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The idea of writing this book came to me while I was embarking on a 
��;������;�����������������������������
����������������������"�������
at Harvard University in the spring of 2008. It became clear that the 
�������
������� 
�������������������
�;����`�
�j� q{|{}~{|}������
��
����
�������������"
����������Q�����������������������������"����"�
special credit to Kuliš, one of the founders and long-time leaders of the 
national movement in both Russian- and Austrian-ruled Ukraine in the 
nineteenth century, would be unrealistic. 

As I amassed material about Kuliš and his language, it became 
apparent how little we know about him as a normalizer and a synthesizer 
of different traditions and styles in literary Ukrainian. My research 
persuaded me that his role in the formation of a new literary language 
������ �� �������� ��� ����� ����� ��� ��� ������ ���/����� q{|{�~{|�{���
�������������"��"������������
���
�
������������������������������-
teenth century, and a man commonly viewed as the founder of modern 
literary Ukrainian. While Kuliš’s contribution to the development of 

������������������������
������"�������������
��
������������������-
���� ��� ��
����� ������������ ������� ��� 
������� ���������� ������� �����
more grandiose. 

=���������� �������;�������������
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�� ��������"����
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different places in Ukraine and beyond. Working at the libraries of 
>��������������	���"��q�`������������������Y��!��Y���������;�+�����
�
'�	�������������������������������������'������<=������
�=������
���=���;
��`��;�	������;� q���������������� ���	�
�����`�
�j�������-
graphs are preserved, was more pleasure than business. 
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Introduction

Writing a Linguistic Biography of a Ukrainian Maverick

����
�;����`�
�j�q{|{}~{|}�����������������������������������"��	
��
�������������������������
��"�����������������
�������
������������� 
>������
�����������
����
���"������� �������
��������� ���������������-
standing of Ukrainian literature and language. A prominent writer, 
historian, ethnographer, and translator, Kuliš came from an ancient, 
though impoverished, Cossack family in the �������� province in Russian-
ruled (Dnieper) Ukraine. Certainly, the Cossack stereotype of an 
independent spirit with a large dose of stubbornness and a somewhat 
����������
����
������
��	�����
�����������������
���q'����;�{}|���{���
His emphasis on the development of a separate Ukrainian high culture, 
���
����"�����

<O��"���
�������
��"��"����������
��������
�
���������
along with his support for the idea of political union with Russia, was 
�����
�� ���������� 	�� ���������� ����
������
���"�� ���� ���� ��������
�
novel, Mixail ����������, ili Malorossija vosem´desjat let nazad (Mixail 
�����j����, or Little Russia Eighty Years Ago, 1843), was written in 
J��������`�
�j�	������������������������
���������������������;���-
nalist, as well as an innovative normalizer of written Ukrainian. Remaining 
��
�����"��"����������������
��������������������`�
�j���	���������
myth of the Cossack past of Ukraine, expressed admiration for the Russian 
tsar Peter I and tsarina Catherine II, and made some humiliating remarks 
about the national bard and prophet Taras ���/���� in his three-volume 
historiographic work, entitled Istorija vossoedinenija Rusi (The History 
������J��������������J��´, {|��~{|�����

!�����������{|��~{|����`�
�j��������������J�������"���������
�
����������������
������������_����������������	
�������
����������
����
���������"������������������"����{|��~{|���������"�������
���������
and independence for Poland. Yet as early as 1882 he authored a 
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reconciliatory pamphlet appealing to Ukrainian-Polish understanding, 
Kra�anka rusynam i poljakam na Velykden´ 1882 roku (An Easter Egg for 
the Rusyns and the Poles for Easter 1882), that appeared in Lviv. In the 
same year, Kuliš even submitted his renunciation of Russian citizenship 
in order to remain in Austria-Hungary and found a printing house; 
however, government policies there changed his mind and he withdrew 
his renunciation. As a result, in April 1891, the writer was issued a new 
������������J������������������� ���"����
���������� ��������������
�

�"������q'����;�{}|���{�}��+��
���������{������

Disillusioned with the populist movement in Austria-Hungary, Kuliš 
returned in 1882 to Russian-ruled Ukraine, where he lost no time in severing 
his relationships with organized Ukrainian community life. No Ukrainian 
intellectuals of Kuliš’s time turned to Islam for answers to Ukrainian 
���	
������������
������������������������������������������������
�� ����� ������
� ��;��� ������ ������ ��� !�
����� ������� ���� ���������
“Mahomet i Xadyza” q=������������̀ ����;����{||����>����"���
������
his farmstead (xutir) Motronivka, Kuliš worked on translations of the Bible 
and the works of William Shakespeare, George Gordon Byron, Wolfgang 
�����������#����������������������������������
�������������{|}���
Even after his death, he remained an important force for national cultural 
��������"������������"�������O�""��"�������������������
������� ���
the end, recognized his unique legacy in literature and language.

�������������������
������{}|�����������������������������
��� `�
�j��� �������� 
���� ���� 
������� ������ !�� {}|��� #���"�� '����;�
published a pioneering book about the life and times of Kuliš. This 
��"
���<
��"��"�� ����"����� ���� ��� ���� ���� �� ������� �������
Ukraine, where, from the early 1930s onward, Kuliš had been perceived 
��� ����������� ��� ������ ���� �� ���� �"���� ���� ����� �� ��;��� �����
basic assumptions of the very Ukrainian movement he helped to found 
('����;�{}|��������������
�������`�
�j�����'����;������������������-
plete, since it was retold in its principle phases without the detail to be 
expected in a full biography. In fact, the author could hardly produce a 
voluminous work because access to most of the archival material neces-
sary for a study of such a caliber was proscribed at that time. Despite 
���� ��;��� ����������� ��� �������������� 	���� ������� �����
���� ���
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�������������!������������"��������
������
������;��������� ���
the life and times of Kuliš but also to put him in the wider context of 
Ukrainian intellectual history and of the dilemmas of national culture 
����������"����������
���J������������
���"��	��J�
���'��������
����#���"����������
����'����;���	������������
������
���������������
only serious study of Kuliš and his role in the Ukrainian national revival 
available in the West.

In 2007, a two-volume study of the personal and creative life of Kuliš 
���������������������!����������������+��
���������������������"������
of Kuliš as a national awakener, writer, and thinker whose contribution to 
the formation of a new nation and its culture, in the form of literature, 
language, philosophy, and historiography, was meticulously recorded and 
���;������������������������
���
�����
�������
����������!���

����������
Naxlik’s study will remain the most exhaustive for many years to come, 
likely until serious incursions are made into Kuliš’s literary works and 
language. Luckily, in many ways, Naxlik traced possible vectors for 
future research and outlined new vistas for both Ukrainian literature and 
language, progressively revealing their national past and future through 
the lens of Kuliš’s literary output.

The aforementioned monographs of 1983 and 2007 will, no doubt, 
serve as beacons in the study of Kuliš and his voluminous output, 
���
����"� ���� 
��"��"��� 
��"�
�� ��"
����� ����� >���������;��� q{}�|��
analysis of his translations of Shakespeare. In recent years, however, 
Kuliš’s personality and his oeuvre have begun to receive increased interest 
from literary scholars, bibliographers, and historians (Grabowicz 1981, 
1992; Fedoruk 1998, 2000a, 2000b, 2000c, 2004; Zelens´ka 2000; 
>��/�������������
���"������
��"��"�����"�������������������	
�������
����������������������������
��������������������������"���
����"��
	��������
����� ��� `�
�j��� ������������� ��� #�
������ �
������ ���� ����
language standard offered by George Y. Shevelov in 1966 (Shevelov 
{}���� ��~���� Ševel´ov� {}}��� ��~����� ����� ����� �����
���� �� �����
handful of twentieth-century scholars have discussed the role of Kuliš in 
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A true breakthrough in the study of Kuliš’s language happened after 
Ukraine had gained its independence in 1991. Viewed today as a prophetic 
�"���� ��� ��������������������������
������ ����������� �����/����, a 
��;������������������
����������������������
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�������
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most of the recent publications demonstrate a fragmentary approach 
toward Kuliš’s language and offer, instead, somewhat sketchy appraisals 
of his literary output and linguistic idiosyncrasies. Deserving of attention, 
nevertheless, are a number of recent studies examining the writer’s 
language and its stylistic diversity in both his original works and transla-
�����q�����
�������{�����
���	���{���$�
%��������{���̀ ��������{����
Remarkably, all the aforementioned studies appeared in a special issue of 
�������������;�����
�Kul´tura slova (The Culture of Word), published on 
the occasion of the 190th anniversary of Kuliš’s birth. Of utmost interest 
is a probing insight into the recesses of the linguistic personality of Kuliš 
�������� 	�� $�
%������ q������� !�� �������� �� ������ ��������� ���� �
���
analyzed dialectal features of Kuliš’s language as well as the stylistic 
resources of its vocabulary, reserving a special place for his translations.

It should be noted that in almost all of the works investigating the 
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translations of the Bible are consistently compared with other biblical 
translations into modern Ukrainian. Although a full study of Kuliš’s 
language, premised on a comprehensive analysis of both his original works 
and translations in the context of the formation of literary Ukrainian in the 
��������� �������� ��� ��

� ��� ��� ����"�� ����� ������� ����� �
������
proposed some models for future research that were partly implemented 
��� ����	���� q��"���$�;�	�j���<=�
�����{}}|���������������
�����{}}���
following in the footsteps of Shevelov, two linguists, Muromceva and 
Muromcev, wrote a comprehensive article on Kuliš as an “innovator” and 
“creator of the Ukrainian literary language.” Having criticized a hackneyed 
treatment of Kuliš as an extreme archaizer of the Ukrainian language, 
the authors emphasized the twofold nature of his normalization efforts. 
On the one hand, Kuliš was deeply interested in the history of Ukrainian, 
especially in those periods that antedated the appearance of Ivan 
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;��������;���Enejida (1798), which is commonly viewed as the begin-
���"� ��� ���� 
������� ����������� ���� ��� ��� ������ ��� `�
;��������;���
epigones. On the other hand, Kuliš constantly experimented with 
Ukrainian dialectal and vernacular elements. All in all, according to 
Muromceva and Muromcev (1995, 13), Kuliš saw the future of Ukrainian 
in synthesizing the older literary tradition(s) with the vernacular-based 
one, whence the introduction of Church Slavonic, bookish, and loan 
forms into his vernacular standard.

Muromceva and Muromcev (1995, 16) came to the conclusion that 
`�
�j�������������������������&���

����
������*����
�����������������
through “the introduction of a large amount of abstract words and the 
������������� ��������� ��� ������������*�������� ������;��� �������-
ments was the borrowing of numerous “Europeanisms,” which elevated 
the overall cultural level of his native language (ibid.). That was a 
pioneering conclusion, especially if compared with their predecessors’ 
����
�"���

��	����������������`�
�j���
��"��"��q�
;�j/�{}�{����{��

Y����������������������������̀ �
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q���{�����~�����������������������������������������"������������
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in the new literary standard of Ukrainian. Kuliš’s main source of inspira-
tion was arguably folklore, although he also employed Church Slavonic 
forms, whose number constantly increased in his literary works. Yet the 
�����������������
�������������������	�	
���
���
����������J����������;�
(ibid.) pointed out, one of the biggest achievements of this writer, who 
��������������!������
;�;������������
�����������Q�	
�����
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work of Muromceva and Muromcev, who discussed the Europeanizing 
trend in Kuliš’s language and especially in his translations, Kuliš’s rendi-
������� ���>�
��������������������
�� ������������	��J����������;�
q�����������
������������������
������������J����������;���"����q�	������
��� ���� ��"������� �����	����� ��� `�
�j� �� ��� ��������� ��� 
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Ukrainian was his historical novel ����� rada (The Black Council, 
1857), inasmuch as Kuliš succeeded in introducing lexical elements 
capable of creating a true historical coloring into written Ukrainian.

In contrast, a negative opinion of Kuliš’s translations, including of 
������
����������������������������������	��=��;���q{}}���������
�����
the language of the writer in the context of the vicissitudes of literary 
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Ukrainian in Galicia. Unabashedly, the author argued that the phonetic, 
morphological, derivational, lexical, and syntactic features of Kuliš’s trans-
lations vulgarized the lofty language of Shakespeare (ibid., 122). According 
�� =��;���� ��� ����������� ��� `�
�j� ����� ������ �� ������ ������ ����
“negative aesthetics”; this is why neither Church Slavonicisms, nor 
Ukrainianized Slavonic forms together with coined forms, could enrich the 
nominative resources of the “Galician-Rusian language” (ibid.). Moreover, 
Kuliš was blamed for developing a peculiar “language doctrine” that could 
hardly appeal to Galician Ukrainians. A synthesis of Old Rusian with 
�������
����������������̀ �
�j���
��"��"���������������=��;���������������
be in dissonance with the period of “Europeanization of Ukrainian transla-
tions” in Austria-Hungary. This is why Kuliš’s translations ostensibly 
looked obsolete the very moment they went to press (ibid., 123).

������������������;��"�������������������	
����������
���	���"�
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clearly at odds with the opinion formulated by the Kharkiv-based linguists 
Muromceva and Murovcev. Natives of Sloboda Ukraine, they extolled, 
for their part, the role of Kuliš in preserving the old tradition of literary 
Ukrainian through the re-introduction of bookish and especially Church 
Slavonic forms. As I argued elsewhere (Danylenko 2008b), the mix of 
such forms may well have been quite natural in the speech of Dnieper 
Ukrainians. In fact, a century ago the transition from the Meletian version 
�����������
�������q����������������=�
��;����������;������������
���������������
��"��"�����J��������
���������������
��������������
have taken place smoothly due to the long tradition of bilingualism: 
Church Slavonic (slavenorosskij iazyk�) and Ruthenian (prostaja mova). 
For most Little Russians (Ukrainians) in the eighteenth century, this 
process might have appeared as a natural stage in the development of the 
slavenorosskij iazyk�, although with a number of non-Russian elements 
reduced to little more than symbolic presence. The same attitude toward 
Church Slavonic was still observed in Dnieper Ukraine in the mid-nine-
����� �������� ������� �� �� ����

� ����� ��� ��������� ���� ��� �
�������
forms by Taras ���/���� (Shevelov 1966, 43). Kuliš used them perhaps 
on an even greater scale, since he was prepared to view some Russian 
borrowings as Slavonic proper, thus belonging to the high-style stock of 
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2010). Needless to say, such a synthesis of Slavonic and vernacular 
elements could hardly satisfy the Galician populists in the second part of 
������������������������������������

�������
�����	��=��;�������
the linguistic paradigm maintained in today’s Ukraine.

The dissonance in the appraisal of Kuliš’s language by Muromceva 
����=�����������������������������=��;����������������	������������
more pronounced in the case of his translations. The two eastern Ukrainian 
linguists discuss the intellectualization of the language in Kuliš’s transla-
tions, while the Galician scholar considers his translations vulgar and 
���������������������O��������������O����"����������`�
�j���
��"��"��
are reminiscent of those expressed in Austria-Hungary and tsarist Russia 
after the appearance of his translation of the Bible: in its own day, it was 
chastised in Galicia and highly praised in Dnieper Ukraine! 

In the nineteenth century, the representatives of the two parts of 
Ukraine were unanimous in acknowledging the importance of transla-
tions for the formation of new literary Ukrainian and the creation of a new 
literary tradition capable of introducing differentiation and new vitality. 
According to Grabowicz (1992, 234), the period from the early 1860s to 
the early 1890s, taken as a whole, contained a literature that was neither 
fully provincial nor yet fully national, whence the use of Russian in some 
�����"�� ��������� ��� $������� �������� ��� ��� #������ q��"��� ����;� �����
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language, one had to make it not only variegated dialectally (the hori-
zontal dimension) but also historically (the vertical dimension). His 
ambitious language program was premised on the positivist model that 
was perceived by the romanticists in Dnieper Ukraine and the younger 
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��������������
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geration to say that, in this respect, Kuliš was ahead of many of his 
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values, the world, and attitudes of learning and Enlightenment. All this 
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they Russian or European, as well as the range of his translations from the 
Bible to Shakespeare, and his fundamental concern for a rational and 
structured, not metaphysical and nativist, vision of Ukrainian culture, 
especially in his later views (Grabowicz 1992, 237; Danylenko 2009b, 
��{�	��{�~�{���

In a sense, the transcendental values of the Bible and Shakespeare 
became exemplary in the language program of Kuliš, with the Bible being 
a source of the biblical high style and Shakespeare a source of the secular 
high style. In the eyes of Kuliš, the universalism of these works was likely 
to reveal their twofold nature. They could not only enlighten his compa-
����� 	�� �
��� ��
�� ������ �� ��
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������� 
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faithfully rendering the intricacies of reasoning and feeling in Ukrainian. 
Using such a literary language as a learning tool, the Ukrainians would be 
able to appropriate elements of universal culture and literature through 
translations of classical works. According to Kuliš and his advocates, 
such translations were ultimately destined to become an integral part of 
Ukrainian culture. And indeed, they are still of paramount importance 
today when, as in Kuliš’s time, it is necessary to demonstrate the identity 
��������"�������
��������
��"��"��q'����;�{}|���{|����

This is why Kuliš’s translations are not analyzed in this book from 
the point of view of their faithfulness or aesthetic quality. The book 
�������������������������������
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nineteenth century. These products are of particular importance since, 
back in Kuliš’s time, they would delineate the functional range of both 
biblical and secular varieties of the high style in new literary Ukrainian. 
In other words, questions of textual reliability and faithfulness, in partic-
�
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book is placed, instead, on the systematic description of language forms 
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This book may be viewed as a linguistic biography of Kuliš only in 
part. It is also concerned with a comparative study of a wide array of other 
Ukrainian authors who were engaged in translating the Bible and 
Shakespeare. Since this book deals primarily with the internal history of 
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ucts, comparison with parallel translations in other neighboring (e.g., 
Bohemian, Polish, or Russian) cultures will be minimal. Only cases of 
direct cultural and ideological impact, especially in the case of some 
western European and Russian translations and their discussion in biblical 
studies, will be taken into consideration. A thorough study of the Ukrainian 
translations of the Bible and Shakespeare in their connections with the 
����
������ ����� ���� ������ ���� ��� �

� �
����� 
��"��"���� ��� ��� �� 	��
written. In sum, the approach chosen in this book is hardly more than a 
springboard for the integral history of the new Ukrainian literary language 
one can only dream of today.

The choice of the Bible and Shakespeare by Kuliš was not random at 
all. Neither was it random in the case of this book. The language used by 
Kuliš is quintessentially exemplary and consistent with his vision of the 
��
������������������� ��� ������������ ���
����"��������"������� ��� ���
national movement. Overall, the language of Kuliš’s translations is likely 
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tion of national identity and function as a strategy to ensure acculturation 
of the Ukrainian people. Needless to say, a study of the language of 
Kuliš’s translations can hardly substitute for an exhaustive description of 
his contribution to the formation of literary Ukrainian in the nineteenth 
century. However, a perusal of the linguistic dimension both of Kuliš’s 
scriptural and secular translations, supplemented by a discussion of the 
time and people engaged in their assessment, may prove crucial to tracing 
the contours of a full and complete picture of the development of literary 
Ukrainian from the mid-nineteenth century onward.

A special comment is due here about the terminological challenges 
faced by those who are interested in the history of literary Ukrainian. The 
history of literary languages, the Ukrainian language among them, is not 
a new discipline. Its study usually focuses on the written language in 
���������
������������
����"�����
�������
������������;�����
���������
quite rarely in other genres. Though due to different reasons, literary 
Ukrainian in both Austria-Hungary and tsarist Russia in the late nine-
teenth century was a standardized language in the making. That is, it was 
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a written language utilized in only a limited number of functional domains, 
particularly in Dnieper Ukraine. This is why, even for the written language 
used in Russian-ruled Ukraine, which theoretically was the standard 
language of the entire country, the designation of “standardized language” 
can be made only with great reservation. There was a certain norm of 
���"���	��������������������������������������
��������	�������������
was no authority to prescribe it (Shevelov 1989, 18). In this book, there-
fore, a more traditional and less “prescriptive” term (i.e., “literary 
language”) will be used in reference to a written language undergoing 
��
��
������"�����������������	;�����������	;������q�����<��
����
��
�������q$���
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Additionally, a terminological distinction between “Rusian” and 
“Ruthenian” is maintained throughout this book. The Latin-based term 
“Ruthenian” is reserved for both the rus´kyj jazyk��(Rusian language) and 
the prostaja mova (plain language) employed in the Grand Duchy of 
Lithuania and, later, in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth from the 
fourteenth through the seventeenth centuries (Danylenko 2006a). Leaving 
aside discussion of these terms in the context of the linguistic and cultural 
patrimony of pre-modern Ukrainian and Belarusian peoples, I will resort 
to the term prostaja mova in order to refer to the vernacular standard that 
antedated the appearance of a new vernacular-based literary language in 
the early nineteenth century in Dnieper Ukraine and, though with some 
reservations, in Austrian-ruled Ukraine (Danylenko 2008a, 2008b). Using 
this term will allow me to emphasize the genetic continuity of the vernac-
�
������"� �������� ���� �	������� ��� ��� prostaja mova and later fully 
developed in new literary Ukrainian as early as the eighteenth century 
q$���
��������|	��������{{	�����~������������;�����{}�}��

For the nineteenth century, the learned form “Ruthenian” is used in 
those contexts which deal with results of regional language mixing 
(commonly labeled ����!���), including bookish elements extant from the 
Middle Ukrainian period, as used in Galicia, Transcarpathia, and 
Bukovyna. In these lands in the early eighteenth century, the Greek 
Catholic clergy who found themselves the only defenders of a separate 
Ruthenian regional identity advanced the idea of one literary language, 
based on Church Slavonic, though with a wide range of admixtures 
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cial name of the Ukrainian language in Austria-Hungary was “Ruthenian” 
(Gr. Ruthenisch). One implication of the name “Ruthenian” was a certain 
��"���� ��� ���<������������ ��� �������� ����������� ���� J�������
Ukrainians. In the literary language this provided some authorization for 
the preservation of local linguistic peculiarities and for the development 
of a regional variety of Ukrainian within Austria (Shevelov 1989, 24). 
Instead of the learned form “Ruthenian,” the indigenous term “Rusian” is 
used in all possible ethno-linguistic and socio-political contexts, covering 
the regional (western Ukrainian) language and their speakers viewed in 
the pan- Ukrainian perspective. The use of this designation makes it also 
possible to distinguish the Rusians, i.e., the Galician Ukrainians, from the 
Rusyns, or the local population of Ukrainian origin in Transcarpathia and 
Bukovyna (Danylenko 2009a, 2009d). 

