the suffix) Curon. Kemule, 1355—1362, derived with Balt. suff. -ul- from
the stem of kem- (Kiparsky 1939: 381: “this can be only Lith. or Old Pruss., because in Latv.
it would be expected *cem-"). The etymon is confirmed by onomastic material in Toporov
(1980: 312).

*Tarp-iia

Topénns — swamp (Topynna) (Volyn; SMU 2004: 99) = Balt. *Tarp-iia, cf. Lith.
Tdrpija — the river name ~ tdrpas ‘the space between something’, ‘hole, crack, abyss’
(Vanagas 1970: 146: Tdrp-ija; Vanagas 1981: 340). The derivative with the formant -iia
from *tarpas. Among the derivatives with this suffix, are lexemes with toponymic semantics,
cf. Lith. plynija ‘plain’, ‘smooth surface’, drmenija ‘ploughed field’ (Ambrazas 2000: 39).
Though the geographic appellatives with -ija now are mainly noted in the samogitian
dialects (Ambrazas 2000: 51), nevertheless the hydronyms with the formant -ija are
widespread in the Baltic languages (Vanagas 1970: 145-148).

In the special literature, we may find the conclusion about the innovativeness of the
words with -ijo-/-iia in the Baltic languages (Ambrazas 2000: 40); however, the presence of
-ii- in the substrate Baltic toponymy of the Dnieper area indicates the more ancient period
of this derivational model activation.

The name was phonetically changed in Slavonic pronunciation, particularly Baltic
groupophoneme TarT (= Proto-Slav. TorT) was transformed as ToroT, and iotation of the
labial (pj) resulted in l-epentheticum (pl’). Baltic formant is the exact etymological
equivalent of Slavonic -»j- (< PIE -ii-), therefore, during Slavization, the outcome of Baltic
words with -ii- was changed according to the laws of the historical phonetics of the Slavic
languages, cf. Ukr. dial. 6opés’st and 6opdsis ‘pine forest’ < *borov-vja (OA).
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*ueis-a-dau-

Biicodosa (Buvicodosa) — the river, the left trib. of the Svinobychka, the right trib. of
the Smilka, the left trib. of the Sluch, the right trib. of the Goryn, the right trib. of the
Pripyat, the right trib. of the Dnieper (SHU 1979: 104) = *ueis-a-dau- “Flowing dava”? Cf.:
Lith. hydronym VieSa ~ vies- ‘to flow, run’, etymologically related to Old Island. veisa
‘swamp’ (Vanagas 1981: 379), and also Lith. stem dov- as a part of the hydronym Dduine.
According to A. Vanagas, “maybe, it is a very archaic place name, the root of which dov- is
linked with Sanskr. dhdvaté ‘runs, flows’, <...> Old Sax. dou ‘dew’” (ibid.: 89).

*uida-lakis

Buidosou, -i — the river, the left trib. of the Sluch, the right trib. of the Goryn, the
right trib. of the Pripyat, the right trib. of the Dnieper (Boidosous, Budosuuv, Budomouw,
Witolicz) (SHU 1979: 101). The composite *uida-lakis with the first part, etymologically
related to Lith. Vid-upé, Vid-upis — the rivers ~ Lith. vidus ‘the middle part’ (Vanagas 1981:
376). The second part represents the same root as in Lith. lakmena ‘puddle’, ‘deep muddy
pond’, (with e-vocalism) lekméné ‘quagmire’, ‘morass’, Latv. lekmenis ‘swampy meadow’ <
Balt. *lak-/*lek- ~ Old HG lah(h)a ‘puddle’, Old Slav. ok, -vee ‘the deepening for water
storage’ (Vanagas 1981: 376). It is not excluded that the same etymon is represented in the
group of Baltic hydronyms, the stem of which previously was defined as unclear (Vanagas
1981: 178), cf. Latv. Laka, Lith. Lakaja etc. — the river names.

4.3. The Psel Basin

*Ab-aua

Ob6osa, 1973 — gully, right trib. of the Psel (OA) = *Ab-aua — the derivative from
*ab- ‘river’, ‘stream’ (of this etymon see: Vanagas 1981: 35). Cf. its exact equivalent in Latv.
Abava (Endzelin 1934: 127: “a- short!”).