Terminologically, another special case is “Little Russian,” occurring 
��� ����
��
�� 
�������� ��������� ��� ���;������� ���� ����� ����� ���
Hetmanate (Cossack Ukraine) and Sloboda Ukraine (Plokhy 2006, 
��}~��������������&���������������*�������
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ence to the population of the Hetmanate, who were often called “Little 
Russians” ��� ������
� ��������� ����� ��� ���������� ������� ��������
Along similar lines, their language was referred to as “Little Russian,” in 
opposition to “Great Russian,” used by Russian speakers in Muscovy 
and, subsequently, in the Russian Empire. It should be recalled, however, 
�������������������
��������Q�������;�q�{��{������������������	-
lished the tradition of viewing the Little Russians and the Great Russians 
as brothers who together constitute a family. Only later did Muscovite 
Rus´, rooted in its dynastic and patrimonial way of thinking, accept such 
a vision of unity q�	������}�~�}{�����������	������
��	��������O�����
in the opposition of Great Russian and Little Russian as describing, in 
particular, the socio-linguistic distribution of the Russian and Ukrainian 
languages as used in the Russian Empire.

Interestingly, still honored by the populists in nineteenth-century 
Ukraine, this distinction was also endorsed by Kuliš at the beginning of 
his literary career. Somewhat later, however, he came up with another 
opposition, Old Rusian (��������!���) versus New Rusian (�������!���), 
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that is, literary Ukrainian whose tradition is traced back to the period of 
Kyivan Rus´ versus literary Russian, a newly created language with a 
younger (Muscovite) tradition (Kuliš 1914). Accordingly, in harmony 
with Kuliš’s conception, the term “Old Rusian” is employed, in this book, 
to label the language and culture of Kyivan Rus´ (�����
���{}�}����~�����
As far as the name “Ukrainian” is concerned, it is used throughout the 
text as an umbrella term avant la lettre, overlapping semantically with the 
modern understanding of this romantic concept wholly embraced by 
Kuliš in his conception of new literary Ukrainian.

As this book will show, the language of Kuliš is a unique aggregate 
of various elements belonging to different style registers and periods in 
the history of Ukrainian. In addition to bookish (Ruthenian) and Church 
Slavonic elements, as well as numerous borrowings, Kuliš’s language is 
comprised of both vernacular and dialectal forms and constructions. In 
our book, the term “vernacular” is reserved for the description of collo-
quial (plain) phenomena in general, thus largely referring to urban speech 
patterns of the cultivated class (intelligentsia). All things “dialectal” are 
generally viewed in the light of dialectal geography, thus dealing primarily 
with products of rural speech patterns. 

Finally, a word on textual sources and linguistic examples is warranted 
at this point. In a work of this nature, representation of some textual 
���������������������	��
��"�����������������������"���������
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quotations appear as a rule in their original spelling. The modernized 
orthography is reproduced only as rendered in the source being quoted. In 
the interest of space, some short titles, especially in translations of biblical 
books, include elisions that are not indicated. In the case of direct corre-
spondences, all English quotations from the Bible are supplied from the 
����������̀ ��"�������Y�������������>�
��Q�	
��q�������+�
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1977). Unless noted, all other translations accompanied by grammatical 
annotation are my own, including examples excerpted from Kuliš’s trans-
lations of both the Bible and Shakespeare. Direct correspondences in the 
latter case are provided from The Complete Plays and Poems of William 
Shakespeare. A New Text Edited With Introduction and Notes By William 
Allan Neilson and Charles Jarvis Hill q>��"����=��O������������{}�����
If no direct equivalent of a Ukrainian form is found in the English original, 
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the former word is glossed accordingly and a page number or folio (recto 
or verso) is provided only for the corresponding Ukrainian translation.

All transliterations are made in accordance with the publisher’s 
������������
���������
��������������������O����"��������
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sound patterns behind some similar characters. For all linguistic exam-
ples, the author distinguishes between the jers before their loss (shift) in 
the late twelfth to early thirteenth centuries and after. For the former case, 
one makes use of the signs "�(back jer) and #�(front jer), while for the 
latter case, the corresponding Cyrillic letters are rendered by prime acutes 
(i.e., $�and ´ ���������
����!��=���
����������������
�����&��*�& �*�����
&¡*���������
������������

�����i, y, and %. If necessary, phonetic repre-
sentations appear between square brackets ([]) or, in rare cases, in italics. 
Throughout the book the scholarly transliteration system is used to cite 
separate examples, while excerpts from literary texts are rendered in the 
original. Most of the personal, geographical, and ethnic names are given 
��������"������������
���������������������������������������������
are currently located, hence “Kyiv” instead of “Kiev” or “Rusian” instead 
of “Ruthenian,” although “Gogol” instead of “Hohol´.”

It is my hope that this book, addressing different audiences, lays one 
��� ��� ���� 	������ ��� ��� _������ ����
������� ��� ��
�� ��� ��� ����� ���
Kuliš’s language but also in the history of literary Ukrainian in the nine-
teenth century. Introducing Kuliš’s translations to Western readership will 
stimulate scholarly interest in the language and literature of Ukrainians as 
well as provide a model for the direction of future scholarship in Ukrainian 
language and literature.
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1 Exploring Psalmody

THE BOOK OF PSALMS

From 1869 to 1871, during his travels to Austria, Italy, and Germany, Kuliš 
was already working on a translation of the Holy Scriptures. There is some 
��������� ��� ��� 	�"��� ���� ����
����� ���;��� �����"� ���� "���������
�����������������������
�����	������{|�������{|���q`�
�j���¤�
�/�����;��
}�~}���������������
�����������
���{|������������������������"����������
edition of a collection of sermons composed in Little Russian by Vasyl´ 
>��/�
���/�q{�}{~{|����q=������������������������������������������
Warsaw after the defeat of the Polish uprising in 1863 was provided by the 
Russian government and by Kuliš’s friends who had close ties to it. 
Condemned by some of his compatriots, who treated his service in Warsaw 
as springing from a servile desire to please his Russian masters, his govern-
ment career was, from certain points of view, very fast-paced and 
����������q'����;�{}|���{��~{�������������������������������������
$����	���{|��������������������������
�������������
�����"������������
�����
����������������
������������������������"������������������������
Spiritual Affairs. A good salary and a great deal of spare time enabled him 
to work in local libraries and archives, peering over Polish historical 
accounts of the Cossack wars. These he would later, though somewhat 
��������

��������������;�����
���������
��������������������������
����-
ings, such as Istorija vossoedinenija Rusi q>������������J��������������
Rus´), published in three volumes in 1874 and 1877 (ibid.).

Indeed, from the late 1860s onward, Kuliš was almost completely 
��"�"��� ��� ��� ����
�������� ���>�
�������������>��������� �������;���
primarily as an enlightening, rather than religious, mission. In a letter of  

CHAPTER

1
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�������	���{|������
�����>�����q{|��~{|}{������������&!��������������
not religion but philology [slovesnist´]” (Kuliš to Hatcuk, 49). As early as 4 
��"��� {|�|�� ��� �� 
���� �� �
��������� `��;�����´��;� q{|��~{||���� ���
�������������������������������������
��������������������
�����������
Pentateuch q`�
�j���`��;�������;����������$���
������
��������������
�-
��������	�
�
�������������"�������
��������������`�
�j���������� ���
fast pace of his work three months later, in another letter of 29 November 
1868 to Ivan Xyl´/������;� q1819~1899), an old friend and a countryman 
�����+�%���q¤�
´/�����;��+����
�"����������	����������
��������;����̀ �
�j�
boasted that he was learning Hebrew and had “translated the fourth part of 
the Bible from the best translations, and in addition almost the entire book of 
Psalms in verse (already 107 psalms)” (Kuliš to Xil´/�����;��90~91). Kuliš 
also wrote that Psalm 1 had by that time appeared in the Lviv periodical 
Pravda, �����������������������
����������� �����������������������
���
of the Psalter, and Moses’s two songs, were to be published soon. “Let our 
����������������������¥�*�������
�����������������������������������
translating the Song of Songs and “explained it, following Herder, whom I 
have been scrutinizing, as well as much else pertinent to the Bible” (ibid.).

From the outset, Kuliš intended to offer poetic paraphrases of the 
Hebrew Scriptures in Ukrainian, in particular of the book of Psalms, 
������ ���
�� ��O��� ���� ������� ��� ��� ��"�� ��
�� ��� ��� ���� ����������
literary language. He was working passionately and assiduously, while 
producing translation after translation, thus laying the groundwork for the 
creation of the Ukrainian Bible. In 1868, in the periodical Pravda, Kuliš 
published anonymously Psalm 1 (Psal´ma 1) and Psalm 13 (Psal´ma 13). 
As he added in the aforementioned letter to Ivan Xyl´/���´��;�� ���
published in the same year, again anonymously and in the same news-
paper, two of Moses’s songs, Musijeva pisnja (Moses’s Song) and 
Peredsmertnja pisnja Musijeva (Dying Moses’s Song) (Pisni), which also 
appeared as a book, Dvi Musijevi pisni (Two of Moses’s Songs).

In the next year, 1869, in addition to the paraphrases of Psalms 15 
(Psal´ma 15) and 16 (Psal´ma 16), Kuliš published Yov q���	���������	��
(Yov, Pravda; Yov, 1869; Yov)1 and Pentatevx Musijevyj (Pentateuch) as a 

1 The word-initial y in the name Yov (Ukr. &'() was pronounced as i and not the glide j. 
The iambic pentameter of the syllabic structure proves that the syllable-initial vowel 
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supplement to the Lviv periodical Pravda q�������{~������

�������������
���������
��{����������������������������������
��J��;��!����������
year, Pentatevx Musijevyj was reprinted under the somewhat pretentious 
title, Svjate Pys´mo, abo vsja Byblyja staroho y novoho Zavitu, rus´ko-ukra-
����������������)�����*����(The Holy Scripture, or the Complete Bible 
of the Old and New Testaments, Translated into the Rusian-Ukrainian 
Language; Pentatevx), under the auspices of the editorial board of the 
Galician newspaper Pravda�q���������;�{}���������~�����������~���������
����

���������
�����{|�{��`�
�j�����
���������������������
�����������
Psalter, 
��������+��������/�����0�*����(The Psalms or the Book of God’s 
��������������������������������������������������'����q'������;�{|||��
165). Kuliš was particularly proud of his Psaltyr, which was subsequently 
reprinted several times in different publications and collections of his 
������q`���
;���{}�}�����~��������������
����������������
����������
Prosvita edition of 1909 (Psaltyr��J��;��

Doubtlessly, this was a series of groundbreaking publications 
heralding a new era in scriptural translation in the Ukrainian lands. It is 
not at all curious that, long before these publications, Kuliš included in 
his elementary primer Hramatka (1857, 2nd ed. 1861) anonymous para-
��������������
���{�����������{���q`�
�j�{|������~�����
���|~{���{�~�����
In fact, they were excerpted from one of the closing pieces of the collec-
tion Try lita q������������� ��� ������ ���/������ ���������"� ��� ���
���
����
����	��������������{|��~{|���	����	
��������
��������������

�
edition of the poet’s Kobzar in 1860.

���������������
�����������
��"��"��������/�����������������������
the abovementioned translations of Kuliš seems to speak to a strong 

was stressed, as evidenced from the following line: 
�!������3������4���!�, as opposed 
to 
�!������������4���!���&=�����������	������������������	
�����������*�qYov����~����
��	��}�{�������������<�����

����������������������"
����q+��
�������������{������
271). No doubt, this syllabic structure was originally set forth by Kuliš (Yov, 79). 
Incidentally, while working on the second (poetic) translation of this book, Kuliš intro-
duced another transliteration, with the prothetic h, whence Hyjob (Kuliš to Biloborodov, 
90; Hyjob). The latter transliteration was clearly patterned on Hiob, used in the German 
Bible at least since the time of Martin Luther’s translation. Not surprisingly, the same 
transliteration is found in the Bible translated by Eduard Reuß, Das Alte Testament: 
übersetzt, eingeleitet und erläutert, which came off the press in Braunschweig in 
{|}�~{|}��qJ��¦���������������
���
�������
���	��`�
�j�
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vernacularizing tendency in Kuliš’s stylistics. Nevertheless, despite a 
distinct limitation of Church Slavonicisms in his translations in compar-
������������/��������������������`�
�j���
��"��"�����"�������������
���������
��������������/����������
��{���������	
���������Hramatka 
(Kuliš 1857, 41), as an example, I counted therein only four obvious 
Church Slavonicisms: spasy (2 sg. imp.) “to save” (4x), vospoju (1 sg. 
non-past) “to sing unto” (Biblija 1862, 278v), blaha “bounties,” and zlyi 
(pl.) “vicious,” that is, “those that trouble me” (Ps 13) as a substitute for 
the more morphologically complex ���*����!��� (pl.) with the same 
meaning in the Church Slavonic translation (Biblija 1862, 278v). By 
contrast, in addition to changes in its rhetoric and poetic devices, Kuliš’s 
translation of the same psalm appears to be written predominantly in the 
vernacular stylistic key. The Church Slavonic undercurrent is fed by the 
lexeme dokoli, transferred from the Church Slavonic translation with the 
question word 3����5� &���� 
��"*� ����� ��� ��� ���� 
���� qBiblija 1862, 
278v; Ps 13). Instead of zlyi, as ������/������`�
�j��������������!�����3��
“vicious people,” with a long naturalized (vernacularized) intensive form 
in 6��!6 (Kurylo 1960, 18), and instead of blaho���������dobro “bounty.” 
!���������������������`�
�j����������������O���������	�spastysja “to 
save, survive” (spasus´ 1 sg. non-past) in a biblical context, a word 
������
�� ����� �� ��� ���� ��� ��� �������
��� q>���/��� ���|�~�|���� 
A similar distribution is observed in the language of Psalms 53 and 132.

Yet a more nuanced picture is gleaned from Kuliš’s early paraphrases 
when compared with translations made by his predecessors, in particular by 
Petro Hulak-Artemovs´��;� q{�}�~{|���� ���� =���;
�� =��������/�
q{|��~{|����� ���� �������

�� ������ ���/����� q{|{�~{|�{��� ���� ��� ���
founders of modern Ukrainian literature and language (Bilenky 2012, 299).

ALEXANDRINE VERSE OR TROCHAIC FOOT?

In the years 1857 and 1858, a fabulist, scholar, and translator of classical 
literature, Petro Hulak-Artemovs´��;����������������
���}{��{����{����
{�}�� ���� {��� q>�
���� ���~����� ������ >����"� "������ �������� ������
�
acclaim after their publication in the early twentieth century, these 
������������ ����� ��		��� &§��� ��¨� ���"��*� q��������� {}���� {������ ����
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“succinct, often clearly carved” (Zerov 1960, 156). With a colloquial 
style used to render the lofty poetic texture of the Church Slavonic 
Vorlage, these translations were laconic and aphoristic. “Full of deep 
internal energy and expression, exquisitely worked-up” (M. Moskalenko 
2006 1/2, 181), Hulak-Artemovs´��;��� ���
��� ����� ������ ��� ���
Alexandrine verse form that was the most popular measure in French 
dramatic and narrative poetry during the seventeenth century, reaching its 
��"��������
��������������"����������������������

�����������J�������
Zerov (1960, 157) concluded rightly that Hulak-Artemovs´��;� ����
produced the best Alexandrine verse in Ukrainian poetry, and cited specif-
���

��������
�
����������������������������
��}{�

Hulak-Artemovs´kyj’s Translation Kuliš’s Translation

§�«�«�¨�¬®�®¯�°±®±�²³µ¶·¸¯¸�²¹�

º�²»µ¼µ®½�¾µ¿µ��Àµ�°®µ½�¸®�²³À®¯¸�²¹�

Áµ³Âµ² ÃÄ�¸®�Åµ¿µ��³µ²»ÆÇ¯½�¾µ¿µ�

¬�³Â ¿µ¶·�¼Æ¶Æ�À�® °��À¯ÈÆÂ ÃÄ�²¹�Åµ¿µ�

º�ÂµÀ¸±¶Æ�ÈÆÂ¼Æ��µ¶�79;<=> ?@<(=F,

ÁÂµ²»¯¸»½�¶®·�¾µ¿µ��¶®·�¶µ�¶®·¸�³Â ¼¯¸»½�

É�¶¸Â�¾µ¿µ�È ÃÄÃ¹�¹�Â¯Ê°�µ¼²¯ÈÆ�

É�¸²·°�°µÊ�®¯¶�® °�G7<G�O#OQ�³µË¯ÈÆ��

(Hulak, 421)

¬®�®¯�°±®±�X7'(<[,

¹�À¯<Ã±�¾µ¿µ�4?@<(=F,

�G7<GX�¾µ¿µ�µ¶�\X]>,

¼µ�°¹�°µÊ�¸®�»½¼ ÃÄ�

7^>?'(9�°±®±�³µÅÆ½�

µÀµ¸Æ²Ä�¶µ�¾µ¿µ�¸�_X?4,

¶µ¸¿ ¾�¸Ë�¾µ°Æ�¶¯ÂÆ½�

�³Ì»½�¾µ°Æ�G7<G9OO[� 

(Psaltyr��J��;����}�

§{��Í�Q������� ��� ���� ��� ���� 
���� ����� ���� ��������� ��

� !� ��
�����

him: I will set him on high, because he hath known my name.

�«{��Í�!���

�	����������������	
���!���

���
������������������������

�«{��Í�_���
��"�
������

�!�������������������������������
������¨�q���}{�

The extract from Hulak-Artemovs´��;��� ����
����� 
����� ������-
larly classicist from the metric point of view and in its stylistic coloring. 
What is striking, however, is that Church Slavonicisms are hardly used by 
Hulak-Artemovs´��;�� >�� �������� �������� �� �������
��� �������� ��� ����
chief technique in designing the high style of new literary Ukrainian. 
Overall, the verbal means of his psalm are unusually modest: there are no 
borrowings, no vulgarisms, no patent Church Slavonicisms, apart from a 
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few bookish (Church Slavonic by origin) forms like �)����´nja “salva-
tion,” )�!��´ “grief,” and zbavyty “to deliver, save.” The lexical material 
is clearly appropriate for the biblical narration, folding into a philosoph-
ical generalization about spiritual salvation. Yet the loftiness of the style 
is accomplished exclusively by a formal technique that was highly appre-
��������������������	��=���
��Î�����������������������������������
��
twentieth century.

������	
�����`�
�j���
�����
�����<���������������
��������������
translation made by Hulak-Artemovs´��;���
���"�������������	��������
in particular Church Slavonic, elements is somewhat larger in Kuliš’s 
paraphrase. All this is hardly accidental, since Kuliš was more experi-
mental in new linguistic forms. His metric foot is different, however. To 
begin with, Kuliš’s paraphrase reads somewhat lighter, closer to the spirit 
of a folk song; however, it is also written in regular trochees, a metric foot 
������
��"������
�����������������������������������������������
extensively used in Ancient Greek and Latin tragedy and comedy in a 
form that was particularly favored by Plautus and Terence, known as 
trochaic catalectic tetrameter. 

With regard to rhetorical and linguistic devices, Hulak-Artemovs´��;���
translations are marked by an obvious vernacularizing tendency applied in 
tandem with the nascent indigenous classicist tradition. By contrast, Kuliš’s 
paraphrases were largely oriented toward the blending of heterogeneous 
elements. To illustrate the stylistically uniform elements of Hulak- 
Artemovs´��;��� 
��"��"��� ���� ���� ������� ����� �������
��� 
������� ���
pryhoda “occasion,” najmyt (m.), �����!���(f.) “farm-hand,” pani “mistress,” 
pan´skyj “manorial,” neboha “poor woman,” 3����������“to annoy” (Hulak, 
��{~����������"��������������������
�"���
����������������"�������-
tion are diminutives like ��*3�!�� “want” and !������“arrogant person” 
(ibid.). No wonder that all these lexemes, with the exception of WUkr. and 
NUkr. 3��������� with the š ~ s O���������������	��_����
�����q�����
���
1979, 740), are found in the burlesque Enejida of the founding father of 
������� ���������� 
��������� !���� `�
;��������;� q{��}~{|�|�� qEnejida, 
Index, 101, 106, 109, 119, 142, 196). These lexemes are also attested in 
>������;� `����<������;��������� 
��"��"�� q`������ {���|�� ��{}��� �����
�|�~�|������������ !����� (m./f. sg.) next to the Russianism !������ q��;���
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&����"��*� q�	��������}���� �
���`����<������;��������� ��"����
�����
nan´myt, �����!��� &����<����*� q�	����� ����{~����� �������� ���� 
���
��
from the verb nanjaty &������*�q>���/���{�{��{��qJ����nanjat´).

Additionally, a conspicuous lack of the relative pronoun kotryj in 
>�
��<����������;������������������������
��
������������!����������
used the relativizer �!�, as found in the relative clause �!������*��������
nebi “that dwellest in the heavens” (Ps 123), in place of the active present 
participle used in the Church Slavonic version *����!��� (m. dat.) na 
nebesy “dwelling in the heavens” (Hulak, 421). Kuliš deemed it neces-
sary in this case to employ agentive nouns, appearing more neutral and 
less colloquial, in the stylistic framework of his translation: nebesnyj 
*�������`���“celestial dweller and tsar.” Apparently, he viewed the nouns 
as more appropriate for the biblical context than the relative clause found 
commonly in the southeastern Ukrainian vernacular.

>�
��<����������;�������
�����������
��{���������������������
��"�
q>�
����������J���
���������

�����
����������������������������������
��������������������	��`�
�j������������

�����/��������������
��������
one of the clearest examples of a vernacular standard that was cultivated in 
Sloboda Ukraine and in the former Hetmanate in the nineteenth century 
q$���
��������|���=���;���{}}�������� ����
��	���� ��������� ���������
that, as early as 1861, this language variety was not yet unanimously treated 
as a unifying factor. Moreover, the concept of standard language was still 
��"�������"����
�������!�������������&����;��
��<�����������
��*�������
�����������������/��������������������������"�������������$�������
���

����
���������������
��O��������"���� ������������� ���&������-
ality” and “lifelessness” of the Galician language. Yet, as Kuliš surmised in 
1861, it was not clear whether the Dnieper variety would ultimately serve 
as the literary language of all Ukrainians since talented new writers could 
easily begin writing in their local dialects (q��5����258~259).