*Up-|a]-leia

Bonest, 1973 — the water object in the Psel basin (Sumy district in Sumy region)
(OA) = *up-|a]-leia ‘the bend of the river’ (?), cf. Latv. upleja ‘river valley’ (Miilenbachs
1929-1932: 301) from upe ‘river’, ‘creek’ & leja ‘valley, ‘lowland’ (Mulenbachs 1925/1927:
447). About the semantic development ‘curved’ — ‘uneven surface of the earth’, ‘valley’ in
Latvian reflexes of PIE *lei- ‘to bend, curve’ see: (Karulis 1992: 512). The initial B- in the
written form is Slavonic prothesis before *»- from Balt. short *u-, i. e. contemporary
Bonues continues the older *Vupleja.

*uerd-en-

Bépdun — the river, the right trib. of the Grunia, the right trib. of the Psel, the left
trib. of the Dnieper (Poltava region), Bepdunv, 1782 (SHU 1979: 98) ~ Lith. Verdéne,
Verdénis, verdéné, verdénis ‘source, wellspring’ (Vanagas 1981: 362, 372).

*uiria-uaduua

Bupesidsa — the river, the left trib. of the Dnieper (below the river mouth of the
Psel), Buipesudsa, XVI-XVII (SHU 1979: 103). It could be assumed here that the
geographical terms like Russ. supesdd, eviposod, however, the outcome of the hydronym
hints at the presence here of the formant, which is absent in Slavonic derivatives from *voda.
We see in this name the distorted Old Baltic *uir-ia-uad-uua, cf. Lith. vyris ‘bubbling,
boiling water’, ‘maelstrom’ < Proto-Lith. *uir-ia-s (Smoczynski 2019: 2116) and Vaduwva,
Viéduva, Vadva — potamonyms ~ vddé ‘dry riverbed, which becomes a river after the heavy
rains’ (Vanagas 1981: 357: Vada; Smoczynski 2019: 1999). Cf. Lith. hydronyms with -uova:
Kurtuva, Kurtuva ~ Kurt-upis; Latuva ~ Lat-ezZeris; Reguva < Raguva ~ Rag-upis (Vanagas
1981: 175, 182, 275) etc.

13



4.4. The Teterev Basin

*[Alusla

Bycna, -cen (plur.) — source (Kiev region). Comp. tract and ravine Bycsa (ibid.)
(SMU 2004: 235) = Balt. *[A]usla, cf. Lith. Uslaja < *Usl-éja, where the root usl- is
a possible apophonic variant of aus/- in Lith. Adslas — name of the lake and Latv. ailsleja
‘fish of the carp family’ (Vanagas 1981: 355). It is about the result of rethinking the singular
form of the Baltic name as plural in Slavonic use. The initial B- is Slavonic prothesis, which
frequently appears before y [u].

*[Ause

Ywa - the river (Radomyslsky county of Kyiev region; SNMKG 2005: 91),
Ywa, -i — source (Zhytomyr region; SMU 2004: 185) = *[A]use, cf. Lith. Usna, Usarité —
names of the rivers with the stem usn- that demonstrates n-extension (n-determinative) of
the root us- ~ Lith. dusti ‘cool down, cool off’ (Vanagas 1981: 354).

*En-aua

€naea, 1975 — gully, the left trib. of the Teterev (OA) = Balt. *En-aua “Cold
spring”, cf. Latv. Enava (with ¢-) (to éna ‘shadow?’) (Endzelin 1934: 128). An attempt to
link this name with Latv. éna is probable in view of the principle of nomination in the group
of typologically similar Lith. hydronyms: Sesuvd, Ses-iupé, Sesévélé etc. ~ $esélis ‘shadow’
with more archaic semantics $es- ‘cold’ (Vanagas 1981: 329). Regarding the second part cf.
*aua ‘source, wellspring’ (vide supra).

*Gerue

XKepesa — the river, tributary of the Teterev (SNMKG 2005: 98) = *Gerue (<
*geru-iia) ~ Lith. Gérvé, Gérv-upis — the rivers ~ gérvé ‘Grus grus, heron’ (Vanagas 1981:
114; Smoczynski 2006: 190).

*Krumas

Kpum (Kpvimw) — the river, the left arm of the Dnieper (SHU 1979: 288) = Balt.
*Kriimas ~ Lith. krimas ‘bush, shrub’, ‘young forest with slim trees’, Latv. kriims ‘bush’,
Old Pruss. *krams (about the antiquity of the appellatives see: Derksen 2015: 260;
Smoczynski 2019: 805). It is possible that the older name *Kpvimv nomokwv is the semi-
calque of a Baltic toponym of the same type as Lith. hydronym Kriimo upélis (Vanagas 1981:
168). See also: Toporov 1984: 207-208. As applied to the field of water naming *krumas
could be used as the name of the fork, crossroad, or place, where the river is divided into
arms. Regarding the typology of the water naming cf. names of the Lukavka River
tributaries in the Don basin: Kycm, Boswwoti Kycm, Ieotinosviii Kycm (Otin 2011: 146) ~
kycm ‘bush’.

*Miuka

Muika — the river (Radomyslsky county in Kiev governorate; SNMKG 2005: 96) =
Balt. *Mika (*Mike? < *muk-iia) ~ Lith. Muké, mukus ‘boggy, swampy’, Latv. muka
‘viscous swamp’ (Vanagas 1970: 61; 1981: 221). The formal similarity of this name and
Slavonic derivatives from *mwknoti, *mykati ‘pull’, ‘tear’, ‘shift’, ‘draw’ is random because of
the difficulty in using them in the field of water naming.

*Peciul-

Muynss — the lake on the territory of the former Kiev regiment: «o3epoms,
npossiBaemMbiMb [luynero» (Lazarevskij 1866: 326, 327) < *[leuyna? = *Peciul- ~ Lith.
Peciul-upis < Peciulis (Vanagas 1981: 252).

*Rad-utia or *Rad-utis

Padyma — helonym (Kyiev region; SMU 2004: 285) = *Rad-utia or *Rad-utis (?),
which on formal grounds can be included in the cluster of East Baltic hydronyms with
etymologically unclear stem rad-, cf. Lith. Raduté, Radutis, Radeikis, Latv. Rad-gravis etc.,
of which see: (Vanagas 1981: 270). Slavonic flexion -a contributed to grammatical
adaptation of the Baltic name. It is not excluded the coincidence in one toponym of Baltic
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lexeme and Slavonic derivative from the root *rad-/*ord- ‘glad’, ‘rejoice’ (the toponyms
with this one are spread in the Slavonic area).

*uel-i-ual-

Bynuedno — the river, the left trib. of the Dnieper (Benusena, Berusana, Bynuseno,
Bynusana, Banusana) (SHU 1979: 124) = *uel-i-ual- ‘Dead Vala’, i. e. the composite of
*uel- ~ Lith. velé ‘soul of a dead’, Vel-upys — the river & *ual- ~ Lith. Valij upélis, Vala —
hydronyms. As regards the structure, the composite cf. Lith. Nar-y-balé (Vanagas 1981: 223,
361, 370).

5. DISCUSSION

It is possible to single out the group of exclusive complete lexical parallels linking
the Baltic hydronymic substrate of the Dnieper area and Lithuanian hydronymy. The
following examples provide a general idea of this phenomenon.

5.1. Old Baltic and Lithuanian counterparts: *[A]usla : Lith. Uslaja; *Dargalis :
Lith. Ddrgelé; *Dege : Lith. Degé; *Dul-upé : Lith. *Dul-upis, Dul-upys; *FEisraua : Lith.
FEisrava; *Gerue : Lith. Gérvé; *Gur-ap- : Lith. Gur-upelis; *Ir-upe : Lith. Ir-upé; *Kibir- :
Lith. kibiras; *Lataua : Lith. Latava; *Palanga : Lith. Palanga; *Peciul- : Lith. Pecitlis; *Rad-
utia or *Rad-utis : Lith. Raduté, Radutis; *Tarp-iia : Lith. Tdrpija; *Usna : Lith. Usna;
*uerd-en- : Lith. Verdéné, Verdeénis; *uers-akis : Lith. Vers-aka; *uilk-utia or *uilk-utis : Lith.
Vilkute, Vilkutis.

This group of lexemes, perhaps, belonged to Old Baltic dialects, conditionally
determined as Proto-Lithuanian. This language was spoken by Baltic ethnos-ancestor of the
contemporary Lithuanians, or an ethnos very close to them in terms of language. This finding is
consistent with the hypothesis by Anatolij P. Nepokupny about preservation in the Dnieper
hydronymy of the lexemes, which are attributed to “a relic of the Baltic dialect of the
Eastern Lithuanian or, more broadly, Aukstaitian type” (Nepokupnyj 1981: 76). His
assumption is confirmed in the recent study on the separate Lithuanian-East Slavonic
parallels (Popova, Kopus, Morhun 2024).