!�� >�
��<����������;��� ����
������ ���� ����� �����
� �����������
Ukrainian lexical forms. For instance, there is an excessive use of diminu-
tives like vkupci “together” and +�������“brothers.” In this respect, deserving 
of attention is a colloquial and somewhat “old-fashioned” idiomatic expres-
sion, skazat´ prymirom k slovu, that means “for example, by the way,” 
which creates the authoritative yet cordial atmosphere of biblical narration 
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(Strixa 2006, 56). The same vernacular-based stylistic framework is 
discerned in the morphology. Even in such a short translation, one discovers 
��O��������������"������������������������������;�"������������������
���	�
�������������������
����q=���;�������������q��"���������� “to run 
down” next to kapa “to descend” and pada “to go down”). Surprisingly, 
����� ��� 	�� ���� ����������� ��;�����
� ����� ��� >�
��<����������;���
paraphrase: �!�������� (sg. n.) “happy” (Hulak, 422).2

������������������`�
�j��������/�������������������
������������
���
�������������������/����������������������������	
��������������	����
mentioned, in Kuliš’s primer Hramatka, while Kuliš included his own para-
phrase in the complete translation of the Psalter published in 1871 under the 
���� ����� ���
�� J��;�� ���/������� ����
����� ��� ���
��� ���� ���������
bookish and Church Slavonic elements such as myro dobrovonnje “odorous 
ointment,” ryzy dorohyi “precious garments,” �������$� �������3���$�
(dat.) “reptiles,” vocarytcja (3 sg. non-past) “to rule, govern,” and espe-
cially omety “skirts” (Kuliš 1857, 43; LLP, 2:541). Among morphological 
���������������������"����������������������
�q�������������
���
���;��-
tives: ����� “embroidered,” dorohyi “precious,” Ermons´kyi “of Her´-mon,” 
svjatyi “holy,” vysokyi “high,” and Syons´kyi “of Zi´-on.” The use of such 
forms is one of the most characteristic features of the poet’s language. In 

2 Most of the above observations can be easily applied to a translation or, rather, a 
paraphrase of Psalm 136 made by ������J��������;�q{|��~{|�������������������
typical representatives of the populist trend in the Ukrainian literature of the nine-
����� ������� qJ��������;� {}�|��� ���

��

�� �������� ���� ����������� ��������� ���
{|�|����������
��������
������
������>�
��<����������;�������
������������
����
������� 	������ J��������;��� ����
����� ���� ������������ ����� 	�� >�
��<
����������;� ;���������������� ;��� �� ����� ��� 
��"��"������ ��� ��������������
premised on the same southeastern dialects coupled with pronounced folkloric and 
�������
���������������������������������
��������

�����J��������;�������������
���� !�� ��� ����	�
����� ������� �� ���������husli i cymbaly “psaltery and cymbals” 
(ibid., 299). In the morphology, the poet uses uncontracted forms like tiji “those” or 
���*����� [vorohy¨� &�������
� �������*� q�	����� �}}~����������

��� ���� ����
�� ���� ���
pair Jerusalym ~ Rusalym (ibid.) used in tune with the so-called euphonic processes 
and triggering alternations like ihra ~ hra “play” and the like in the fourteenth century 
q�����
���{}�}���|����}�~��{��Ð���	�;������
��{}�}��{}|~������_������������
�
�	���J��������;�������������� ��� ��� �� ��������� ��� ���	��� ������������ �
��-
nating female and male rhyme, a metrical foot also employed, with a classicist 
coloring, by Kuliš in his paraphrase of Psalm 13.
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comparison with other Ukrainian writers of that period, the ratio of 
�����������������������/�����������������������
��
����"�����������
�
��������������
���O�����������������
������������
�������������_������
more remarkable is that the presence of such forms became even more 
tangible in his later writings, a fact that, according to Tymošenko (1971, 
199), speaks for their normalized status in the poet’s idiom.

Hulak-Artemovs´kyj’s Translation ��������	
 Translation

Ñ±°¯ ¸È± ËÂ¯²Åµ· »½¶²ÄËµ·�¸�²Ä¸Ã· ¶µ»·,

ºË ¸ËÆ³Ò· ¼Â¯Ã·Ë  È ¸ÆÃÄ ³µ ¼µÈ¾ ¸µ»·.

Ó¯Ë \>^' ¶µÂµ¿± » ²® ÃÄ ®¯ ¿µ»µ¸,

Áµ Ô¯Âµ®µ¸¾ ²Ã·Ë¯Ê ¼µÂµ¶·

É�Ë¯³¯ ®¯ ¾µ¿µ µ¶±ÈÆ ²¯ÊÃµ¸Æ;

Ó¯Ë ¯ÊÂ°µ®²ÄË¯¹, G]<?<_#  

{7^>\4^'\�]�²»µ¸Æ,

Õµ²¯ 7<|<�¸�¿µÂ¯Ç ²µ®²ÄË Ç�À� 

Ö°µËÂ Ç Ç°¯Â;

Ó¯Ë��®¯ ·Ç Âµ² ÃÄ À ®±¼¯ ¼µÈ ¾ ¶¯Â,

Ô�À�® ° ×¯²» ¸±Ê È ÃÄÃ¹�¾� 

Ö@=<}'G='(9O#OQ,

É�¼Æ¶± ¸Ë�¸�Å±²Ã  ·Ç�Æ�»½¶±¾ °±®Ä®¹. 

Öq>�
¯�������

Ø �Ê�×µ ËÂ¯×±, »ÆÅÅ±�¸�²¸Ã,

ºË ÆËÆ³ È Ã ,

Ù�¼Â¯Ãµ° ¶µ¼Â ° ¶µ¼Âµ ³±¸®±

ÁµÀ®¯ÃÄ, ®± ¶» Ã ?

ºËµ \>^' |'@^'('OO[

Ù�¿µ»µ¸  Å±²Ã®µ·

Ñ¯ ¼µÂµ¶Æ Ô¯Âµ®½

Ú³¯¶¯Ê Âµ²µ½

É�®¯ Ì Ã  '\9_>

�>?> |'^'}>4;

Ô¼µ Âµ²  �^\'OG#]>4

Ñ¯ G(Q_>4 ¿µÂ 

�>G']>4, �>'OG#]>4

Ú³¯¶¯½ÃÄ� �Ã¸µÂ¹ÃÄ

Ûµ¼Âµ _(<^Q\ ?9\O'^'|O>\

Ü�À±°»�� �»½¶¹°:

ÝÃÃ¯Ë ¼Â¯Ã¸ ¼»¯¿ Ç Ú¸µÇ

Þµ²³µ¶Ä ®± À¯¼Æ¶±!

¬µÒ¯Â ÃÒ¹�¸�¶µ°Æ Ã Ç Ç

¬�²±°à Ã¾ ¸±» Ë¾

É�³µÌ»± ° ¶µ¼ÂÆ ¶µ»½

Ý¶ ¸Ë¯ ¶µ ¸Ë¯� (Kuliš 1857, 

43; ���/�����{}����{����~����

Kuliš’s version, on the other hand, is shorter and seems to be modeled 
on the Church Slavonic version.
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Kuliš’s Translation Church Slavonic Translation

áµ�À¯�¶µ¼Â±��×µ�À¯�»½¼µ
¸²·°�¼Â¯Ã¯°�ÆËÆ³�È Ã ¥
°µ¸�ÔÂµ®µ¸�³¯ÇÆ× °
° Âµ°�¿µ»µ¸Æ�°¯²Ã Ã �
»½¼µ�³¯Çµ×·�²Ã·Ë¯½ÃÄ
®¯�¼Â¯¶Æ��¼Â¯¶Æ�ÔÂµ®½�
Ã¯Ë�âÂ°µ®²ÄË�Âµ² �ËÂµ³»¹ÃÄ
¿µÂÆ�ÃÆÅ®Æ½�Úµ®½�
ËÂµ³»¹ÃÄ�ÀÃ Ç¯�� �®±�²¹Ë®ÆÃÄ
¼»¯¿µ¶¯Ã®·�ãµÈ�ÂË ��
Æ�¼»¯¿ Ç�¼Â¯Ã¸�¶µ²Ã¯ÃË 
®±�³µ°±®Ì¯½ÃÄ�¸µ�¸Ë �� 
(Psaltyr��J��;������

Cê@ xnj@ lj,hj@6 bÊkb@ xnj@ rhfczj@6 zj 
tÊ’öt öb’nb ,hf’nïb dr¨’gä;  
�������	
���������6�������������
,hfl@¨6 ,hfl@¨ Ffh�����������	������
����	�������	���������!������
����
"�
�������������	�������	
��
#$�	���$�!�%�	����	�&��'(���	��
)�*+-�.�/�������	�$��&���&��	�0����
dä’rf7 
(Biblija 1862, 304)

[1.  Behold, how good and how pleasant it is for brethren to dwell 

together in unity!

2.  It is like the precious ointment upon the head, that ran down upon 

the beard, even Aa´-ron’s beard:

 that went down to the skirts of his garments;

3.  As the dew of Her´-mon, and as the dew that descended upon the 

mountains of Zi´-on: for there the Lord commanded the blessing, 

even life for evermore.] (Ps 133)

Permeated though with Church Slavonicisms, Kuliš’s paraphrase can 
����
�� ������� ���� >�
��<����������;��� ����
������ ������ ��������
only two lexical transfers from the Church Slavonic text of this psalm: 
myro “ointment” and blahosloven´nja “blessing” (Biblija 1862, 304r, Ps 
133). Kuliš’s leaning on the Church Slavonic translation can be illustrated 
by lexical and morphonological transfers from the Church Slavonic text 
that, most likely, was consulted by the writer. It is not therefore surprising 
������������
�� 
����na bradu, bradu Aronju “upon the beard, [even] 
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Aa´-ron’s beard” with the soft stem in the name Aaron´ borrowed from 
the Church Slavonic (Biblija 1862, 304r).

There are a few more Church Slavonicisms in Kuliš’s translation, such 
as ��!�����(acc. sg. f.) “fertile,” +����3�����(pl.) “blest” and blahyx (gen. pl.) 
“blessed,” the expression vo viky “for evermore” (ChSl. 3���5��), and a long 
naturalized (vernacularized) adverb, ukupi “together,” from ChSl. ���)5�
(Biblija 1862, 304r). Generally, these Church Slavonicisms have little effect 
on the biblical poem in the Ukrainian language (see Gillingham 1994, 
{}�~������������������"���������������	��
������������`�
�j���
��"��"��
looks moderately vernacularized and, in fact, exemplary in the context of the 
formation of new literary Ukrainian, especially of its high style. 

In sum, the language of Kuliš is at variance with that of Hulak-
����������;�������
��������������������������"��������������
������
language is premised on the southeastern Ukrainian vernacular with a 
minimum of Church Slavonic elements sometimes Ukrainianized beyond 
recognition, such as the diminutive ��*3�!�� “want” (Hulak, 422) without 
a new affricate in place of the dental d (Shevelov 1979, 629). Kuliš seems 
more fastidious and traditional and, at the same time, oriented toward the 
�������
���� ���
�� >�
��<����������;��� ���� ����� �� ����"�����
��
woven high style, based exclusively on the vernacular and designed for 
both religious and secular genres.

����������������������

A somewhat different picture arises in a comparison of Hulak-
����������;��� ���� �������

�� `�
�j��� 
��"��"�� ���� =��������/���
translations of twenty-nine psalms that appeared in the 1859 issue of his 
almanac �������`$�(A Ukrainian), that is, almost ten years before Kuliš 
published his translations.3 They demonstrate a variety of metrical values 

3 The translation of these psalms was based most likely on the Church Slavonic Bible 
and the Russian translation of the Psalter published in 1822 under the supervision 
of the Saint Petersburg Ecclesiastical Academy’s rector, subsequently metropolitan 
���=���������
����q$��������q$���
�������{�	��{����=��������/������	�
������
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�������	
�����������������
�
������������������������
���{��{{~{����|��
�{~�����{�����������|��|���{{���{��~{����{�|��{����{�{��{��������{���
were translated in a fourteen-syllable meter. Apart from Psalm 81, written 
in a popular metric foot, the rest of the psalms were translated in a variety 
of chorei. Taken as a whole, these psalms were translated, according to 
=���;
��=����
����� q������ä���{����� ���� &�� ��	��� 
��"��"����������
generally, corresponds to the fundamentals of the literary language.” In 
���������"�����������
�������
��"��"�������	��=��������/����������
��
������� ���� =����
����� q�	����� ��� =��������/��� ������������ ����
characterized by “exquisite vocabulary, stylistic skill,” and the use of 
folkloric devices coupled with the translator’s familiarity with old poetry, 
chants, and church koljadas���

� �����

�����=����
������� ;��������
=��������/��� ������������ ���� ���/������� �����
�� ����
������ ���
some psalms, though leaving aside Kuliš’s paraphrases allegedly marked 
	��&����������������������������*�����&��������������������������«�«�����
formal approaches” (ibid.).

��

�����
���
����`�
�j��������������������������������������������
�������������� ���� ��� ���������� ��������� ��� >��	�/��� ��������
� ���
salient linguistic features in Kuliš’s Psaltyr q>��	�/�{}||����~�����!����
not our goal here to undertake an exhaustive linguistic analysis of 
Kuliš’s psalmodic paraphrases, which appear rather as prolegomena to 
his future biblical translations, especially in the 1890s. Yet to gauge the 
innovative value of his early translations in the context of the formation 
���
��������������������������<����������������������
��	������-
able to compare some of Kuliš’s paraphrases with the translations made 
	��=��������/�

���
��{����������������������������������

that his translations of the psalms were more faithful to the original than those made 
	�����/�������������������
���"�������
�����������������
�������{|�=�����{|�}�
�� �å�� Y;�������;� q{�}�~{|�|��� =��������/� ����� �	��� ��� ��	
������� ���
Psalms 29, 35, 89, 93, and 101 in 1867 in ����!����, then a literary supplement to 
the Galician periodical Slovo; in addition, he appended a draft of his translation of 
Psalm 103 to the same letter, which brought the total number of the psalms trans-

����	��=��������/�������<����q>�
���j/������������|���
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[1.  Lord, who shall abide in thy tabernacle? Who shall dwell in thy 

holy hill?

2.  He that walketh uprightly, and worketh righteousness, and speak eth 

the truth in his heart.

3.  He that backbiteth not with his tongue, nor doeth evil to his neigh-

bour, nor taketh up a reproach against his neighbour.

4.  In whose eyes a vile person is contemned; but he honoureth them  

that fear the Lord. He that sweareth to his own hurt, and changeth 

not.

Kuliš’s Translation ���
������	
�����
���!��

Þµ²³µ¶ ��ÇÃµ�¼Æ¶±�È Ã 
æ�Ó¸µÊ°Æ�¶µ°ç
èÃµ�µ²¹¶±�®¯�Ó¸µÊ°Æ
�>'O4�²¸¹Ãµ°Æç
Óµ¾��ÇÃµ�Çµ¶ ÃÄ�O97'^';9O",
Õµ¼ ÃÄ�× ÂÆ�³Â¯¸¶Æ�
èÃµ�¶µ¼Âµ�Æ�²±ÂÒ�° ²» ÃÄ
æ¼µ¿µ°Æ�¼Â¯ÃÆ�
èÃµ�®Ëµ°Æ��³¶»±²Ã ¸Ì ²Ä�
Ù»¯�®±�À¯° Ì»¹Ê�
èÃµ�²Æ²¶µ¸�¶µËµÂµ°à
Ú±ÂÒ¹�®±�¸Â¯È¯Ê
èÃµ�»±¶¯Å Çà�®±®¯¸ ¶ ÃÄ
Ûµ¼Â Çà�³µ¸¯È¯Ê�
Ý¼Ò¹¸Ì ��À¯¼µÈ ¸Ì ²Ä�
Ú»µ¸¯�®±�»¯°¯Ê
èÃµ�¿ÂµÌ °¯�À¯³µ°¿Ì �
é ÌËÆ�®±�³Â ¾°¯Ê
ÝÃÃ¯Ë ¾�®Ëµ» �¸à�²¸Ã
Ú°ÆÃËÆ�®±�¶µÀ®¯Ê� 
(Psal´ma 15)

èÃµ<Èà��µ�Þµ²³µ¶ ��Ã¯°à�¼Æ¶±
¬à�¶µ°Æ�Ó¸µê°à�È Ã ç
èÃµ�¸à�Ã¸µ½�²¸¹ÃÆ½�¿µÂÆ
ëµÈ±�¶µ²ÃÆ³ Ã ç
Óµ¾��ÇÃµ�Å±²®µ�³Âµ¼Æ¸¯Ê�
¬²±�³µ�³Â¯¸¶ì Âµ¼ ÃÄ�
Ü�²¸¹ÃÆ½�³Â¯¸¶Æ�»½¶¹°à
Ùà�× Â¡°à�²±ÂÒ±°à�°µ¸ Ãà�
ºÀ¡Ëµ°à�²¸µí°à�®±�²ìÊ
�=9(9_��» Çµí�
Ú¸µí°à�¼» È®í°à�?=<�®±�ËµíÃÄ
Ü�íÇà�®±�À»µ²»µ¸ ÃÄ�
èÃµ�µ¶à�¸²ìÇà�¼µ¿µ³ÂµÃ ¸®¡Çà
ÝÅí�µ¶¸±ÂÃ¯Ê�
Ô�»½¶±¾�@=<}';9G_>(>�"
Ûµ¼Â±�³µ¸¯È¯Ê�
èÃµ��³µË»¹¸Ì ²Ä�²¸µ°Æ�¶ÂÆ¿Æ�
î¿µ�®±�ÀÂ¯È¯Ê�
ÚÂê¼»¯�¸à�^'G_"�®±�³µÀ¡Å¯Ê�
�?Q_']"�®±�³Â¾°¯Ê�
èÃµ�Ã¯Ëà�¶ì¹Ã �³µ¾°±ÃÄ²¹�
Áµ¸ìËà�®±�À¸ Ç®±ÃÄ²¹�
q=��������/�{|�}��|�
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5.  He that putteth not out his money to usury, nor taketh reward 

against the innocent. He that doeth these things shall never be 

moved.] (Ps 15)

These translations demonstrate a similar consequentiality and 
command of vernacular means, strengthened by a perfect trochaic foot. 
The overall impression of the two texts is that their authors intensely 
polished the material, eliminating possible stylistic contrasts and intro-
�����"����������������������'�������/������������"����{|��~{|�}�����
effect is meant to invite the reader to deep thinking, not to deal him a 
blow that will throw him off balance (Shevelov 1962, 75).

���� ��� �
����� ����������� =��������/��� ����� 
����� ����
������ >��
ends up with excessive emulation of folkloric means piled one on top of 
another, while Kuliš, though oriented toward common linguistic devices, 
digresses deliberately from his southeastern dialectal basis. Kuliš remains 
����� ����� �� ���
�������� ��O��������

� ���� ���� ���
���� ���� ���� ��� ���
nominal form ��)���!��$�“upright,” directly transferred from the synodal 
Church Slavonic translation (/�3��� [m. sg. PrAP]� ��)���!��$� “he that 
walketh uprightly” [Biblija 1862, 279r]). At the same time, Kuliš was more 
������
�� ����
���� ���� ��� ������ ��� ���� ������ ��"����� 
���� ����

��"��"�������������������
����_���������� ���

��"� ��� ������
�"���
�
gaps in a new literary language, he used, for instance, ������q>���/���{�}����
in place of ChSl. mzda “reward” (Biblija 1862, 279r). Interestingly, in the 
Prosvita edition of 1909, the word ������was replaced by a western Ukrainian 
counterpart, lyxva�qÐ�
���{�������������/������+��/����{���������O�������
by the Church Slavonic lexeme lyxva “usura” (Sr., 2:25; Lexicon, 338) and 
the Polish equivalent lichwa (Vytv., 122). Obviously, the editors meant to 
avoid semantic confusion with Pol. liszka “fox” (ibid., 123), used at that 
���������������	����

���&#�
����������ï*�q�����
���{}|}��{}~����=��;���
2001, 269), thus appearing homonymous to the indigenous ������ (Ð�
�, 
{�������=��������/����������������������������
�����������$�&����*�
(OChSl. ����") with a Great Russian coloring, since it had been commonly 
used in Middle Russian texts (Sr., 3:173). The lexeme vzjatka “bribe” might 
also have been viewed as a Great Russian element in, otherwise, the Little 
Russian translation, �������$�&��������	������*�q���/�������������{������
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In his paraphrases of psalms, Kuliš tried to make a decisive break 
with the folkloric stylistics that are still observable in his translation of 
the two songs of Moses, thus contrasting with the 1903 prose version, 
��
������ 
��"�
�� 	�� ��
;�;� ����� ��� ����� ��� ���� 
��"<���� ������� ����
co-translator:

Kuliš’s Translation of 1868 Kuliš’s Translation of 1903

ÝÃµ�Èà�À®¯¾Ã±�¾�ÂµÀÆ°¾Ã±�
º�¸à�²¸Ã�Ê¶ ® ¾�
Ñ±°¯�ãµ¿¯�µ³ÂÅà�°±®±�
Ñ�²¸¹Ãµ·�² » �
º�¸¼ ¸¯½�¾�µÈ ¸»¹½�
Õ¯®½� �²Ò»¹½�
ëµ¾°Æ�¿®¸Æ�®±°¯�¸³ ®Æ��
ë »µ²±Â¶½�ËÂ¯½���«�«� 
(Pisni, 501)

�Áµ¶ ¸Ã±²Ä�Ã±³±Â��×µ�¹��²±�¹��×µ�
²Ãµ½���®±°¯�ãµ¿¯�ËÂµ°�°±®±¥�º�
¸¼ ¸¯½��µÈ ¸»¹½��¹�À¯¶¯½�Â¯® �
�²Ò»¹½� ®±°¯�®·Ëµ¿µ��ÇÃµ�¼�²³¯²�
À�ÂÆË �°µÊ·! (SP, 205)

[See now that I, even I, am he, and there is no god with me: I kill, I 

make alive; I wound, and I heal: neither is there any that can deliver 

out my hand.] (Deut 32:39)

As evidenced above, as early as 1868 Kuliš was deliberately experi-
menting with vernacular means, which he apparently viewed as foundations 
for a future biblical (high) style in new literary Ukrainian. For this reason, 
perhaps, undersigned as “the editorial board,” Kuliš wrote in a footnote that 
the translation of the two songs was published in anti cipation of a possible 
reaction from the clergy (Pisni, 498). The anonymous translator (that is, 
Kuliš himself) was curious as to whether the clergy would approve the 
poetic version or insist on a prose translation of the two biblical fragments 
(ibid.). Despite this invocation, no one was particularly surprised to learn of 
a negative reaction from the conservative Greek Catholic clergy, who 
historically were not interested in promoting vernacular translations of the 
>�
������������q+��
����������������$���
��������|���{�}~{{���

At the outset of his work on the translation of the Psalms, Kuliš 
opted deliberately for another, non-populist creative strategy. He aimed 
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at synthesizing a new high style, which would differ from the high 
style envisioned by most of the contemporary Ukrainophiles, including 
�����>�
��<����������;��J������������������
����̀ �
�j���
��"��"��
tended to blend various linguistic elements, including Church Slavonic 
and other bookish forms. This was not, however, a mechanistic amal-
gamation of dissimilar elements but rather an attempt to fuse them in 
one stylistic key. To give an example of the “classicist adaptation” of 
vernacular elements, it is worth citing the beginning of Kuliš’s para-
phrase of Psalm 13:

ÛµËµ»��Þµ²³µ¶ ��À¯¼Æ¶±Ìà
ë±®±�¸à�®¯³¯²Ã�¶µ�Ë®Ò¹�
Ü�µ¶¸±ÂÃ¯Ã °±Ìà�¸¶à�°±®±
Ú¸¹ÃÆ�ËÂ¯²Æ�Ó¸µ¿µ�» Ò¹ç
ÛµËµ»�²Æ°®µ½�¶ÆÌ±½
Ü�²±ÂÒ±°à�Ç Â¹¸ °à�°µ°à�
Ñ¯�Â¯¶²ÃÄ�¸µÂµ¿Æ��¹�¼Æ¶Æ
ëµ» Ã ²¹�²Ã®¯°à�®° °à? 
(Psal´ma 13)

§{�««��>���
��"���
��������"������ 
O Lord? For ever? How long 
wilt thou hide thy face from 
me?