5.2. Old Baltic and Latvian counterparts: *Abaua : Latv. Abava; *Aldin- : Latv.
Aldini; *En-aua : Latv. Enava; *Mag-upé : Latv. Mag-upe; *Rana? : Latv. Rana-apluoks;
*Up-|a]-leia : Latv. upleja.

5.3. Old Baltic and Lithuanian-Latvian counterparts: *Manas : Lith. Moén-
a-balé, Latv. Man-upite; *Muka : Lith. Miuiké, Latv. muka; *Ras-apeé : Lith. Rds-upis, Latv.
Rasupi; *Zard-ena : Lith. Zardeénas, Latv. Zardena; *Krimas : Lith. kriimas, Latv. kriims.

The hydrographic terms, as part of reconstructed Baltic lexemes, have close
etymological parallels in the Old Indo-European toponymy of the Balkans (in Thrace,
Dacia) and Mediterranean, cf. *Al-arna : Thrac. *Alaor-Bola (= *Alaja; Duridanov 1969:
14) & "Agvn, Kah-agva, and Arnon, Arne etc. — the river names (N Syria/Levant;
Woudhuizen 2020: 53); *Alda-zig- : Thrac. Alda-, Dac. alda; *Ald-in- : Thrac. ANdaveg
(Duridanov 1969: 15); *Pal-anga : Thrac. Palae, Dac. TTala- (Duridanov 1969: 53); *Ab-
aua : Abana — potamonym in Anatolia etc. (Woudhuizen 2020: 46—47: *hseb™-/hsep-
‘water’) etc. Such parallels are ancient common innovations of the Proto-Baltic dialects and
a group of the Old Indo-European languages, the native speakers of which settled the
Balkans. These lexical units had been formed in the period before the speakers of Proto-
Baltic arrived in their Dnieper habitat.

6. CONCLUSION

6.1. The etymologies proposed in the research, with high probability, allow us to
speak about the belonging of a whole series of Dnieper hydronyms to the vocabulary of the
relic Baltic dialects spoken by the population of the Desna, Pripyat, Psel, and Teterev rivers
coast. A sufficient ground for this conclusion is a number of phonetic and morphological
features, which as a whole are peculiar to the primordial Baltic vocabulary and repertoire of
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morphemes. In these terms, the toponyms-composites with Baltic lexemes for the river,
stream as the second part are very indicative, cf. *Dul-upe, *Ir-upe, *Mag-upeé, *Gur-ap-,
*Ras-ape, *uar-ape. The same goes for names with other hydrographic terms as the first or
second components, cf. *Al-arna, *Sueta-balin- or *Sueta-ualine, *uers-akis, *ueis$-a-dau-
etc. Apart from purely structural features, these compounds differ from Slavonic hydronyms
in the model of naming, cf. “Flowing arna”, “Light pond”, “Stream from the swamp/lake”
or “Flow with maelstrom”, “Flowing dava”, etc.

As for the suffixal derivatives, then in cases of formal similarity between Baltic and
Slavonic formants, Baltic genesis of the geographical name is determined due to the
originality of the root morpheme exactly for the Baltic repertoire of roots, cf. *Ab-aua,
*Eisr-aud, *Lat-aud, *Sv'ar—ayd or *Sv‘er—dyd, *Set-inas or *Set-ina, *Zard-ena, *Kem-ilis.

6.2. Etymological analysis of the hydronymy in the mentioned areas gives grounds
for the reconstruction of fifty relic Baltic lexemes of different structures. The details of their
morphology are more or less clarified when separating Slavonic derivational extension as
a means of their adaptation in a foreign language environment.

6.3. The adaptation of Baltic hydronymy in the old dialects of the Dnieper Slavs
passed through two conditional stages. Judging by the results of the phonetic assimilation of
the baltisms by Slavs, the first coincides with the age of some important processes, with the
rebuilding of the phonetic structure of Slavonic word and also changes in consonantism and
vocalism. The second refers to the time when all these processes were completed; therefore,
Baltic toponymy was Slavized with minimal changes, with the exception of cases of the
anlaut transformation (aphaeresis, prothesis) and folk-etymological rethinking of the
structure.

6.4. Most of the reconstructed Baltic lexemes have structural-etymological
equivalents only in the Lithuanian vocabulary, in the absence thereof in the Latvian and Old
Prussian languages. However, there is every reason to suppose the introduction of new Old
Prussian and Latvian findings may affect the initial conclusion of the specificity of lexical
parallels mentioned above.
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