««��««�>���
��"����

�!�����������
����
my soul, having sorrow in my 
heart daily? How long shall mine 
enemy be exalted over me?] 
(Ps 13)

The whole paraphrase is written in iambic tetrameter with alter-
nating female and male rhyme, as if imitating the style and form of the 
J������� ���� #����
�� $��%����� q{���~{|{��� ��� ������ �� ���	
���� ��
perceptual framework for the introduction of one of the most intimate 
pieces of Hebrew poetry. The classicist coloring of this paraphrase is not 
���������"��>����"��������������<�����
������������
���������	�	
���
�
genre, Kuliš seems to have unwittingly given credit to his father, who 
loved Pan´ko passionately but bored him with his readings from a leather- 
	�������
�������$��%����������������������
�����������q'����;�{}|�������
It is therefore not surprising that in Kuliš’s autobiographical story Istorija 
Ul´jany Terent´evny q�������������
�;��� �������������������	
������
in Russian in 1852, the principal character recalls his father, who indulged 
���������"�$��%�������������

������
�"������������������������������
��
=�����
��
����������������q{��}~{|����q`�
�j�{}�{��{�}��{�����&����
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������� ���� ����� ����� ��������� ��
��� ����� 	�� ������ �

� $��%�������
�����������������	���������"�	������������
�*�q+���
�;�=��{|����{�}��
�
���{��~{�|��{�{��{�|��{}���

CHURCH SLAVONICISMS

In general, Kuliš excelled in the late 1860s as a spontaneous and avid 
experimenter. In fact, in the “psalmody period” of his creative life, Kuliš 
proved to be a master of linguistic ingenuity, not constrained by populist 
predilections and norms. It would be most instructive to compare his 
normalization endeavors of that period with the language employed by 
���������/������������	�	
���
������"��

����&���
�����������*�������/�������
������

��������
���������
��������$����"� ������� ������� ��� ������
��{|��������/����� ����
����
eleven psalms of David, conceiving them as stylistic and linguistic 
replicas of the canonical Church Slavonic translation (M. Moskalenko 
2006 1/2, 155). The second round is circumscribed within the years 
{|��~{|�}�������
���������������>�����������������������������"������
and with different stylistic tours de force. But what gives this period its 
����������������"��������
���q{}�����}���������/������������
�&����-
tions” of biblical prophets and psalms (Psalm 11; Isaiah, chapter 35; 
������
���������{}��>�������������{���q���/�����{}��������{~����������
���~�������|~��}������ ����������������� ������� �������"��������
������������&+����* q����+�������������&=���;�* (Holy Virgin Mary) 
q�	�������}~�}����=������������������
�����
�������������������������
������������������;�����������������������������������������

�

�	�����
���������������������	
�����������������/������������"���
the religious themes, motives, images, and ideas that he had already tested 
����������������������������
������������
��������"����������������������
should bear in mind that the cyclical quality of his literary imaginary was 
paralleled in a particular set of linguistic means, including Church 
Slavonicisms commonly used by Ukrainian writers, including Kuliš. Hence 
the incorporation of many Church Slavonicisms in the poetic language of 
���/���������������������������$����������
����������������������
�-
tions from a foreign language (M. Moskalenko 2006 3/4, 155). This is why, 
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among numerous Church Slavonic forms in the poet’s works, one encoun-
ters primarily those lexemes that had long ago been appropriated by the 

������
��"���"������������������������������������
����

����	�������
an egalitarian and democratic community. For this reason, such Church 
Slavonic lexemes as drevo “tree,” ��*�“man,” vospoju (1 sg. non-past) “to 
sing, hail,” blahaja (f.) “good,” vosxvalili (pl. pret.) “to praise,” izbavy (2 
sg. imper.) “save!,” bezzakonije “lawlessness,” �������!��� (m. sg. PrAP) 
“creating,” dokoli “how long,” and many other forms pertaining to both 
�������������������	��������������
����qJ����������;�������}����=���������
�������������
������������������
���������	�����/����������������
of his literary idiom (e.g., okradenyj and obikradenyj “robbed,” dovhoter-
pelyvyj versus dolhoterpelyvyj “very patient,” and the like) (ibid.).

������������������
��������������������������`�
�j��������/�����
demonstrated different linguistic orientations based not only on their 
particular Sprachgefühl but also on their training and family milieu. As 
has been suggested, Kuliš was deliberately experimenting with Church 
�
��������
������ ������� ����
��������� ������
�������/������ ��������
used them spontaneously in congruence with the old literary practice still 
cultivated in the Ukrainian lands. His stance was not unique under 
contemporary circumstances. Long before, laymen had become familiar 
with numerous lives of saints and characters of the Bible, Christian 
legends (many apocryphal), and moralizing works, as well as satiric and 
facetious verses, including verses of the Christmas and Easter cycles. 
Their authors and transmitters were vagabond students and teachers who 
applied the tradition of essentially religious and Church Slavonic baroque 
�����������������
�����	;�����������
����q�����
���{}�}���{����

�

���������������/�������	�	����������������������������&�����
*�
������
���
��������������
�����/�������
�"��
�����������������
�������
grammar and the Horologion. He apparently memorized the Psalter 
q�j��
���������{}�~{}���������	�������/�����
��������������
�����"��
���� ���� ����
���� ���� ��� ��

<������ ���"� &Y�;������ ������� ������ ��
prava” q���������>���!�������������!��'�����������>������;��������<
da’s Garden of Divine Songs��'�����������������"������/�������������
��
mentioned Christian martyrs and saints, such as Anthony the Great, Saint 
Catherine, Mary Magdalene, Saint Mark, Saint Nicholas, and especially 
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Saint Barbara, the most revered literary character in the Baroque Age. 
���/����������
������������������������������$�����;�����
����Menaion, 
����;���������������

������������
��������������������������
������
����
and evidence the poet’s versatile knowledge of Church Slavonic, at least of 
its fundamentals as commonly taught and used by the clergy and laymen 
and found in religious literature from the Baroque Age onward.

�
���"��`�
�j���������������
�����"��������������������
������
������������������/���������
����������"�������������
�����������
�����
seclusion on a xutir (farmstead) on the outskirts of the small town of 
Y�����%��'����������xutir was not exactly a peasant existence, though all 
the members of the Kuliš clan worked on the farm and in the apiary, along 
���� �� ���� �������� q'����;� {}|��� ��� +��
��� ������ {�{�~{���� !�� �����
circumstances, he could hardly establish the steady contact with peasants 
����������������
��������"������������������������������O���������
his mastering of the language of the countryside and becoming a proponent 
of radical Ukrainianness, in social terms, as the nationality of commoners 
��� ��� ������ ������/���������� ��O�����������������������������

� ���
closer to the Ukrainian language and folk culture, seemed to be minimal, 
�������������������������������������� q`�
�j�{|�|���{�����������"����
however, to instill a love for the Ukrainian language and folk culture in her 
��
���������������������`�
�j��������������������������
��������
���
standard, however open to various admixtures, to be used as a literary 
language. Not surprisingly, all his life he consistently studied folkloric 
records and the literary works of his predecessors, such as the Xarkovite 
>������;�`����<������;�������q{��|~{|����q+��
�����������|����

“KULIŠISMS”

�����

��̀ �
�j�����������������������������������
��������
����������-
sive than translations made by other literati, including Oleksander 
+��������;�q{|��~{|}����Y�
��������
����������q{|��~{|}������
���
=���/������;� q{|��~{|�}��� ���� �� ������
� ��� ���������� #�
������
translators (M. Moskalenko 2006 3/4, 161, 163; 5/6, 175). In order to 
��� ����� ��������
�� ��� 	������ ��� `�
�j��� �����	����� �� ���
vernacular translation of Hebrew poetry, it will be a productive exercise 
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to discuss the most representative paraphrases made by some of Kuliš’s 
contemporaries.

���� ����
�� 	�"��� ���� +��������;�� �� ���	��� ��� ��� ����
� ����
=���������������q{|��~{|����������������������������������{|�������
subsequent exile, was banned from returning to Ukraine (M. Moskalenko 
2006 3/4, 161). This latter fact could have instigated his keen interest in 
different literatures and translation from various languages. Unfortunately, 
������;�������
���������>��������������The Iliad and The Odyssey, and of 
Šota Rustaveli’s The Knight in the Panther’s Skin, as well as the bulk of 
his original literary output, have never been published. For our discussion, 
however, of particular interest are his paraphrases from Hebrew poetry, 
Pisn´ pisen´ (The Song of Songs; Pisn´��+��������;������Knyha Psal´miv 
Proroka Davyda (A Book of Psalms; Psal´my��+��������;��������������
some minimal degree of linguistic creativity. This is why, being notori-
ously exigent in his demands for literary perfection, Kuliš called 
+��������;�� ������ ���������"
��� &�� ����� "��� ������ ���� �
��*�
qQ���������;�������{���������������������

���������������������������
���̀ �
�j����������������������������������������������������+��������;���
translations of the psalms, �����!!���(Psal´my��+��������;��{�������������
obviously derived from Kuliš’s neologism zlorikyj and used in his transla-
tion of the same psalm (Psal´ma 1) (zlorika “a scornful person” [Psaltyr, 
J��;��{��¨�����zlori/yty “to backbite” [Hrin/. 1:696]). This verb is also 
�����������������"�����`����
�����;�����/�q{|�}~{}�������#�
������
����� ���� ������ qÐ�
��� {������� ���� ��� �� �����	���� �� ��� ���������
�
Pravda might have borrowed it from Kuliš’s language, which was very 
popular at that time among the western Ukrainian populists.

����"� ����
��� &`�
�j����*� ��� ��� 
��"��"�� ��� +��������;�� ����
should also cite the noun pravycja “the right hand,” a word coined by 
Kuliš (see, e.g., Pentatevx�� {���� ���� ����� 	�� +��������;� qPsal´my, 
+��������;������������������
�������������������
��{��q��������"������
Hebrew numbering) (Psal´ma 16), and similarly pravaja ruka (Psal´my, 
+��������;�� ������ ���� ����
�� ���� �
��� ����*�� “support, foundation” 
(Psal´my, +��������;���|������������������
�"���������	��`�
�j��������
paraphrase of the same Psalm 18 (according to the Hebrew numbering) 
(Psaltyr�� J��;�� {����� �
���"�� ��� ������ ��� ��� ���������� ��� Q�����
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>���/�����qÐ�
�����}��������������������`�
�j�������zapomoha “help” 
(Psal´my�� +��������;�� ����� ��� ���� &�����"� ����"�*� q��� ������� ������
occurs in Kuliš’s translation of the Psaltyr (e.g., Psaltyr��J��;��{{|���

Of particular interest is the diminutive lev!uk “young lion” (Psal´my, 
+��������;���|�����
�����������	��`�
�j�������������������������
��{��
(according to the Hebrew numbering) (Psaltyr�� J��;�� {�}�� SP, 511; 
>��	�/�{}||�������J������	
��� ���������	����������
�������"�	���
Greek Catholic and Orthodox translators of the Hebrew Scriptures. 
������� �� �� ���� ��� ��� ���� ����
����� ��� ��� ����� ���
�� qPsaltyr´, 
Q�/������;������>�
�j/�����;�{}�����{�~�{|������#���������
���������
�
���������Q�/������;�����������`�
�j������
�"���������
���
�������-
tive form levyk qÐ�
��� {��}}��� !� ��� ��������� ��� ��� ����� `�
�j����
���������������������
������
����	��!�������;�����qSP�����;������
���������
��!����¤������<�
;������������������������������levenja 
“young lion” (SP, Xomenko, 626). The latter form might have been also 
��������������
���������������������������
��"��"���	��`�
�j�q>���/���
1:886; Ð�
., 1:399). It is therefore not surprising that in his poetic transla-
����������	���������	��`�
�j����
���������������������� levuk and 
levenja, in the same verse (Yov, 1869, 10).

One cannot omit the verb jasuvaty “to explain, speak for” (Psal´my, 
+��������;�� ������ �� ����� ��������
�� ����� q���� �������
�� �������� 	��
Kuliš (e.g., Psaltyr�� J��;�� {{}��� ���� ������������ ��������� jasyty is 
���������������������������Q�����>���/����������������Ð�
��������;��
���� 
���� ���������� qÐ�
��� ��{{{��� �
��� ���� ������� ������������ ������
jasuvaty���������������������������������=���;
����������;�q{|��~
1904). Nevertheless, the chronological priority should be given to Kuliš, 
����������������	��������������
��
��"�	������+��������;�������������;�

����"�������	������
�����
�`�
�j��������+��������;�������
�����
are tisnjava “tightness, denseness” (Psal´my��+��������;���}����
�������-
duced into the written language by Kuliš (Hrin/��� ������� Ð�
��� ��}�����
potuha “power” (Psal´my�� +��������;�� ����� ���� ��� `�
�j��� ��������
Galicianisms of Polish origin (Shevelov 1966, 42), plid “fruit,” used by 
+��������;������������������������
��{�qPsal´my��+��������;��{���������
Kuliš employed a bookish counterpart, without ikavism (Psal´ma 1; 
>��	�/�{}||��������������� tame!ky “over there” (Psal´my��+��������;��
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����� �� ��

�����
� ���� ���
���
� ����� ��O������� 	�� `�
�j��� �������
���
diminutives of the type tamen´ky (SP, 14; Gen 12:10). Here also belongs 
vysokist´�� ������ ��� ������ ��� +��������;��� ����
����� ��� ���
�� {|�
(according to the Hebrew numbering) (Psal´my�� +��������;�� ����� ����
attested also in Kuliš’s paraphrase of the same psalm (Psaltyr��J��;��{����

The list of lexical transfers, which we call Kulišisms, and parallels 
(regular lexemes found in parallel translations of the two writers) could be 
���������� ����� ������� ���� +��������;��� �
������ 
�����"� ��� `�
�j��
however, such borrowing seems to have been a common practice among 
the Ukrainian translators of that and subsequent times. For instance, despite 
������"���
���������������
�
�������	�

���������!�������;�����������
�-
tion of the Bible (SP�����;���������������
������
������=���/������;���
����
�����������+�������������������������
��{|����q>��	�/�{}||��
78). From this point of view, Kuliš was more independent, although he 
might have also consulted (a copy of) Mora/������;�������
������

!�� ���� �������� +��������;��� ����� ��� ���� �����
��"�� !�� ���	����"�
Church Slavonic and folkloric (vernacular) forms, he merely mimicked 
Kuliš’s style and poetic idiom. Thus, among the Church Slavonic forms 
����� 	�� +��������;� ���� ���� ���� ��� ��

����"�� vosxvalyty “to praise,” 
blahyj “feeble,” blahannja “entreaty,” blahoslovennja “blessing,” +��*������
“blissful” (Psal´my�� +��������;�� ����� ���� ���� ������ drevo “tree,” and 
premudryj “sage” (ibid., 1). Also present are active present participles like 
*����!�� “he that lives” and �������!���“he that creates” (ibid., 2v, 22v), as 
are some Russian Church Slavonic forms such as ���3%���“Lord,” ������
!�������“celestial palace, heaven,” and, perhaps, vsue “in vain” (ibid., 29, 
������������	
�������+��������;�
����������������������������������������
all, they were routinely used not only by Kuliš but also by other Ukrainian 
�������� �������

�� ���/������ ���� ��
���� `�
�j�� ��� ���	��� ��� �������
�
����������� ���+��������;��� ����
��������������������
�����

����>��
used folkloric and vernacular elements in abundance, such as long (uncon-
���������;����������������
����narodnjaja syla “people’s power,” ljuds´kyi 
suddi &����
���� ;��"���*� ��3�!��� ���3�� “ungodly people,” velykee blaho 
“great good,” ���*���������“great sufferings” (2x), and mury vysokyi “high 
walls” next to regular (contracted) forms like premudra sprava “intricate 
question,” that is, “the law of God” (ibid., 1v, 3, 4v, 22v, 31, 31v; Ps 1, 18), 
and also set expressions such as brexnju hovoryty “to tell lies” or 
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intensifying constructions comprising two entities (e.g., potuha-syla 
“extreme power,” ����6)�*������“to devour,” hynuty-pohybaty “to perish,” 
ranen´ko-rano “very early,” and ���� ����!�� “darkness”) (Psal´my, 
+��������;����������������������

����������	�
�������+��������;�������
�-
tion was permeated with numerous vernacular lexemes, such as �������
“imperceptibly,” oselja “homestead,” lyxva &������ ������*� movljaty “to 
say,” lynuty &��������O���*����������� “to hover” (ibid., 28, 15, 24v, 27v, 
���� ����� !�� ����� �
������ ���� ���������� ��� +��������;��� ����
�����
synonyms occurring ostentatiously side by side, yet without the generation 
of semantic nuances that are so characteristic of Kuliš’s stylistically varie-
gated language (e.g., pidmoha and pidpora occurring on one page [Psal´my, 
+��������;�� ���¨�� ���� ��� ����������� zastupa and zaslona “defense, 
protection” on another page [ibid., 32] in Psalm 18).

Some phonological and morphological dialecticisms are particularly 
����������������+��������;���
��"��"������	�"������������
�"����� ���
worth mentioning a lack of neutralization of obstruent voicing across 
��������� ���� ����� 	�������� q$���
����� ������� {|}~{}��� q��"���
zkaraty “to punish,” zkepkuvaty “to scoff,” ������/� “off the way [of the 
righteous],” z xaty “from the house” [Psal´my�� +��������;�� ����� �����
25v]). One could also point to some distinctive sandhi positions of the 
type pido mnoju “under me,” peredo mnoju “in front of me” (ibid., 31, 
33), where the secondary o shows no analogical change into i before 
�
������ ��� ���������� qÐ���	�;��� �� �
�� {}�}�� �|���� ���� �
��� pered 
Bohom “in front of God,” pered nym “in front of him” (Psal´my, 
+��������;���{����������������

�����������������������������q������-
duction) of the etymological o in place of the new i, such as vojny (gen.) 
&���*�q�	��������������������	����
�����

����������������
����O������
areal phenomenon transitional from Southwest to Northeast Ukrainian 
qY��/�����{}��������4

4 As a matter of fact, the alternation o : i is also absent in some dialectal (northern 
Ukrainian) forms like vuhollja “coil” (Psal´my��+��������;������AUM, 1, map 164) 
with an anaptyctic vowel o in contrast to e attested mainly in the southwestern 
Ukrainian dialects (Flier 1993, 258). As far as the later form vuhillja with ikavism is 
concerned, one can explain it, following Shevelov (1979, 592), as a blend of dialectal 
vuhil´ “coal” and hillja “twigs” (from which charcoal was made). For our case, the 
northern Ukrainian form vuhollja ���+��������;����������
��
����������"����������
����������
���������������
�������
����������������������"�����������������������
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!����������������
�"�����������
����������������
�����;����������
the type )����!���and �����!���“hot” (Psal´my��+��������;������$���
�����
������� �|~|���� ����<������� ���"�
��� ������� ����� ������� �����

��
employed by southeastern Ukrainian authors, such as oberta “to turn,” 
obhorta ljakom “to strike fear,” ljaha “to lie down” (Psal´my��+��������;��
2v), numerous dative case forms in -ovi/-evi, including vernacular (folk-
loric) sercevi &����*�q�	����������=���;�����������~������������������
�
case forms with the hard-stem ending -oju, such as 3������“soul.” Attested 
cross-dialectally (Bevzenko et al. 1978, 79), the latter forms were also used 
	�����/���������� ����
���� ���"�����
���������� �������<�������;�"�-
tional paradigm (Tymošenko 1968, 137, 151). Finally, it is interesting to 
note two competing endings, -e and -a�� �����	��+��������;� ���� �������
declension neuter nouns with the assimilated j and resulting gemination. In 
����� ��� ����
�������
����� ����� �������������������������������� ���
modeled on Church Slavonic forms (e.g., stohnanie “groaning”) (Psal´my, 
+��������;��}������
����������������������
���
������O�������������"�
���
���
���O�����������������������������������
������������O������
�
type in -e (e.g., ���3!������“evidence,” bezzakonnje “unlawfulness”) (ibid., 
35, 9), and the second is the southeastern type in -a (e.g., bezzakonnja, 
�+��!!���“face” [ibid., 6v, 21v]). The latter type prevails, thereby tenta-
���
���������"�����������������
����������+��������;������������
���

'�����"���������������������������������������+��������;���
��"��"��
appeared to be fully in congruence with the written standard cultivated by 
���/�����������������
��� ��

�������+��������;�	��������� 
��"��"�����
vernacular and folkloric foundations, although with an admixture of Church 
Slavonicisms and few Polonisms. For this reason, his paraphrases were 
sometimes cast in a solid folkloric form, although with some seemingly 
hackneyed rhythms and poetic clichés. However, and one should empha-
��������������"����������O���������`�
�j������������������+��������;���
language was so massive that he could not help but borrow some elements 
from Kuliš’s written standard, including numerous Kulišisms, which stood 
in contrast with the populist paradigm at that time.

���������
����
���
���������������/����������
���	�
��"���q$���
��������������|��
��}~��������{�����~������|�~�|���J����������;��������{~����
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XARKIV CHIMES IN

A somewhat different approach toward the translation of the Holy Scriptures 
was taken by the Xarkovite poet Volodymyr Aleksandrov, a famous trans-
lator of Latin, German, Russian, and Polish (M. Moskalenko 2006 3/4, 161). 
Purportedly impressed by Kuliš’s translations, he com  mitted himself to trans-
lating the psalms using a completely revised poetic medium. With an eye to 
producing a most faithful translation of the Psalter into the Ukrainian vernac-
ular, he assiduously studied Hebrew. This certainly helped him to offer a 
poetic rendering less dependent on the Church Slavonic version.

In a preface to the “Ukrainian Psalter,” entitled �%/��������)��%����
������������%�(Quiet Songs on Sacred Motifs), on which he worked during 
1882 and 1883, Aleksandrov outlined a new programmatic view of scrip-
tural translation into Ukrainian, totally different from that of Kuliš at that 
time. Having opted for a poetic form with a syllabic-tonic structure, he 
decided to offer a radically new translation that would differ from the 
Church Slavonic version. First of all, he warned his readers that, while 
using a poetic medium, it was impossible to translate word for word; this 
would explain, he argued, the resulting dissonance between his transla-
tion and the Church Slavonic version (�)��%���~{�����
����������	�����
his work, instead, on the Great Russian translation of the entire Psalter, 

����%�� 0������%�� )�����3$ (Psalms: A Literal Translation), made by 
Leon Mandel´štam and published in Berlin in 1871. The latter, according 
to Aleksandrov, could serve as a model for the reconstruction of “the true 
message of the Hebrew text” as well as for the true meanings of the words 
employed by the psalmists. In fact, Aleksandrov used Mandel´štam’s 
translation critically, working out his own interpretation of some loci 
classici������������ ;������������
������ �������� �����������
�������
beginning in Psalm 1, +��*��$� ���� !������$ (�)��%, Ps 1; Biblija 1862, 
277r), in contrast to Mandel´štam’s ������!����5�� that, as Aleksandrov 
believed, was poorly grounded in the original.

As a result, Aleksandrov maintained that, having followed the 
“exact lexical meanings of the words,” he translated truthfully ()���!�����
pravdi). Even though the psalms were presented in verse form, 
Aleksandrov argued that his work did not deviate from their true 
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message; rather, it shed light on some vague places in the Church 
Slavonic translation. In conclusion, he expressed his hope to see other 
biblical texts translated into the mother tongue in the same manner, that 
is, within a framework of reference to the poetry of the Old Testament 
(�)��%).

��
����+��������;���
����������������
���������������
�������������
fact, very close to the local variety of literary Ukrainian conceived in the 
������� ��� ��� ���� ��
�� ��� ��� ��������� ������� 	�� ��� ¤������
J�����������'��"�
����������������>�
��<����������;����������
��-
izing tendency in the poetic presentation of conventional biblical themes, 
Aleksandrov’s attempt to adhere to the same tradition is especially notice-
able in vocabulary, grammar, and metrical system. Nevertheless, his 
����
���������
������
�����������������������	��>�
��<����������;�
���� ����� =��������/�� ������ ���"���
��� ���� ����������� ��� �����
choice of poetic forms. Aleksandrov’s uncertainty in applying poetic 
technique to the structuring of the language is more than evident in his 
translation of Psalm 1:

Aleksandrov’s Translation ���
������	
�����
���!��

ã»¯È±®à�Ãµ¾�Åµ»µ¸Ëà��×µ�³µ� 
Ö²µ¸ÃÆ
é½¶±¾�¼±À³ÆÃ®¡Çà�®±�Çµ¶¡¸à
Ü�®±�²Ãµ¹¸à�®¯�Çà�¶µÂµÀ
Ü�¸à�Â¯¶�Àà�®¡°¡�®±�²¡¶¸à�
Ô�¸²±�¶µ�ãµÈµ¿µ�Ù¯Ëµ®Æ�
ÛÆÌ±½�¾�²±ÂÒ±°à�³Â ³¯¶¯¸à�
ÁÂµ�Ãµ¾�À¯Ëµ®à�Ù¯Ëµ®à�×µ¶®¹�� 
Ö×µ®µÅ
Ü�³µ°¡Ì»¹¸à� �ÂµÀ²ÆÈ¶¯¸à�
¬®à�¼Æ¶±�°µ¸à�³»µ¶µ¸±�¶Â±¸µ�
Áµ²¯È±®±�¼»¹�¸µ¶¡�
Ñ¯�å°Æ�» ²Ã¹�®±�³µ¸à¹®±
Ü�¸à�³µÂÆ�¶¯²ÃÄ�¸µ®µ�³»µ¶¡� 
(�)��%, Ps 1)

ã»¯È±®à�°ÆÈà�Ãµ¾��×µ�®±� 
Ö¸¸ñ¾¶±�
¬à�Â¯¶Æ�®±Å±²Ã ¸¡Çà�
Ü�®±�²Ã¯®±�®¯�¶µÂµÀì
ÞÂìÌ®¡Çà��®±³Â¯¸¶ ¸¡Çà�
Ü�®±�²¹¶±�Æ�¼±²±¶ì
é½¶±¾� ÀÂ¯¶» ¸¡Çà�
Ô�¸à�Þµ²³µ¶®å°Æ�À¯Ëµ®ì
Ú¸µ½�¶±ÂÈ ÃÄ�¸µ»½�
Û±®Ä� �®ñÅà�²±¼±�®¯¸Å¯Ê
Ù¯Ëµ®Æ�Þµ²³µ¶®½�
Ü�¹Ëà�¶Â±¸µ��®¯¶à�³µÃµËµ°à
Áµ²¯È±®±�Å ²Ã¡°à�
Á»µ¶à�³Â ®µ² ÃÄ�¸à�²¸µ½�³µÂÆ
Ü�®±�¸Ä¹®±�» ²Ãµ°à� 
(=��������/�{|�}����
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=��������/��� ����
����� 
����� 
������ �����
����������������� ���
������������>�
��<����������;�����
���
����������������������������
between the author’s adherence to the folkloric tradition and a modicum 
of originality. Yet his originality is regionally limited, hence the use of 
Church Slavonic and Russian forms (e.g., �����*3��$� [m. sg. pret.] “to 
meditate” and ������$ “altogether, completely”) (�)��%, Ps 1), in addition 
���������������
���������������
������������=��������/����������
Kuliš: )��3$� q=��������/� {|�}�� ��� Psal´ma 1); also compare plodove 
3������)���*����+�������3%�in Aleksandrov (�)��%, Ps 1) to the vernacular 
��������"����`�
�j�3�+���3������)���3*��������������`�, “a tree planted 
by the rivers of water” (Psal´ma 1).

Generally, Aleksandrov’s language contains some lexemes which, 
belonging to the older literary tradition, are also attested in the works of 
Kuliš and other contemporaries (e.g., �3$�“from,” lyce “face,” mini [dat.] 
“I,” old aorists )����!� and ��!��[3 sg. pret.] “to declare,” ����� “tent” [�)��%, 
31] referring to “tabernacle” [Ps 15:1], *��+� as a substitute for the original 
)�!��� [
�����$ 20], Church Slavonicisms like ����$� “voice,” ���%����
“persecutor,” blahodijstvo “bounty,” spasenie next to spasennja “salva-
tion,” and some other forms). Yet, what is remarkable about Aleksandrov’s 
language is its local (southeastern Ukrainian) coloring, especially evident in 
its grammar (e.g., �$��!�/$�“in the eyes” [�)��%, 32] with the ending -ix [< 
-#�"], typical of the Sloboda dialect [Bevzenko et al. 1978, 112]), and third-
person singular present tense verb forms of the type zminja “to change” and 
robe “to do” (�)��%, 32), as found in works of eastern Ukrainian authors in 
�������������������qQ�����������
��{}�|���{�~�{|��

To show the regional limitations of Aleksandrov’s poetic approach as 
compared with Kuliš’s attempt to create a synthetic poetic rendering of 
the entire Psalter, it is instructive to compare parallel fragments from the 
two translations of Psalm 16:

Aleksandrov’s Translation Kuliš’s Translation

ÚµÇÂ¯® �°±®±��°¾�ãµÈ±¥
º�®¯�Ã±¼±�Æ³µ¸¯½�
Ñ¯�±¶ ®µ¿µ�®¯�Ó±¼±
¬²½�®¯¶½�³µË»¯¶¯½�

ÚµÇÂ¯® �°±®±§�¨�°¾�ãµÈ±�
Ñ¯�Ó±¼±�°µ¹�®¯¶¹�
Ó �®±�ÃÂ±¼ÆÊÌ�¸¶�°±®±�
áµ¼�Ãµ¼�¶µ¼Âµ�¹�¶¹¸�
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«§{�����������������#������������������!�����������

  2.  O my soul, thou hast said unto the lord. Thou art my Lord: my 

goodness extendeth not to thee.

  3.  But to the saints that are in the earth, and to the excellent, in whom 

����

������
�"���«�«�

11.  Thou will show me the path of life: in thy presence is fullness of 

;�����������"�����������������
���������������������¨�q���{��

J������	
���	�������
�������������������������
�������������
written entirely in trochees, thus revealing the same vernacularizing 
approach of the two translators. Moreover, the two translations have the 
same beginning, based most likely on the Church Slavonic text. However, 
Aleksandrov tries to follow the Hebrew original, although his translation 
contains many Church Slavonicisms as well (e.g., the obsolete perfect 
prorekla esy [2 sg. f.] “to say,” non-pleophonic blahaja [f.] “good,” ���3%���
“sovereign,” )��3$�“before,” the verb soxrany [2 sg. imper.] “preserve!,” 
upovaju [1 sg. pres.] “to put trust,” also *�����)���in contrast to ChSl. put´ 
*����� “path of life”) (Biblija 1862, 279r). 

Kuliš is more dependent on the poetics of the Church Slavonic transla-
����������������������������������������������
�"�����pravycja, in reference 
to the Church Slavonic equivalent desnyca “right hand.” However, the lexical 
and grammatical make-up of Kuliš’s translation looks more uniform in 
comparison with the language of Aleksandrov. The latter’s language is rather 

Ó ��¶ÆÌ±�°µ¹�¼»¯¿¯¹�
ÁÂµÂ±Ë»¯�±² �¶µ�²±¼±�
Ó �Þµ²³µ¶Ä�°¾� �¬»¯¶¡Ë¯
Ü�®ÇÃµ�µËÂµ°±�Ó±¼±�
��«�«��
ãµÈ±¥�Ó¡�°®�³µË¯È±Ìà
¬²Çà�µ¶Â¯¶à�®±À»Å®�»Ë �
ó À® �³ÆÃÄ� �²¸Ã»Æ�Â¯¶²ÃÄ
ÁÂ±¶à�» Ò±°à�Ó¸µ°à�¸µ�¸Ë �
(�)��%, 33)

Ô�×µ¼�¶µ¼Â ° �¶»¯° 
æ×±¶Â¹¸�Ã¸µÇ�²³¯²±®® Ç
Ü�ËµÇ¯¸�Ç�× Â °�²±ÂÒ±°
Ú±Â±¶�¿ÂÌ® Ë¸�° À±Â® Ç�
��«�«�
Ó �³µË¯È±Ì�°®��ãµÈ±��
ÚÃ±ÈËÆ�³Â¯¸±¶®Æ�®¯�²¸Ã�
Áµ¸®µ�×¯²Ã¹�Ëµ»µ�Ã±¼±�
Õ¯¶²ÃÄ�¸Å®¹�³µ�³Â¯¸ Ò��
(Psal´ma 16)
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more contrastive, with a wide stylistic gap between the above-cited Church 
Slavonic devices and plain vernacular (folkloric) elements. The general 
impression is that Aleksandrov’s creative ability had not yet achieved a func-
tional apogee compatible with that of Kuliš’s paraphrases.

All in all, there is an apparent contrast between Kuliš, on the one 
hand, and the translations of Aleksandrov and his populist predecessors, 
on the other, who, nevertheless, attempted to ground their language stan-
�����������������������������
���
���������
�"���
�������������������
����������������������������������
�����	����
���=���/������;����
his translation of the Psalter in 1865. Although not published until 2015 
(
������$�� =���/������;��� ���� ����
����� ���� ����� ��� ������� ����
����� ����
���������� ���� �������

�� =��������/�� ���� ����
����� ���
���
�� {� 	�� =���/������;� ������� ���� ���
��� �� ������ ��
��� �������
���
foundations with numerous long naturalized Church Slavonicisms 
������
����������$���������������������������������
���;�����
�������
+��*���“blessed” and ��!������� (pl.) “ungodly,” zakon Hospodny “law of 
the Lord,” lyce “face,” and the like. 

�������
"��#	
�����
���!����$�%
����&

1. ��=<�9O"�Ãµ¾�Åµ»µ¸Ëà��ÇÃµ�
®±�Çµ¶ ÃÄ�®¯�Â¯¶Æ�
O9;9G_>(>�"�� �®¯�¶µÂµÀ�
¿ÂÌ® Çà�®±�G_<O'(>_�Q�� �
®¯�»¯¸Ò�¶ÆÌµ¿Æ¼Ò¸à�®±�
²¶¯±�

����Ô�Æ�?<]'O4�}'G7'|O�\X�Æ²¹�
¸µ»¹�å¿µ�� �¸à�À¯Ëµ®�å¿µ�
®¯¸Å¯ÊÃÒ¹�¶±®Ä� �®Å�

����¬®à��¹Ëà�¶Â±¸µ�³µ²¯È±®±�
³Â �³µÃµË¯Çà�¸µ¶à��×µ�µ¸µ×à�
²¸¾�¶¯Ê�Æ�²¸¾�Å¯²à�� �=>G_" 
å¿µ�®±�µ³¯¶¯±�� �Æ²±��×µ�
Ã»ÄË�¸®à�Âµ¼ ÃÄ��¼Æ¶±�
¿¯Â¯À¶à�

[1.  Blessed is the man that walketh 
not in the counsel of the 
ungodly, nor standeth in the way 
of sinners, nor sitteth in the seat 
of the scornful.

 2.  But his delight is in the law of 
the Lord; and in his law doth he 
meditate day and night.

 3.  And he shall be like a tree planted 
by the rivers of water, that 
bringeth forth his fruit in his 
season; his leaf also shall not 
wither, and whatsoever he doeth 
shall prosper.
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The question remains as to what Kuliš could offer instead of this 
amalgam of the southeastern Ukrainian vernacular and Church Slavonic. 
What is evidenced in his early translations of Hebrew poetry is that he was 
prepared to synthesize elements excerpted from various dialects, though 
primarily Southeast Ukrainian, and previous literary traditions. Kuliš’s 
language program tended to transgress the Little Russian cultural space and 
��������������������������������������������J���������������>������"���
�
vision of the future of the Ukrainian language became ever more obvious in 
his later translations of the Holy Scriptures, and in particular of the Psalter.

THE 1897 POETIC CROWNING

Kuliš’s indefatigable stamina in elaborating on the interpretation of psal mody 
in the Ukrainian language led him, in 1897, to undertake a poetic translation 
������
�����
�����
�����>�	����������qY���;���{}�|����{����>������������
to set out the entire Psalter in syllabic-tonic patterns on vernacular founda-
tions. This was a revolutionary plan that resulted in a series of pio neering 
translations, never equaled before (or after) in Ukrainian literature.

��� �����"�������
��{������������
��������������������

�������
beginning in the translation of 1897, deviating not only from the Church 

�����Ñ±�Ã¯Ëà�O9;9G_>(>4��®±�Ã¯Ëà��
¯»±�¹Ëà�Ã¯�ËÆÂ¹¸¯�³ »Æ��×µ�
¸Ã±Âà�Àà�=>�Q�À±°»�
³¶µ¾°¯±�

�����Ó¯Ëà��®±�¸²Ãµ¹ÃÄ�O9;9G_>(>4 
®¯�²Æ¶�� �¿ÂÌ® Ë �®¯�Â¯¶�
7^<(9|O>�".

�����ãµ�À®¯Ê�Þµ²³µ¶Ä�¶µÂµ¿Æ�
7^<(9|O>�"��¯�¶µÂµ¿¯�
O9;9G_>(>�"�À¯¿ ®±�
(
������$��=���/������;����� 
Psaltyr��=���/������;�����

 4.  The ungodly are not so: but are 
like the chaff which the wind 
driveth away.

 
5.  Therefore the ungodly shall not 

�����������;��"������������������
in the congregation of the 
righteous.

 6.  For the Lord knoweth the way of 
the righteous: but the way of the 
ungodly shall perish.] (Ps 1)
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Slavonic but also from almost all other translations or paraphrases made 
in the nineteenth century. There is no place for the traditional Church 
Slavonic form +��*��$!

ã»¯¿µ�Ãµ°Æ��ÇÃµ�®±�Çµ¶ ÃÄ�Æ�Â¯¶Æ�»±¶¯ÅÆ
Ü�®±�²Ãµ ÃÄ�ÀÆ³ ® ¸Ì ²Ä�®¯�¿ÂÌ® ¾�¶µÂµÀ�
Ü�®±�²¶¯±�¸�¿Âµ°¯¶�À»µÂË�¹À Ë¯Ã Ç�
ÑÈ�¶µ�?<]'OX �'G7'|O�}'�Ç » ÃÄÒ¹�²±ÂÒ±°
Ü�³Âµ��'G7'|9O# ?<]'O�Æ®µÅ�¾�Æ¶±®Ä�¶¼¯±�
ëµ¸�®¯¶�ËÂ ® Ò±½�¶±Â±¸µ��¼Æ¶±�Âµ²Ã �¸®�
Ó±��×µ�7='|>�²¸µ �Âµ¶ ÃÄ�×µ»Ã¯��Âµ²ËÌ®±�
Ü�å¿µ�» ²ÄÃÊ�®±�Èµ¸Ë®±��®±�² ³»±ÒÄÒÄ¹�°¯Â®µ���«�«��qPsaltyr´ 1897)

����������"����������������������������������
���������������
of a limited number of Church Slavonic and other bookish forms. 
Indeed, the 1897 translation was designed by Kuliš so as to meet the 
aesthetic needs of the common people, who were accustomed to 
listening to biblical accounts transmitted through the art of performance, 
either through the popular activities of folk religion or within the more 
formal liturgy of the church community. Yet, his was not a total ban on 
the use of Church Slavonic forms. On the contrary, Kuliš easily resorted 
to those forms, which were familiar to the Ukrainian clergy and laymen 
almost from the cradle. They are Hospoden´ zakon “the law of the 
Lord,” referring to a concept indispensable in the biblical Psalms, and 
the lexeme )��3$�“fruit,” belonging to the older literary tradition. This 
�������
������������
������������������!����̀ �
;��������;���Enejida 
(Enejida, Index, 128), too. Interestingly enough, Kuliš retained in the 
translation of 1897 his favorite neologism, zlorika��������������zlorikyj 
“a scornful person” in the 1868 paraphrase of the same psalm (Psal´ma 
1). In the 1897 translation, the word zlorika is enhanced by a descriptive 
��;�������jazykatyj “talkative.”

The orthography used in this translation also speaks for the distinc-
tiveness of Kuliš’s approach in 1897. But this distinctiveness does not 
diminish the contrast between Kuliš, as a translator of the late 1860s, 
and other contemporary translators of the poems and psalms of the 
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Hebrew Bible. We certainly have to mention here the “most radical 
phonetics” of Ukrainian spelling propagated by Kuliš from 1881 onward 
qQ���������;���������{���������
������������
�����������������
�����
of the Psalter in 1897. For instance, leaving aside the Russian letter “�,” 
which was commonly used at that time in Russian-ruled Ukraine, Kuliš 
employed the letter “[,” denoting palatalized consonants only, as in 
lys´tje “leafage.” He also marked assimilation (assibilation) of conso-
������� ������������	��������	������ ��� ��O�����������
�� ������	�
forms of the type /���`G��� (3 sg. pres.) “to be inclined toward” and 
��)��`G��� (3 sg. pres.) “to pour forth,” as compared with “less radi-
cally” phonetic spellings of the type xovajutcja (3 pl. pres.) “to hide” in 
his earlier spelling practice (Kobzar).

Finally, one should note another peculiar spelling in Kuliš’s auto-
graph of 1897, reminiscent of the orthographic rule implemented by 
�������Ð�
��������;� �������Malorusko-nimeckyj slovar (Little Russian-
#������ $���������� {||�~{||���� �������� ����� ���� ����� 	�� �������
+���
�����;�q{|��~{}{���qÐ�
���{����������
����*���/����, where all sibi-
lants before the letter v were marked as palatalized, Kuliš denoted 
assimilative palatalization of these sounds in the position before all kinds 
of obstruents (e.g., lys´tje with palatalization of a sibilant before the dental 
t and so forth) (Danylenko 2012b).

!������������������������������������������������{|}����������"�
of the entire Psalter proved unexpectedly “less poetic,” despite the fact 
that it followed rather straightforwardly the biblical narration in terms of 
��
��������������������������q#�

��"����{}}���{|~�{���`�
�j������-
strated a more sophisticated distinction between prose and poetry in his 
translation of 1897, with its stronger evocative power and his intention to 
distance himself from obvious folkloric structures. One of the best exam-
ples is Kuliš’s translation of Psalm 14 (according to the Greek numbering), 
especially if compared with the trochaic meter used in the corresponding 
translation made by Aleksandrov. The lack of this metric foot in Kuliš’s 
translation is surprising since he was famous for introducing the trochaic 
������ ���� ���������� ������� ��� ������� ���� ��������� ��� J��;��� {|�|�
translation of the same psalm (Psal´ma 15).
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In addition to changes in the poetic form, Kuliš also introduced new 
vocabulary. The most arresting example is the expression �������)��`��-
tuvaty “to take reward (by usury)” (Psaltyr´ 1897, Ps 14). Deserving of 
attention is also ������(acc. sg. f.) pryjmaty in 1868 (Psal´ma 15), which 
was replaced, as has been mentioned, by the western Ukrainian form 
lyxva q����&������ ������*� ��� ���Prosvita edition of 1909 (Kuliš 1909, 
3:127). No less surprising is the fact that Aleksandrov also used a similar, 
“modernized” expression, �$�)��`���%�������3������(�)��%, 32). Yet again, 
in this case, Kuliš remained faithful to himself by offering a neologism, 
procentuvaty, rather than resorting to the aforementioned Russian calque 
found in Aleksandrov (Ukr. procent pravyty�§>���/������}�¨��

Already in his early paraphrases of the psalms, one can discern the 
magisterial individuality of Kuliš’s approach toward the development of 
���� 
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���������+��������;����������
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Kuliš’s Translation of 1897 Aleksandrov’s Translation of 
1882–1883

Þµ²³µ¶ ¥�èÃµ�Æ�®¯°±Ã�°µ¾°Æ
Ö³µ�À¯²»ÆÀ�¿µ²ÄÃ °±ç
èÃµ�³µ�À¯²»ÆÀ�È ¸±
Ö®¯�²§Ä¨¸¹Ã¾�¿µÂ�¸�Ã±¼±ç
Óµ¾ ÇÃµ�³µ�³Â¯¸±¶Ä®¾�Çµ¶ ÃÄ� 
Ö¶µÂµÀ��¸²±�Âµ¼ ÃÄ�³µ�³Â¯¸¶
Ü�¸�²¸µ¾°Æ�²±ÂÄÒ
Ö¿µ¸µÂ ÃÄ�µ¶®Æ�× ÂÆ�³Â¯¸¶Æ�
�«�«�
èÃµ�¸�²Ä¸Ã�Çµ¶ ÃÄ�² °�Âµ¼µ°�
è Ã¯Ã ²Ä�®Ëµ» �®±�¼Æ¶±�
(Psaltyr´ 1897, Ps 14)

Þµ²³µ¶ ¥�èÃµ�À°µÈ±�È¡Ã¡
æ�Ã¸µ°�Ì¯ÃÂç
èÃµ�³µ²±» ÃÒ¹�Æ�Ó±¼±
Ñ¯�²¸¹Ã¾�¿µÂç
Óµ¾��ÇÃµ�Çµ¶±�®±³µÂµÅ®µ�
ôÂ¡¸¶¡�®±�Ã¸µÂ¡ÃÄ�
Óµ¾��ÇÃµ�À¸¡Ëà�¸à�®±À»µ¼²Ã¸�²±ÂÒ¹
ÁÂ¯¸¶Æ�¿µ¸µÂ¡ÃÄ�
�«�«���
èÃµ�Ã¯Ë�Âµ¼±��Ãµ¾�³µ�ËÂ ¸¶�
Ø±²Ã®¡¾�Åµ»µ¸Ëà�
Óµ¾�®¿¶±�®±�³µÇ¡Ã®±ÃÄÒ¹�
Ñ±�À°¡»¡ÃÄ�¸µ�¸Ëà¥�q�)��%���{~���
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in creating a new high style. Marked by obvious talent, some of his para-
phrases could look experimental, while others were exemplary from the 
point of view of their stylistically multifarious nature. This is why the 
�������
��� ����
������ ��� �
���������� ���� �������

�� ��� +��������;�
could hardly compete with Kuliš’s paraphrases, and even less so with his 
poetic translation of 1897.

>�����������	��������������������������/�����������
������������
to the poet’s strong footing in a vernacular permeated with long- naturalized 
(vernacularized) Church Slavonicisms. Obviously, verna cularization of 
the Church Slavonic legacy was at variance with Kuliš’s programmatic 
������� ���� ���� �������� ��� ����� �� 	����� ��� 
��"������ �������� ��� ���
burlesque modality of the vernacular paradigm (����������!���), set up by 
������"��������!����`�
;��������;�q�;���j���{}�|���	������
���������"�
to Church Slavonic and other dialectal elements, and ultimately by 
�����
��"������������������
��"��"�����������`�
�j�����������
������
were only the beginning of his life-long work on the translation of the 
Holy Scriptures, which, in the long run, demonstrated a pioneering fusion 
of linguistic devices pertaining to different style registers and dialects.
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The Makings of the 
Rusian Bible

A PENTATEVX PROLUSION

In 1869, after the publication of Kuliš’s book of Psalms and the Pentatevx 
Musijevyj q�����������+��
��Y���;�����qY���;������{|�{~{}�|���������"�
�������� ��� ��� ����
���� ���� ��� ������ ��� ��� ���������
� Pravda, 
suggested that Kuliš submit his translation for publication by the British 
and Foreign Bible Society in Vienna. Having received Kuliš’s consent, 
Y���;����� �������� �� ������������� ��� ��� �������� ������� =�

����
q{|��~{}����������������������������������������������������������
the Ukrainian Pentateuch �������������	�����������������������!����
+������/�����>������;�>��
���/�������

����	������������
���
����
-
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����������"������������������
�������
��"�������q���������;�
{}���� �����~��������� =�

��� ������ ������ =��
������ q����;�� =��
�j�õ��
{|{�~{|}{���������������
�������<���������
���������������������
��
approached the society asking to be informed about any Ukrainian trans-
lation of the Bible already existing or in preparation, as a reviewer. 

�������������"�������������	
����"�������#�
������=�
����Q�/������;�
q{|��~{}���������������
�������{������
�{|���������$��������������������
!����J��/�����q{|��~{}�������=�

�������������
���������̀ �
�j�������
�-
tion of the Holy Scriptures to some Galician and Bukovynian literati, 
���
����"����������J�������
������������!����+������/�����������j���/��
����!����Q����������������������

�������������
�����������������������
orthography introduced by Kuliš, although their understanding of linguistic 
�������������"�����
�����������
����������
����q���������;�{}���������~
�������������������������{|�|����`�
���;���Q��������	
�������������������
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treatise entitled 
��!���������������������5!���(A Reason for the Formation of 
Languages). Full of fallacious etymologies and far-reaching hypotheses, the 
	������������"
�������������������"�
������	�����
;�����������;�q{|��~
1895) in Pravda. In particular, the reviewer brought to the attention of the 
�����������Q������������������"����������	������������"����������-

�"���
�����"��������������������!��������������������;�q{|�|�������������
Branik adduced “semi-etymological information” about three vowels, o, 5, 
and %, only with an eye to proving the inevitability of the adoption of the 
etymological principle in spelling.

Considering the biased criticism of his work by the aforementioned 
Galician and Bukovynian literati, Kuliš did not accept their verdict and 
asked Millard to approach Miklosich about a possible review. On 2 
��	������ {|�{�� `�
�j� ���� �� !���� ��
;�;� q{|��~{}{|��� ����� ��� ����
befriended in 1869 in Vienna, “all those parts of the Holy Scripture [The 
New Testament]” in which Millard might have been most interested. Kuliš 
assured him that he “had translated word for word in accordance with 
Greek,” and in murky places consulted the English version, disregarding 
�

����������
���������
����"�=�����'�����q���������;�{}����|��

��������"� �� ��
;�;� q{}���� ����� =�

���� ��������� ����� ����
��� ���
Kuliš’s translation and expedited them right away to Miklosich. The latter 
concluded that Kuliš’s translation was a mere paraphrase rather than a close 
translation of the original Greek text. Millard then informed Kuliš that the 
Bible Society was ready to buy a Ukrainian translation of the Holy Scriptures, 
��������� �� ���� ��� ����� ����� ��� ��� #����� ���"���
� q���������;� {}����
�����~���������$�����������	����������
������

���������`�
�j����������
understanding Miklosich’s critique, taken as a whole, as fair and well- 
balanced. Kuliš truly believed in the future of the Bible in Ukrainian. This is 
����������
�������|����	���{|�{�����������
;�;������$����������������
he prophesied that “the Rusian Bible [Rusyns´ka Byblyja] will follow its 
own way without his [Millard’s] mercy, though not so fast” (ibid., 11).

GEARING UP FOR NEW CHALLENGES

��"��	
���`�
�j������� ����
��������� ���>�
����������������� 
��"�
��
poetic paraphrases. In the late 1860s, while working on the translation of 
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a series of psalms, Kuliš had in fact only a vague idea as to how to trans-
late the Bible into vernacular Ukrainian. Should such a translation be 
poetic (loose) or prosaic (faithful)? Yet what he knew for sure was the 
importance of the Bible in the everyday life of all Ukrainian laymen. 
Moreover, the Ukrainian Bible would be of paramount importance from 
a wider, international point of view. Having received a Ukrainian transla-
tion of the Bible, Europe would be able to recognize the uniqueness of the 
��������������
����������
��������������
��"��"���!����
�����������
��
{|�{����
���������Q���������;�q{|��~{}������������������
���
��"����
in Galicia at that time, Kuliš expanded on the power of the Ukrainian 
Q�	
����������������
��	�
����������
��"�������������
����
�����
������
�����������J�����������������
�������"�	����qQ���������;�������{�����
Conversely, in order to persuade the Great Russians of the ethno-cultural 
��������������������������������������������������������������������
her face to Ukraine (Naxlik 2007, 1:247). 

However, before embarking on a translation of the Bible, Kuliš had to 
address several critical questions. To begin with, how could one reconcile 
folk culture with the enlightenment of the Ukrainian people? Could one 
translate the Bible into vernacular Ukrainian without resorting to the 
common Church Slavonic legacy claimed largely by the Great Russians? 
To what extent was one supposed to incorporate into such a translation 
��������� 
������� �������q���� �������

�� ��� 	������� ��
�� ��� O���������
during the Cossack period? Would creating an exclusively vernacular trans-
lation diminish the authority of the Ukrainian nobility (����/��) and elevate 
instead the peasantry together with the “barbarous Cossacks” who demon-
strated, however, general asceticism and extreme loyalty to Orthodox 
Christianity? And how to deal, in this case, with their “features of the 
Y����"����J�������������������#�������"�����*�q`�
�j�{|��������{~����ç�
If they did show, in fact, an elitist tendency, based on the Polish model, did 
that mean the translator with obvious elitist inclinations should account for 
the foundation of such a Polish model? And if these Cossacks did show, in 
fact, an elitist tendency of the Polish type, should a translator with obvious 
elitist inclinations account for the existence of such a Polish type?

Since Kuliš had to answer numerous questions of this type during 
the late 1860s, his conception of the translation of the Holy Scriptures 
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underwent a series of transformations. At the outset, Kuliš deliberately 
chose to offer a free adaptation of the Bible, which he considered primarily 
as a monument of Hebrew poetry, into a poetic framework. Hence, he 
������������������������������
��J��;�q
����

������
�����
�������	���"�
inspired by various narratives and legendary characters. Gradually, 
however, Kuliš came up with another, parallel vision of the Holy 
Scriptures in vernacular Ukrainian. Having realized that, for church use, 
���Q�	
����������O�������
������������������������������������-
itative Vorlage, Kuliš might have embarked on a scholarly translation in 
the late 1860s. Step by step, he was conceptualizing the art of translation 
with an eye to creating a new type of the high style in nineteenth-century 
literary Ukrainian. For this reason and despite the negative review by 
Miklosich, Kuliš did not abandon his idea to publish a complete text of 
the Ukrainian Bible. On the contrary, Miklosich’s criticism could have 
only spurred Kuliš to accomplish his mission of translation.

What is remarkable is that both the poetic adaptation and scholarly 
translation of the Bible never ceased to interest him, and they sometimes 
overlapped in the narrative model, as demonstrated in some of his subse-
����� ��	
������������ 
��� ��� �� �������� {|}��� `�
�j� ����� �� ���� �
��
��������������+���q{|�}~{}����q`�
�j���+�������������������������"�
intensely at that time on a second translation of the Old Testament, the 
so-called ustyxotvorena Byblija q��� Y�������� Q�	
��� qÎ�
������� ������
361), which was conceived in the vein of the translation made in the time 
�������
��Q������q`�
�j������/������}}�������`�
�j�� ��������������
type of translation synthesizing two approaches divorced somewhat arti-
����
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synthetic translation came off the press. Yet what is clear from them is 
that Kuliš worked his entire life on his own translation conception that 
was modeled, in some of its elements, on contemporary western European 
vernacular translations of the Holy Scriptures.
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studies at the University of Vienna, and invited him to collaborate on a 
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not conventional but rather cordial. They feverishly discussed much of 
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mutual interest, from the literary activity in Galicia, with which Kuliš was 
intimately familiar, to national relationships in the two historical parts of 
Ukraine and the academic communities in Vienna and Lviv. At the end of 
����� �����"�� ��
;�;� ���������� ���� �������� ���������� �	��� `�
�j���
proposal to collaborate on a new translation of the Holy Scriptures; he 
also spoke of the urgent need to publish a prayer book in vernacular 
��������������������������������"����������q���������;�{}����������

“POISON AND RUIN FOR THE RUSIAN PEOPLE”
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Q�� ��� ���� ��� ����� ���� �����"� ��� {|�}�� ��
;�;� ���� �
������ ��������� 
some translations of religious texts into Ukrainian. Shortly afterwards he 
published �����������$�������������������/�����������6������`�����5�5�(A 
Prayer Book and A Short Course on the Christian-Catholic Faith), written 
���� ��� ��
�� ��� =���;
�� ��������� ����"������ ��������

�� ���� J������
conscripts. ������
�����{|������
;�;�����������������������������������������
prayer book, this time written in the phonetic orthography invented earlier 
	��`�
�j�����������"��������������	�����/��#���������
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tioned for church approval of the revised edition of his prayer book.
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;�;��������������$�was reviewed 
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(�������!���������������), “poison and ruin for the Rusian people.” A conser-
vative cleric, Malynovs´��;���"����������������������������������!����
and ���������, “innovations without any grounds,” was likely to destroy the 
intimate relationship between “Little Russian literature” and “our church 
	����*�q��
;�;�{|�{��������������;�{}���������=�
�����´��;������������
in particular, the vernacular spelling Isus (which was subsequently 
���
����� 	�� ��
;�;� ���� `�
�j� ��� ����� ����
����� ��� ��� Q�	
���� ���� ��
recalled a similar spelling employed by the Russian Old Believers. Hence, 
the so-called �������!����and ��������� could never be cultivated in the 
local theological seminary where the students had to work on “literary 
Church Slavonic and Little Russian as bequeathed ages ago” (ibid., xvi). 
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stream religious terms. For instance, he argued that the word �����!����
could not be translated �!�3������&��������*�q��
;�;�{|�{������#�����
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Malynovs´��;� ��""����� ��� ��� ���������� ��� ��� �������� �������� ���
��
;�;��������������$ be immediately destroyed in accordance with canon 
law (Studyns´��;�{}���������
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Krylošanynu Malynovs´komu na referat molytovnyka” (A Letter Without 
an Envelope, As a Reply to Eparchial Consultor Malynovs´��;����J�����������
����������Q�����qY�������{|�{��q����'������;�{|||��{�������
;�;�����������
shortcomings in the argumentation of the conservative cleric, reproaching 
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the phonetic system of spelling (���������) on the grounds that it could serve 
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Russian Old Believers, since the Serbs had long been using Isus and nobody 
had ever accused them of schism; moreover, he continued, the above spelling 
was quite common in many orthodox medieval records. While defending 
the use of �!�3���������
;�;�q�	�����{{~{���������������
������������������
of his choice. Among other scholarly and narrative sources and traditions of 
various rites, the young translator deemed it necessary to mention Miklosich, 
who had offered a similar translation in his Lexicon palaeoslovenico-grae-
co-latinum qY�������{|��~{|����qLexicon, 415).

������������������������������������������������������������������
church hierarchs into the normalization process of literary Ukrainian in 
��� ��������� �������� !�� ��� 
��"� ����� ��
;�;� ���� ���� �"��� ���� ���
appearance of the prayer book under the title Molytovnyk dlja rus´koho 
narodu (A Prayer Book for the Rusian People) (Molytovnyk) in 1871 was 
hailed by the local intelligentsia since, as was noted in Pravda, Galician 
women and peasantry had long been using Polish prayer books 
q���������;� {}���� �������_��� ��� �������� �	��� ��� ����������� ����
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Kuliš’s way of translating but also triggered a series of further translations 
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q{|��~{|}���� ���� ���� ���� ��� ��� ��������� ��� ��� Prosvita and the 
��������������������������� ���{|}���_�����"������� ���"�����������
��
���������	�����/��������������	���������'���������{||����{|}|��
this group ultimately prepared three popular prayer books using etymo-
logical orthography. The books were printed in Lviv in 1878 (ibid., xxiii).

“THE LABOR PANGS OF A UNIFIED UKRAINIAN 
LITERARY LANGUAGE”

Already an experienced translator and proponent of vernacular Ukrainian  
������������������������
;�;�����
����������������������
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Testament from Greek, according to the strict rules set up by the British and 
Foreign Bible Society. Cooperation with Kuliš proved engaging and extremely 
challenging inasmuch as the two translators represented different regional vari-
eties of written Ukrainian. The translation progressed steadily, not more than 
one page per day, but persistently; the translators were comparing their work 
with the Church Slavonic, Russian, Polish, Serbian, German, Latin, English, 
and French translations. The two strove to render the Greek original as faith-
fully as possible, although in harmony with the spirit of the native (Ukrainian) 
��"����������������#�������
;�;������������������������
����������
������
which was then edited primarily by Kuliš in its stylistics. As a locus classicus, 
��������������
;�;�������������������������������������in extenso:

From the very outset, our work proceeded very slowly; one small 
page per day! More often than not we would discuss, compete over 
certain expressions; we would end up by postponing our decision. 
Each one would ponder the problem, and in several days we would 
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down everything that I translated from Greek, caring rather for the 
thoroughness than beauty of a word. Then we would compare this 
translation with the Church Slavonic, Russian, Polish, Serbian, 
German, Latin, English, and French. Having assured ourselves, in 
this way, of the correctness of our translation, we would edit it 
�
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�����������������������������	�������«�«�������
��������
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would rest not more than half an hour, while taking a stroll in the 
public garden, and then settle down again and work with a small 
break till eight at night. Kuliš would never get tired after this. In 
bed, he would read Shakespeare or Dickens for one or even two 
������	��������
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�����q���������;�{}��������������
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���� ��� ������+��������������� �� ������� ����
����������������
Kuliš left for his xutir�=������������J������<��
��������������
;�;�����
to his parents’ home, where he intended to translate the rest of the text of 
���+������������!����"�������������������
������������
�����̀ �
�j�
���������������
���������
��� ��� 
������������
;�;��� ����
�������
���-
tous and invested his colleague with full power in making, if deemed 
necessary in the future, all arrangements with the British and Foreign 
Bible Society regarding the publication of the New Testament. Kuliš, 
��������������������������������������� ����
;�;������������� ��� ���
use of Ukrainian, which was still, according to him, quite laudable:

����������
������ ��������
�� ��������������������� ��"���
and will not make any change for the sake of Polonisms that 
would be the worse for us. One had better resort to Church 
Slavonic [`������!���] rather than to Polish [ljads´ka mova]. 
q���������;�{}����������{��

Kuliš, however, remained consistent in his linguistic views, crystal-
lized in the course of his long literary and translation activities. For this 
��������̀ �
�j���������������������
;�;��������������������""������������
despite his own orientation in some cases toward the Galician vocabulary, 
remained devoutly loyal to the old literary tradition and the linguistic 

�"����������¤������������������!�����
������
;�;����������
������
����
some Central Dnieper forms less familiar to the Galicians, Kuliš, some-
what sharply, wrote on 26 September 1870 from Venice that “the Holy 
Scripture is being printed not so much for Galicia as for Ukraine; this is 
����!�����
��������
�����������*�q���������;�{}��������!�������"
��
����"��� ���
�� ��������"� ����	���� �	��� ��� 
��"��"�� ��� ��
;�;���
Molytvoslov�/Molytovnyk, Kuliš made a clean breast of his linguistic 
stance and its basis on the vernacular cast of Central Dnieper Ukrainian, 
although with a substantial admixture of Church Slavonicisms:
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While you are afraid of repelling the people [from the prayer 
book] by innovations, I am afraid of maiming our mother tongue. 
_�����

� ���������������������� ������������������ ���������
q���������;�{}������

!�� ������� 
����� `�
�j��� ��������� ��� ��
;�;��� 
��"��"�� 	������ �����
caustic:

!����������
����������������������[voc. sg.] istyny “soul of 
truth,” but you wrote Duxu (duchu in Polish). For our language, 
we should rather have Old Bulgarian instead of Polish. 
Whenever you cannot come up with something, leave a 
Slavonic word (or form): this will never cause harm. In due 
course, it shall be substituted for by a common word. As far as 
Polish is concerned, you must avoid it as much as possible. 
q���������;�{}�����������}�

Kuliš’s ambivalent treatment of the Polish admixture in the regional 
(Galician) variety of Ukrainian was not accidental, this being a conse-
quence of his deeply rooted and controversial attitude toward the Poles 
and their culture. On the one hand, he appreciated Polish literature and 
culture and had many Polish friends. On the other hand, he hated the 
�������������
����������
���� �����"������� ����"�������������"� ��
����� ��� ��
���� �������"� ��� {|��~{|��� q���������;� {}���� ��{��� !�� ��

���� �� ����� Y�����;�� ������ �����"� ���� �������� ��� _������� `�
�j�
expressed his views in a very emphatic manner that is worth citing:

It happened so, you know, that the Cossack offspring rule over the 
��
����
������;�����������
���§ljaxy] used to rule in our Ukraine. 
Except that they governed us proudly and did not wish us well, 
but we behave in their land in a Christian manner. They enslaved 
the common people in our country, while we are now freeing the 
Polish dregs from the domination of the greedy landlords, and we 
��������;�����������
����������
�����������������������

���
them to govern as the szlachta did, but require them to obey the law. 
q`�
�j���Y�����;�����~�����'����;�{}|���{���

In this regard, one can pose a legitimate question as to whether, in view 
of the coercive Polish acculturation of the past, the Cossack offspring should 
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drop their linguistic legacy, unassertive as it may appear in the face of the 
��"��������������
������
�����!��������������������	��������������

��
long history and rich literary tradition(s), Polish culture might have exerted 
�� �������� ��O������ ��� #�
������ ���� ������"� ��� ����"������ ���"������
��������"���`�
�j�q`�
�j���Y�����;��������������������
������������
����
�
agreement or union with the Poles, who have been building their history on 
numerous lies, in either Galicia or in Dnieper Ukraine. Yet doesn’t it stand 
�����������������������������������	
��
������������������������
������
promote indigenous Orthodox culture and language, with its salient features 
dating back to Kyivan Rus´, and only then get down to business with loan 
elements appropriated volens-nolens, in particular by the Galicians?

It is pertinent to state, however, that Kuliš’s ambivalence toward the 
Poles could hardly be a consequence of his purportedly unsteady 
Weltanschauung��������	�����������q{}�������������
����`�
�j���lack of 
synthesis even at the level of intra-personal relationships. Kuliš strongly 
believed that, under current conditions, any union with the Poles would 
endanger Ukrainophilism and aggravate the situation of Ukraine in the 
Russian Empire. For this reason, Kuliš advised Galicians against 
sympathy with the Polish anti-tsarist activities. It is worthwhile quoting 
���������������������������
����������	��̀ �
�j�������������Q���������;�
brothers in 1870 or 1871:

�«�«��À�é¹Ç¯° �¸�®¯²�¶µ�²Æ¶Æ
â¶®¯®®¹�®±�¼Æ¶±��
ÁµË �Õµ²Ä�Àµ¸±ÒÒ¹�Õµ²²½�
Û®³Âµ�¸�°µÂ±�»»ÊÒÒ¹�
ÁµÃ �²±ÂÒ±�æËÂ¯·®²ÄË±
Ù�»¹¶²ÄË °�®±�À»»ÊÒÒ¹�

§_�����

���������������������
������
�������"����$����ä����
long as the Ros´ River is called the Ros´, / [and] the Dnieper 
River discharges into the sea, / the Ukrainian heart will never 
���"�����������
��������¨�q�������{|}|��{{~{��

A more belligerent note was taken by Kuliš in his address to the 
Poles published in 1868 in Pravda. However, as was pointed out by 
+��
���q������{����~���������������������������"�������
������
����
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in general, but against the acculturation of a weaker people by a stronger 
neighbor. One can apply this explanation to linguistic matters, arguing 
that Kuliš wanted to shy away from only those Polish elements in the 
language of his translation of the Bible that were replacing indigenous 
forms, including Church Slavonicisms (of the East Slavic recension).

As Kuliš maintained in his “church epistle” to young Galicians, 
������ �������	
�� ��� ��� ���
�� {|���� q������� {|}|�� {�~{���� �����
“thoughts and feelings” were poisoned by the ljads´kyj (Polish) spirit, so 
they could hardly be of much help in fostering an all-Ukrainian culture. 
What they did achieve was a retention of the old words that came into 
oblivion in Left-Bank Ukraine. Unlike the Dnieper Ukrainians who 
�����������

<O��"���
������������#�
��������������
���������"������
wings at that moment, while making use of an outdated tradition 
(“etymology”) or “something mid-way between etymology and 
��������*�q�	�����{����>������������;�������������������
���������
����
Musij (Moses) and Ovram (Abraham) used by Kuliš in his translation of 
the Pentateuch. Kuliš believed that, while insisting on their particular 
forms, the Galicians, in a sense, revealed “the narrowness of their 
tendency.” Moreover, the Galicians intended to write for Galicia only, 
and the Ukrainians, Kuliš argued, wanted their work to be read not only 
in Ukraine but also in Galicia (ibid.). As a result, in order to obtain a fully 
developed literature, Galicia had to abandon their “etymology” and even 
a combination of etymology and phonetics in their language. Instead, 
Galicia would do better to become spiritually united with Ukraine, thus 
working out mutual norms for a common literary language (ibid.). In this 
respect, Kuliš’s own literary activity in Galicia in the late 1860s and early 
1870s could serve as an example, particularly in producing what was 
�������� �������
�� ��		��� 	�� =��;��� q{}}��� {���� ����
��� ��� ���
“Ukrainian intellectual speech (translations of the Bible and works of the 
foreign classics).”

In a letter of 15 December 1892 to the Galician socialist and publicist 
=���;
�� ���
��� q{|��~{}{���� `�
�j� 
��"�
�� ��������� ���� ����� ��"�-
����������������������������&����
�*�������	�������������������"�
consistency in his treatment of the Polish element in Ukrainian culture 
and language. He argued in particular that, during Polish rule, the “Old 
Rusians” (starorusy) had forgotten Old Rusian (��������!�����qY���;���
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1928a, 178). In the same vein, the Ukrainians forgot their language during 
the “New Rusian,” or Muscovite, rule in Dnieper Ukraine. This is why 
Pavlyk had to publish pictures and excerpts from the older texts, for 
instance The Igor´ Tale, together with elementary paraphrases that would 
be comprehensible to the average reader (ibid.).

Kuliš believed that Galicians’ works would be read in Ukraine if they 
����������&�������������*�����"��������

�&���������ö�
��>�
�������;�
and Didyk” (�������!���, ��3��!���) and “all the new Galician 
phenomena” (����!���!���) (Franko 1898, 14). In his poem “Hryc´ko 
Skovoroda” q>������;����������������������������
��{|}����`�
�j������
often than not stressed his negative opinion of modern Galician writers 
who allegedly were not capable of authoring literary works comparable 
with the output of the writers in Dnieper Ukraine:

Ó¯Ë�®¯°�Ã±³±Â�³µ±Ã <éÄ¸¸Ò�
ëµ¸�Æ�²±»·�³¶�¸±ÅÂ�¸¸Ò·�
èÂ ³» ¸ ¾�¿µ»µ²�³µ¶¯½ÃÄ�
ô¯²Ã¯»Ä²ÄËÆ�¼µ�À�Ë¯»½È�³�½ÃÄ�

[Nowadays the poets speak hoarsely to us from Lviv / like sheep 
in the evening / since they drink the Castalian water from a 
����
��¨�q`�
�j�{}�}�����}�~�}��

As the above philippic shows, Kuliš’s vision of literary Ukrainian 
was at odds not only with the Galician Muscophile theory, but also with 
the Galician populist cultural paradigm as a possible contributor to the 
development of literary Ukrainian. In other words, there was no place 
either for ����!���!����(the Galician variety of Ukrainian) or )���!�����
(Polish) in Kuliš’s language program. But how, then, despite his ambiv-
alence toward all things Galician and Polish, did Kuliš happen to channel 
a sizable number of Galician and Polish elements into his language, 
including his translations of the Holy Scriptures? Was this a double stan-
dard or a natural, yet somewhat unexpected, consequence of the complex 
system of Kuliš’s linguistic views, appearing in some ways self-contra-
dictory? As the material discussed below shows, the second explanation 
looks more plausible.
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+������
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���"����+������������`�
�j�������
;�;�
tried to compromise on the ratio of regional, bookish, and Church Slavonic 
forms and expressions in their text. Reconciling in this way different 
��
���
�� 
�������� ���� 
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�j� ���� ��
;�;� �����
persistently searching for a verbal medium capable of uniting the two 
��������
���������������������������������������������
������������

��
rewarded in 1871, when Jevanhelyji po sv. Matfejevi, Markovi, Luci i 
Ioanovi q���� #����
�� ��������"� �� =������ =����� '����� ���� ������
appeared anonymously in Vienna.

The fact that the authors preferred to remain unknown to the general 
��������������������������
��!�����������{|�|~{|�{��`�
�j���	
������
all his works in the Austro-Hungarian Empire (primarily in the periodical 
Pravda and under separate covers in Lviv and Vienna) either anony-
����
��������������������������������q���
��J��;��$����������������
$���
��`���
���=���
��Y�
����������������/��q+��
���������{�������!��
this way, Kuliš tried to avoid providing any pretext to Russian conserva-
tives for launching attacks against the language of the translation of the 
New Testament in the periodical press or for possible persecution by the 
tsarist police. Kuliš remembered very well their previous charges directed 
against him and his publications in Osnova, which defended the distinc-
tiveness of the Ukrainian language and literature, in the early 1860s. As 
early as 4 August 1868, during his government service in Warsaw, Kuliš 
�������������
�������
���������`��;��������;����������������������
publicize his civic and literary activities, in particular his translation of 
the Holy Scriptures, thereby thwarting the constant desire of Mixail 
Katkov and Ivan Aksakov to harass him through the tsarist administration 
q`�
�j���`��;�������;���������

Meanwhile, Kuliš wished to close a chapter in his relationship 
���� =��
������� ��� ���� �������� ������ ��� ��� ���������� Q�	
�� �����
nevertheless, supported Ukrainian as a separate language in his schol-
arly works. Kuliš hastened to dispatch a copy of the Gospel according 
to Matthew to him. In a letter of 5 April 1871, Kuliš expressed his 
gratitude for fair comments that eventually persuaded him to under-
take a word-for-word translation of the Holy Scriptures into Ukrainian. 
��� ��� �
����"� �������
���`�
�j� ��""����� ��� ������
� ���������������
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brief letter that Miklosich gauge the level of adequacy of the new trans-
lation compared to the original: 

Es macht mir viel Vergnügen Ihnen meinen herzlichen Dank 
auszudrücken für Ihre gerechten Bemerkungen, die Sie bei der 
Revision der russinischen Bibelübersetzung gemacht haben. Da 
ich so viele freie Übersetzungen in allen modernen Sprachen vor 
mir hatte, so glaube ich auch die russinische Übersetzung mit 
mehr Freiheit durchführen zu können. Das Resultat Ihrer Revision 
überzeugte mich indessen von der Notwendigkeit einer genauen, 
wörtlichen Übersetzung. Wie weit ich dieser Übersetzung treu 
geblieben bin, werden Sie, nach gütiger Einsichtnahme, aus dem 
Evangelisten Mat[thäus], den ich Ihnen zu verehren das Vergnügen 
habe, erfahren. (Lystuvannja, 234)

That was only a small step on the path to victory, since the prospect 
of having the whole Bible published in Ukrainian still looked vague. 
Despite unsuccessful negotiations with the British and Foreign Bible 
��������`�
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�<����������������"������
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that the Rusian Bible will go its way without Millard’s good graces 
q���������;�{}����{{����������������������
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to publish the Bible in a Prussian town, Naumburg, where, as he described 
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book printing were much cheaper than in Leipzig and Berlin (Kuliš to 
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Before setting out for Prussia, Kuliš boasted in a letter dated 20 April 
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and the book of Psalms translated in prose. His intention was to publish the 
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�� �	����� q`�
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�j������������
;�;���������
����
and asked his friend to send him copies of the Polish, Serbian, and German 
Bibles as well as the Big English Bible (velyka anhlyc´ka Byblyja) and the 
J�������+�����������q���������;�{}����{�~{����������
���`�
�j�����
still feverishly brushing up on his translation of the Old Testament. He was 
������������������������������"��������������Q�	
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entirety that he was ready to cover immediately all publication costs out of 
��������������"�������
������������
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113). Yet, he had to cancel all his plans and go back home because of his 
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The brief trip to Naumburg and the failed enterprise ushered in the 
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ment of that period seemed to be the publication of the four Gospels, which 
only partly met Kuliš’s expectations. Only en passant������������������
��
{|������������������Q���������;�q������{�����������������������	����
from “the honorable contingent” in Galicia available to undertake the 
publication of the Holy Scriptures at Kuliš’s expense. Having spent so 
much time on translating the Bible, it would be unreasonable, he explained, 
����;�����������
����������#�������������"��������#�������������
���
printing of the book. At the end of the letter, Kuliš rhetorically asked 
Q���������;�&�����������J���������
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and their political dominance without the [Ukrainian] Bible?” (ibid.). But 
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disillusionment, caused by scathing critique of his latest historiographic 
works and, more plausibly, a lack of understanding by his compatriots of 
��� ��"������������ �������������Q�	
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Yet one can concur with Naxlik (2007, 1:307) that Kuliš did not waste 
the years 1867 through 1872 as a translator and a writer. Promoting different 
genres and experimenting with various styles, including the biblical one, 
Kuliš assiduously collected words and constructions able to faithfully 
render narratives in literary Ukrainian. He sifted through hundreds and 
hundreds of old and dialectal forms and expressions that, to his mind, would 
cohere into foundations for a new biblical style in literary Ukrainian. By 
�������������������������;���������������������	������������������"����
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revealed, the work on this translation became a true springboard for his 
future activities aimed at the creation of a new type of literary Ukrainian.
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Only nine years later, in 1880, the whole text of the New Testament, 
Svjate Pys´mo Novoho Zavitu (The Holy Scripture of the New Testament), 
���������������������/������������������������'�����������������
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raising, the process of printing (in fact, reprinting) the previous Vienna 
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A true breakthrough in the process of the “Ukrainianization” of the 
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proposal to buy the rest of the printed copies of the New Testament. Shortly 
after that, he made it clear that the British and Foreign Bible Society was 
ready to buy the copyright of the Ukrainian edition of the New Testament. 
As a result, in 1887 and 1893, the New Testament, entitled Svjate Pys´mo 
��������������������������6������������)������������)��
��������� y dr. 
Y. Puljuj (NZ 1887), appeared in its entirety as a publication of the Bible 
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pressed Kuliš to complete the translation of the Old Testament. The latter, 
however, wrote in 1878 that he had destroyed his translation because of the 
criticism of “Lviv wiseacres,” wishing he had translated “simply from 
Luther, while looking a little at a time at the Orthodox [translation]” 
(Studyns´��;�{}����������������
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Despite some inconsistencies and shortcomings in the translation that 
went through several stages of preparation, the publication of the New 
Testament in Ukrainian became an epochal event. The leading role of Kuliš, 
������������������;�������������������
�����������+����������������
hardly be overestimated. Moreover, vis-à-vis the stylistic and dialect variance 
in the language of the translation, completed by the representatives of the two 
different literary traditions, culturally and dialectally, this translation may be 
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RECEPTION OF THE TRANSLATION
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not satisfy either conservative clerics, headed by the all-powerful 
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logical and political views were notoriously at odds with the Ukrainophile 
theory of Kuliš’s “farmstead Ukraine” (xutirna Ukrajina) (Hrycak 2006, 
413). However, particularly unappeasable and unfair was the critique of 
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older forms are neglected, and murky places are consciously retained [by 
the translators]: word is translated for word, without caring for the 
������"*�q���������;�{}���������������������"��������`�
�j�&��������
the Holy Scriptures for the sake of his own linguistic vagaries.” The 
extremum of his criticism could be well reduced to the hackneyed maxim 
that “on neither side of the border would anybody ever speak such a 
language” (ibid.).

What looked more disturbing in the context of the relationship of 
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might have brought with him a translation of the Holy Scriptures made by 
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have learnt something about a translation completed and sent over to the 
Holy Synod and then to the Imperial Academy of Sciences in Saint 
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Philology at the Imperial Academy of Sciences in Russia. Moreover, 
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admitting that it would be premature to speak about a direct connection of 
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were no solid grounds for propounding such a hypothesis at all. Even 
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ously reacted to any kind of alleged plagiarism.

In 1898, a long-time nemesis of Kuliš, Franko, accused Kuliš of 
self-delusion and lack of perspicacity, casting serious doubt on the neces-
sity of any translation in view of, to his mind, more serious lacunae in 
literary Ukrainian as cultivated in the entirety of Ukraine. In particular, he 
found Kuliš too naïve in claiming that the translation of the Holy Scriptures 
was the most important undertaking in the second part of the nineteenth 
century (Franko 1898, 15). Galicia experienced at that time, according to 
Franko, some more urgent needs and, contrary to Kuliš’s presumption, 
this translation did not bear any fruit: the Galician priests and sextons 
were quite capable of making sense of the Church Slavonic version of the 
Holy Scriptures even without his translation. Sarcastically, he added that 
`�
�j���������;�	������������������
��������������������q�	�����

Poorly grounded, this criticism was obviously tendentious and could 
����
�������	�����������������������������`�
�j�������
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from the historical and regional perspectives of the formation of literary 
Ukrainian (Danylenko 2008a). Not surprisingly, feeling hurt for his late 
����������
;�;������ ��������������� ����"� �������������������������
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In the long run, if one takes into consideration ideological and other 
discords with the Galicians, for instance the use of Kuliš’s phonetic orthog-
raphy (���������) for the purpose of enlightenment (Danylenko 2012b), 
the negative reaction of the Galician Ukrainians comes as no surprise.  
It was clear that, under current socio-political circumstances, members of  
the Greek Catholic church hierarchy were by default hostile to the idea of 
any vernacular translation of the Holy Scriptures. Instead of blessing such 
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an endeavor, they would rather see it immediately destroyed, as was 
���	�����
�� ������������ 	�� =�
��������;� ��� {|��� ���� ��"���� ��
��
;�;������������������������Molytovnyk. Speaking in linguistic terms, 
one should also bear in mind that most Galicians and Transcarpathian 
Rusyns were accustomed to the idea of one literary language, based on 
Church Slavonic, though with a wide range of admixtures (Danylenko 
���|���{�}~{{{���!������������������������#�
�����������������"�����
have been yet ready at that time to accept the Bible translated into the 
vernacular, let alone one that demonstrated Central Dnieper features, 
even if diluted with the Galician elements.

The reception of Kuliš’s translation in Dnieper Ukraine was mostly 
��O�������	�������"����������������
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���������������������
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��{|�����+�������
���������-
cial reaction to the latter, enhanced by Saint Petersburg’s mistrust of 
Ukrainophiles as allies of the Polish insurgents, was heavy-handed.  
�������������������������������������Y�
���������
������{|���
��{|���
(Danylenko 2010b). This limited the scope of Ukrainian language publica-
tions to belles lettres, while also banning all religious and educational 
literature in Ukrainian (Saunders 1993; Remy 2007). To be sure, transla-
tions of the Holy Scriptures into local vernaculars were of overriding 
���������������������������������������
�������=���/������;�������-
lation could have contributed to the feverish atmosphere in which the 
���<����������������������
�������q'������;�{}�������}�~�}����Q����
is also possible that the translation of the Bible was never a pretext for 
launching repression against the Ukrainian language in 1863. In fact, the 
circular, as Miller (2003, 124) argued, might have been envisioned as a 
temporary measure for the time of the Polish uprising. Thus, the intention of 
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translation of the Gospels, in order to provide the government with time to 
prepare itself for a competition with the separatist intentions of the 
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��� q�	�����{{~{������������������������������
� ������ ����
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According to Remy (2007, 109), the Valuev Circular was not merely a reac-
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long-term stance toward Ukrainian as a literary language. Valuev’s negative 
attitude toward publications in Yiddish indicates that the Ukrainian case was 
not completely unique. The minister was, in general, opposed to any vernac-
�
�������
����"� ������ ��

<O��"��� 
����������������>���������� �������
�
rather than nationalistic attitude; but, nevertheless, it amounted to the 
promotion of ethnic attributes of the Great Russian nationality (ibid., 110).

Overall, the circular could therefore be a corollary of the complex 
bureaucratic process and nationalistic shift in public opinion, predeter-
������ ���� ��� ���� ���� 	�� ��� ��
���� �������"� ��� {|��~{|��� ����� 	��
extension, the Ukrainophile movement leading, in particular, to a vernac-
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head of the Third Department and chief of gendarmes, about the political 
consequences of the publication of the Holy Scriptures in the “miserable 
'�
�� J������� ���
��*� q���������;� {}���� ����~�������� _����� 	��
someone of the upper clergy, the letter beseeched Dolgorukov to employ 
all means possible to protect the Orthodox faith from “profanation” and 
the fatherland from “a split and dangerous schism.” The author(s) must 
have been extremely annoyed by the Third Department’s sluggishness in 
dealing with the xlopomany�������������q=�

���������}}~{����

�����������������������������������������������"�������������������
of the above circular in the tsarist government. Known for his liberal 
reforms within the universities, Aleksandr Golovnin, the minister of 
��	
�����������������������������������������������
��{|����������
reservations about Valuev’s views, especially about the ban on the publi-
���������=���/������;�������
�����������+����������������"������
counterarguments, Golovnin wrote that “the Little Russian translation of 
the Gospels into the local dialect, corrected by ecclesiastical censorship, 
is one of the most glorious endeavors that mark the present reign” (Lemke 
1904, 306). He believed that the authors “strive to elaborate grammati-
cally on every language or dialect and, for this reason, to write in it and 
publish is rather useful in view of public enlightenment and deserves full 
esteem.” This was why, he argued, the Ministry of Public Education had 
an obligation to encourage these attempts and contribute to them, while 
the Holy Synod had the most sacred obligation to disseminate the New 
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Testament among all the citizens of the empire in all its languages, and 
that “it would be a true holiday of our church if every household had a 
�����������������������������������	
��
��"��"�*�q�	������}�~��}��

That was “the voice of one crying in the wilderness” (Mt 4: 3), which 
was not capable of changing the decision made by the government and 
���������	������������������������������=����
�`�����q{|{|~{||���
���� ����� ������������ ��	
������ q����j��� ������ }~{{��� �����

�� ���
Valuev-Golovnin controversy epitomized an important moment in 
government policy. Some ministers were ready to think in categories of 
modern nationalism, while others, including Golovnin, remained stuck in 
the Enligh tenment’s imperial ideal, primarily represented by the pre-national-
�����J������������������
������������������������q=�

���������{{|��

However, irrespective of the primary intention of its authors, the 
Valuev Circular must have been viewed as particularly damaging by 
Kuliš, who at that time was most likely thinking about embarking on the 
translation of the entire Bible into Ukrainian, a task which, for several 
���������������������
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the 1890s. Kuliš was most likely consulted by Mykola Kostomarov 
q{|{�~{||��� ���� ����� ����������
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Circular. Although Kuliš was in agreement with their protests, his own 
reaction to the circular was rather cautious. And, indeed, what could one 
expect from a moderate Ukrainophile brooding at that time over a future 
translation of the Bible, a book devoid in Kuliš’s eyes of any political 
connotation, in sharp contrast to the suspicions of the tsarist police (Petrov 
{}�}����|~������������
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Ukrainophiles’ pragmatism vulgar, Kuliš tried to reconcile populism with 
his conservatism. What was needed instead was a rational approach to the 
national idea that accounted for “the enlightened non-Ukrainian and even 
���<������������������������������*�q>��j������;�{}����{�~{|�����������
why Kuliš was unwilling to support those Ukrainophiles who reacted to 
the tsarist policies by moving further to the left. He was determined not to 
	�����������������O���	��������������	���������	�����������������-
tation that was likely to damage his goal of the enlightenment of Ukrainians 
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to be building the high culture, in particular through translations of the 
Q�	
��q�������{}�{����q�ä|���|{~|����������
��������������������
����
and politics were interconnected, whether in Austria-Hungary or tsarist 
Russia, might his translation appear to be inadequate.
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critical acclaim in Russian-ruled Ukraine (PSP�� ����+��/�������������
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repressive Russian policies, in particular by the anti-Ukrainian Ems 
Decree of 18 May 1876, a natural sequel to the Valuev Circular of 1863. 
Strange as it may appear, the reaction of local Ukrainophiles was not 
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Pentatevx Musijevyj (Pentateuch), argued that the translator of the Gospel 
according to Matthew (which he had at his disposal)
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ular language (narodna mova) that is always plain and serious 
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employed neither popular nor coined expressions, though the 
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And indeed, why are personal names not taken from the vernac-
ular, while keeping largely Greek pronunciation? Why do we 
have Matthej instead of Matvij, Thamara instead of Tamara, Ruf 
in place of Ruxva, Ioan (which is hard to pronounce!) in place of 
Ivan, which has been used since time immemorial in Ivan 
Xrestytel´, Ivan Blahovisnyk���«�«������������������Ioan instead of 
Ivan, you should write Iysus and not Ysus for “Ysus” as is written 
throughout the text. On reading such things as: )��)���3���!��
/���!������ )���������� ��� ��3)��!������ ���/��, I was literally 
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many nouns ending in nnje coined without any necessity in the 
text; one could easily dispense with a similar coinage. Yet if the 
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The above criticism, though sketched rather impressionistically, was 
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discussed below. But it should be noted here parenthetically that the 
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ished in the early twentieth century and was represented by such linguists 
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in the treatment of the deverbatives ending in -nnje/-ttje, ultimately 
-nnja/-ttja.1
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timate. Needless to say that after the Valuev Circular of 1863 and especially 
the Ems Decree of 1876, the development of literary Ukrainian was much 
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tion of identity in Dnieper Ukraine never ceased (Danylenko 2010a, 
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1 As an example of the populist interpretation of the aforementioned deverbatives, one 
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(literary) Russian (Ukr. obereha “defence,” osud[a] [m. and f.] “condemnation” next 
to parallel Rus. predoxranenie, ���*3������� ý���� ��� ���"������� ���� J��/�������
������������`�
�j� ������
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������ ���������������"� ��� -nnje/-ttje, Kurylo 
q�	�������~������"�������&��������������������"����-nnja and -ttja in the literary 
[Ukrainian] language make the phrase cumbersome and introduce uniformity, thus 
providing a limited room for derivation of other deverbatives and, subsequently, 
obliterating semantic nuances so necessary for the richness of a literary language.” 
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Ukraine, a remarkable role in the common revival of interest in popular 
language and its upgrade to a lofty level was played by the translation of 
���+����������������	��̀ �
�j�������
;�;��������������������������
for the progress of intellectual life in this part of Ukraine was that the work 
on the translation and its appearance in Galicia, as controversially as it 
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�� ���
minds of the Little Russian intelligentsia concerned with the national 
awakening through the development of literary Ukrainian.

THE SLOBODA BULWARK

Among the Little Russian intelligentsia supporting the idea of a national 
awakening through the development of national literature and language, 
one should mention again a group of Xarkovite authors who made a 
��"������� �����	����� �� ��� ������
� ������
� ������ ��� ��O������ ���
Kuliš’s literary and social activities. Their emphasis on the translation of 
the Bible as a framework for the creation of a new high style proved ulti-
mately to be tenable and productive. Instigated by Kuliš’s translation of 
the New Testament, their paraphrases of the books led to periodic 
outbursts of enthusiasm, although most of these works, as it became 
obvious later, were pastiches rather than true translations. However, Kuliš 
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Ukrainian literary language, if only among the small number of educated 
Little Russians, who nevertheless tried to keep it alive through the 
following years of a subdued atmosphere under prohibitive measures 
against the Ukrainian language in Dnieper Ukraine and especially in its 
Sloboda provinces (Danylenko 2010b; Kohut 1988, 244). 

From among a few translators of the Bible who followed in the 
steps of Kuliš, one should mention a prominent Xarkovite, Volodymyr 
Aleksandrov.2������������O���������`�
�j�������
;�;����������
����������

2 A graduate from the local university, Aleksandrov worked as a medical doctor almost 
all his life in Xarkiv, besides several years spent in Warsaw. In addition to Polish, he 
was versed in Hebrew, Greek, Latin, and French. In his time, Aleksandrov was a 
rather popular Little Russian author. Besides several poems published in the period-
ical Osnova, he also wrote two operettas, Za Neman´ idu (I Am Going to the Neman), 
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translated the whole Psalter and several books from Hebrew and the 
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the early 1870s. His reaction to the publication of their work was 
exuberant. When presented with a copy of the translation of the New 
�������� �"����� ���� ��
;�;��� Molytovnyk, he expressed his ulti-
mate reverence for the language used by the translators, although with 
some “regional reservations.” In his letter of 19 November 1877 to 
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Pentatevx Musijevyj (Pentateuch) had somewhat disappointed him 
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on the translation of the Old Testament, discussed his intention to 
translate the Bible on his own, using “a language familiar to all of us, 
not a mere regional dialect” (ibid.). Overall a devoted populist and an 
amateur poet, Aleksandrov became completely obsessed with his idea 
of translating the Bible into a pure (regional) vernacular. For this 
reason, as Aleksandrov confessed in a preface to his translation of 
Psalms (�)��%), he took several years of Hebrew lessons to prepare for 
this holy mission (Kovalenko 1908, 322).

!��{|�|����������������
������<����������	�����������������������
��������������������Q�	
�����Y��������
��������������
������������-

�����������	��������#������������������	��������	�������������������
title 0�+����� ����!����������������
���������¡������������)����� (The 
Bible, or the Books of Holy Scriptures. The Old Testament) in Xarkiv. As 
late as 1883, and also in his native city, he prepared his next translation 
from Hebrew, a collection of psalms, entitled �%/��������)��%�����������
�����%�(�)��%), which, as was already mentioned, is characterized by an 
original poetic rendering and a local southeastern (Sloboda) tinge to the 
written language.

which was successfully performed several times in the local drama theater, and Ne 
xody, Hrycju (Do Not Go, Hryc´). In particular, he excelled in translating the works 
of Mixail Lermontov and Adam Mickiewicz.
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Equally illuminating was a translation of the New Testament made by 
����������������¤�������=���;
��'�	��������;�q{|��~{}{���3 A graduate 
from a theological seminary, he began his career as a teacher in the province 
but in a short while applied for a clerical position. Spurred on by the publi-
������ ��� ��
�� ���"�� ���� 
�"����� 	�� =���;
�� =��������/�� !����
�
����������;������
�;����`�
�j�������������'�	��������;���

�������������
steps and amassed huge ethnographic material that he subsequently donated 
to the Department of the Southwest of the Imperial Russian Geographical 
Society. His lexical records were later incorporated into Slovar´ ukrajinskaho 
jazyka q$������������ �������������'��"��"���{}��~{}�}�� prepared for 
��	
�������	��Q�����>���/������������������������������
�	�����������
;�����
�Kievskaja starina��!�����{|�����'�	��������;�������
�����"�����
and worked for some time in the Geneva print shop of the Ukrainian publi-
���� ���� ��
����
� ������� =���;
�� $���������� q{|�{~{|}���� ����� ����
������ �� ¤������� '�	��������;� 	�"��� ����
���"� 
�
�� 	�� 
�
�� ��� >�
��
���������� ����� �� ���� ��� ����� ��� ���
����� q{}���� {����� &����<	��
���
�������
�������������*�������
��������������
��������+���
�;�#�"�
���Taras 
Bul´ba�q{|��������Ð������;���������������������������{}����'�	��������;���
translation of the Holy Scriptures, which he submitted in 1903 to the Imperial 
Academy of Sciences in Saint Petersburg for an expert review, was poorly 
executed and replete with numerous vulgar and dialectal forms.

��� ��� �"���� ��� '�	��������;� ���� ���� ����
����� ��� ��� +���
Testament became invisibly intertwined with Kuliš and his plans to create 
the Rusian (Ukrainian) Bible. An abstemious Ukrainophile and a long 

3� !�� {}���� ���
�� Ð������;� q{|��~{}{{��� �� ��������� ���
�
�"��� ���� ����"��������
wrote a comparative study of the language and stylistics of several Ukrainian transla-
�����������+���������������
����"�����������	��`�
�j�������
;�;��	��=���;
��
'�	��������;�q'�	����������	��=���/������;�qÐ�����;�{}�����+���
�������������
Ð������;������������������������������������������#�
�����������J�����������
not include in his study a single translation produced by that time in Galicia or 
Subcarpathian Rus´. Nevertheless, even with such lacunae, his work established the 
discursive framework for subsequent critics, in particular regarding the cultural signif-
�����������
���������
�������������
����������	��`�
�j�������
;�;��_����������
����������������������������������������'�	��������;�q'�	���������=���/������;�
��������������������Ð������;����������	�����������
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�
parts of Ukraine was likely to ultimately generate concurrent programs of the devel-
opment of the biblical style.
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�����������̀ �
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Kuliš and his wife in their xutir Matronivka in 1884. In his memoir, 
'�	��������;�q'�	�������;�{|}����������������������"���������"���
he had discussed with the host his dealings with the Poles back in 1882 
and the charge made against Kuliš that he had betrayed Ukrainian national 
���������`�
�j� ���
������ ��'�	��������;� ������������������	����
naïve at that time to hope that some rich Poles, including Prince Adam 
Sapieha, a descendent of the Ukrainian nobility and a leading defender of 
Galician autonomy, would genuinely collaborate with the Ukrainians in 
Galicia. Moreover, while manipulating Kuliš for their own political purposes, 
they had hatched a scheme directed against the Ukrainian Uniate monas-
������q�	�����{��~{����

In fact, in the early 1880s Kuliš accepted the Polish proposal to promote 
a united front with the Galicians who were more opposed to Russian than 
��
���� ��O������ q'����;� {}|��� {�{�� +��
��� ������ {������� ��� ��������
�������`�
�j��������
�������������	������"��������������	;����_������
���� ����	����"� ����������������������� ���Y���������������������� ��
obtain permission to renounce his Russian citizenship from the Russian 
"���������q'�	�������;�{|}���{��~{�|���>���������������
;�;��������
�������������������������J���������	��������Y������q���������;�{}����
�����!�����
��"������`�
�j������
��������
�������������������	��"��	��
������
� ����������� �������� ���� ��� {� ��
�� {||��� ����� ��� ���� �
������
changed his mind due to an incident that occurred in Galicia one year earlier.4

The point is that in 1882, all Ukrainian Uniate monasteries were 
���������������
���������������
��$��������������������
�����������
not support his idealistic plans for Polish-Ukrainian reconciliation, as 
outlined in his famous pamphlet �������������������)����������������3���
1882 roku (An Easter Egg for the Rusyns and the Poles for Easter 1882, 
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�
times that, while changing his views, he always remembered Aleksandr Puškin, who 
��������
������ �����
�� ���
�����
����� ����"�� ������������'����;� q{}|���{����
rightly observed that, in order to explain such changes, one should consider what 
����
����"�����������������������������
���`�
�j����	;������������ �������
cases, perspicacity was brushed aside by some of the leaders of the contemporary 
cultural movement in Galicia, including Franko (1898, 16). 
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Lviv, two editions, 1882), Kuliš wrote another pamphlet, in German, 
Vergewaltigung der Basilianer in Galizien durch Jesuiten q'������;�
{|||�� ���~����� +��
��� ������ {��}���� !�� ���� ������ ��� ���������� ���
Dobromyl reform of the Ruthenian Order of Saint Basil as outlined in a 
bull issued by Pope Leo XIII in 1882. It is no wonder that the whole 
������"������������
�����������
������������	������������������-
ities. All this discouraged Kuliš from further cooperation with the Poles 
and Austrians in fostering the cultural autonomy of Galician Ukrainians 
(Fedoruk 2000b).
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���
������
	�� ��� ���
�� �������� �����	����"� ��� ������ ������������ ��� ��������-
tioned pamphlets and other of his works that appeared in 1882. However, 
particularly deprecatory were anonymous reviews in the periodical Zorja, 
������	���������������
;�����������;����������;�q{||���{�������������
the lack of any program for collaboration between the Poles and the 
Ukrainians in Kuliš’s attempt to reconcile the two sides. Yet especially 
biased was his review of Kuliš’s translations of Shakespeare’s plays (ibid., 
{||����{���������������������������������������������������"���������
translations as to discredit Kuliš’s pioneering approach to rendering 
�������������������������q`�/���{}�|����������������������������"�����
�����"� ���� '�	��������;�� `�
�j� ��"���� 	���
�� ��� �� ������ ���
��
never believe in the future of Ukrainian literature and, moreover, spend 
��������
���"���������������������������q'�	�������;�{|}���{����

Quite remarkably, neither Kuliš nor his guest mentioned any transla-
����������+������������_�����	�������'�	��������;�����������	�"���
�������������������
�����������>�
�����������ç��������
���'�	��������;�
knew about Kuliš’s poetic versions of the texts, published as early as the 
late 1860s, although he could have been unaware of Kuliš’s authorship of 
the New Testament that appeared in its entirety in 1880. It is therefore 
tempting to assume that subsequent publications of the Holy Scriptures by 
the British and Foreign Bible Society in 1887 and 1893 might have insti-
"����'�	��������;������������������������"������������
��������������
much in the same vein as Aleksandrov did several years before him.

Overall, despite severe prohibitive measures against the Ukrainian 
language in the Russian Empire, there was a healthy reaction among the 
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local intellectuals to the new impulse in the formation of a new literary 
standard based on the Central Dnieper vernacular, which proved appro-
priate and well suited for this religious goal. At this point, it is interesting 
���������̀ �
�j�������
;�;������������
�������������
������"�������
predictably, caught between two opposite poles. On the one hand, they 
were attacked by the conservative clergy in Galicia along with the local 
discontented Ukrainophiles and, on the other, by “pure populists” like 
Y�
��������
��������������=���;
��'�	��������;�������������������
toward the strong vernacular cast of the written language ushered in by 
the Xarkiv Romanticists in the early 1830s. At any rate, the translation of 
`�
�j�������
;�;���""�������������������
�	��������������������������
from the Greek Catholic church in Galicia and from the Russian church 
in Ukraine, revealing a vista for the transformation of internal animosities 
among the representatives of different cultural and religious traditions 
into productive discourse.

THE ARCHANGEL HAVRYLO

The translation of the New Testament and some texts made by Pylyp 
=���/������;5 stand out among all other translations extant from Dnieper 
Ukraine, in particular those made by Sloboda representatives. Indeed, 
=���/������;��� ����
����� ����� ������� �������

�� ����� ��� 
��"��"��
program of Kuliš, the translator.

5� !�������� �� ��� +�%��� '������ ��� ������� Q��	�������� ��� ��� ������ {|�}~{|�}��
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A series of patriotic Ukrainian-language verses, compiled in the mode of kotlja-
����!���, were published in a collection with the characteristic title ���!��������+��
vojna janhlo-xrancuzo-turec´ka u 1853 y 54 rokax (To the �����, or the English-
������<��������_���������������{|�������{|����q+��������{}����{��~{�|��������
J�"���	
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an incidental phenomenon in Ukrainian literature and therefore his literary output can 
hardly warrant discussion in greater detail. Clearly, no one would ever have remem-
	������������������
�
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the compilation of ������� ���������������� ���%��� )�� )����������� ����!����
(Dictionary of the Little Russian Language Based on the Poltava Dialect), and his 
translation of the Holy Scriptures, which, with the parallel Church Slavonic text, 
appeared posthumously at the beginning of the twentieth century in Moscow (ibid., 
�����>�����������`������������{|�~{|���`��������{���|�~|���



PART I � THE BIBLE66

���	�"��������
��"�	�����������	
����������{}��~{}{{��=���/������;���
translation of the New Testament became critically acclaimed in Russian-
ruled Ukraine. The story of the publication of his work became a litmus 
paper in the creation of an indigenous biblical style and, ultimately, a new 
literary standard, despite the Russian government and the Holy Synod’s 
hostile, long-term stance toward the Ukrainian language. What is more 
remarkable, however, is that one deals in the case of his translation with 
an undeclared contest for priority among vernacular translations of the 
Holy Scriptures made in Russian- and Austrian-ruled Ukraine. For this 
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additional light on the role of their translations in the formation of new 
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bringing holy texts within reach of the common people. Yet, as one can 
"
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different vision of the lofty style of Ukrainian from that of Kuliš’s 
language program. This comes as a surprise since, seemingly, both trans-
lators practiced a similar approach to the process of translation. On 1 
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completed his translation of the Pentateuch q`�
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paraphrase of the Bible, Kuliš diligently studied Hebrew with the help of 
a local rabbi. Moreover, aware of multifarious linguistic pitfalls facing 
him in his work on the translation of the New Testament, Kuliš also took 
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studied at the newly opened Warsaw university (called ����¥�� ¦¥§¨���
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has been already mentioned, in their work on the translation of the New 
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Russian, Polish, Serbian, German, Latin, English, and French Bibles 
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Deeply rooted in the ethnographic culture of Dnieper Ukraine, 
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nature of the vernacular translation of the Holy Scriptures. It is not acci-
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in the Church Slavonic Bible and its Russian translation. Only later, with 
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text with the Latin, French, German, and Polish translations of the New 
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with Baudouin de Courtenay, while extolling his professionalism and scholarly 
achievements and highly recommending him to his young and inexperienced corre-
spondent. Kuliš also mentioned Baudouin de Courtenay’s promise made to Vasyl´ 
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105). Yet Kuliš’s praise of Baudouin de Courtenay proved perspicacious and intui-
tively well grounded. Though the renowned linguist did not publish a separate 
grammar of Ukrainian, he remained a true defender of all national minorities and their 
languages in the Russian Empire. After moving back to Poland, Baudouin de Courtenay 
authored a series of studies about the Ukrainian language and its speakers, such as 
���¨�������������«����̈ �)�«��¨���)�������(A Ukrainian University in the Polish State, 
1922), ¬������0��¥���©�����������(Russia, Belarus´, and Ukraine, 1928), and Z drobi-
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some other articles on issues of national minorities and their languages are reprinted in 
volume 6 of Baudouin de Courtenay’s collected works (1983). Yet, most interesting is 
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and by the Xarkiv Historical and Philological Society in 2002 in a Ukrainian transla-
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much with his training and education as with the cultural and ideological 
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could look, nevertheless, no less dangerous in the eyes of tsarist censors. 
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imposed by the Russian government on Little Russian literature and the 
local language and the fear of the Russian Synod of religious separatism in 
the former Hetmanate, was not published in the nineteenth century, thus 
failing to contribute to the development of a new biblical style of literary 
Ukrainian.

At the very beginning, however, nothing seemed to predict oblivion 
����=���/������;�������
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the manuscript was forwarded by the translator to Isidor, metropolitan of 
Saint Petersburg and Novgorod, for permission to publish the work in 
Ukrainian. However, quite in the spirit of the impending Valuev Circular of 
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Holy Synod (Hnatenko and Kotenko 2007, 156). Shortly after that, 
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Imperial Academy of Sciences in Saint Petersburg, asking for an evaluation 
by specialists and eventual recommendation for publication. Convened by 
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which, according to them, was an exceptional work from the religious and 
philological points of view. They wrote in particular that:
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Russian dialect, in the modern level of its literary development 
and formation, able to teach the divine and great truths which 
are found in the New Testament? The translation, we believe, 
answered this question more than compellingly. The Little 
Russian dialect in it, one can say, stood the test successfully and 
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express sublime ideas of reason, sublime feelings of the heart, 
without appearing vulgar, without making them rude, without 
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����
����"� ����� ���� ����
����� ��� =���/������;� �������
completely that both nature or character of the words, and the 
quality of Little Russian expressions have never failed either the 
��"�������������"�������"������������	��������«�«�����������
no doubt that the translation of the New Testament by 
=���/������;���

���������������������
����������������������
'�
��J����������
����q+��������{}�������~����

In its resolution, the Department of Language and Philology of 
��� !������
� �������� ��� ��������� ����� ��� =���/������;� ������
with his translation brilliantly despite numerous pitfalls faced during 
����������������������;������	
����
��������
�������������
���������
in Little Russian able to convey equally aptly everyday needs and 
abstract concepts and “ideas belonging to the loftiest intellectual 
sphere” (Naumenko 1902, 477). Highly versed in Little Russian, the 
translator, according to the resolution, found inspiration in “the simplicity 
of the greatness of the holy truths” and managed to extract from his 
native dialect such expressions and constructions that, despite their 
common character, most adequately accorded with the lofty meaning 
of the thoughts rendered by them (ibid.). Cognizant of the spiritual 
���� ��
�"����� ��"������������=���/������;��� ����
������ ��������-
ment asked the president of the Imperial Academy to appeal to the 
Holy Synod for permission to publish the translation. The manuscript 
�������������������	������#��"���;�q=���
��=�����/�����`�
�"��
who praised the translation. As one of the witnesses recalled, 
����	������#��"���;�� �� ��������� ������������ ��"��������
�� ������"�
=���/������;�������
������	�"��������"��������

��"��������������
its language and vernacular stylistics (ibid., 472).

Yet the Holy Synod disregarded the recommendation of the Imperial 
Academy of Sciences and of its own experts and resolutely banned publi-
cation of the Ukrainian translation. In 1904, an attempt to reverse this 
decision was made by the board of directors of the Charitable Society 
of the Publication of Useful and Cheap Books, although to no avail 
q'������;�{}�������|�~�||�����������������
���	������������������	��"� 
decided to try some other means, approaching the president of the Imperial 
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Academy of Sciences and the Ministry of the Interior, headed at that time 
	��Y;�/��
����
������������������������������������{����
��{}����	��
�å�� ��;����
�<=�����;�� ���� ���� ��	������
�� �������� ���� 
�	���
�
reforms allowing more rights to national minorities. Due to the active 
support of the Imperial Academy of Sciences, in particular its academi-
������ �
����;� �������� ���� �å���� `��j�� ��� {�� ��	������ {}��� ���
����������������������������	����������"�;�Y����	��"����
����-
tions on the publication of the Holy Scriptures in Ukrainian (Vul´pius 
������� �{��� ����	�� {��~{�}�� �
��� Y
��������;� {}���� �}�~��������� ��
result, two commissions were set up, one by the Holy Synod and the 
�������	�����!������
��������������������������������=���/������;���
translation of the four Gospels for synodal publication, which eventually 
�����
�������{}��~{}{{�q>�����������`������������`��������{���7 
>����������������������������������	��Q�������������;�'�������;����
`���;�����<����
�����;� �����
����;� �������� ���������
��� ������� ���
��������������
��qY
��������;�{}�����}�~������j��;������<��/�������
{}||���{�~�{�����������
�����

���������������������������������
by the academic group were routinely ignored by the synodal commis-
����� ��� �������� !�� ��� ���
� ��"��� ���� ����������� ��������� ��� ���
���	������
���Q�������������;�'�������;������
��� ���� �� ��� ���� ��
��
��� ���� �� ������� `���������;�� �������� ��� ��� 
���
� "���������
q'������;�{}�������}|��������

������"������	�����
��"�������������-
���� ��� Q������ �������;� '�������;�� ��� �����"� ��� =���/������;���
translation resulted in the neutralization of its most characteristic “lay 
features” as found in the protograph.

7� �

� ��� #����
�� ����
���� 	�� =���/������;� ����� ��	
������ ��� {}��~{}{{� ����
reprinted, without the parallel Church Slavonic text, only once in 1921 in Lviv and 
Y�����;�������������"���������
���O����������������
��������������������������
	�	
���
���
����������������������������������#����
���������"�������������������
������ ��� ��
�� �� ��� Y���������;� +�����
� '�	����� ��� �������� ��� `����� ���� �����
�����
��	���������"�������=���/������;���������=���;
��=�
;���q{}}����
���{}}���
����������������{��~{�����>������������������"�����������
�������������������
	��=�
;������������������
��	���������������
��
������������=���/������;���
�������
works along with some letters and archival material pertaining to the translation of 
>�
�� ���������� ����� ��	
������ 	�� ����;
����� q{}}}�� ������� �������
��� ���
!�������������������'��"��"����� ������������������������������

����	
������
=���/������;�������
��������������
���q
������$��=���/������;��
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A patriotic stance was taken at that time by many Ukrainian intellec-
tuals, who hailed the preparation of the manuscript for publication. Some 
����������������������������������Ð������;��������������
�����<�����������
in conformity with the political momentum. Thus, in his survey of 
��������������
������������>�
�������������Ð������;�qÐ�����;�{}����
�}~�������������������
����������	��̀ �
�j�������
;�;��������"������
popularity among the Galicians. He admitted that the text was written 
somewhat awkwardly, while the overall style of the translation of the 
New Testament lacked consistency and uniformity, especially in its 
����	�
����� ���� ����� ���	
��� 
���� ��� Ð������;� q�	����� ��"����� ��� ���
��������� ����� ����� ��� 	�� ��� ����
������ ���� ���� ���
�� ��
;�;� ����
��������"� ��� ����
������ ����
������ `�
�j� ���� �����"� ��� ��� ��� ���
�
����������� ��� ������������

�"��
����������������������
������ ���

��"��"��������������
������Ð������;���������������������
��������
the Bible into literary Little Russian, still connected intimately with the 
local vernacular, should be premised on solid dialectal and, what is more 
important, uniform stylistic foundations (ibid., 34).

Ð������;�qÐ�����;�{}�����������������������
��������������������
future translators of the Holy Scriptures. First, the translators, according to 
him, should be encouraged to resort to popular Slavonic words as found in 
sermons and religious set expressions or idiomatic clichés familiar to 
common speakers. Second, they should skip Ukrainianized forms of names 
like Isus������������Havrylo for the archangel Gabriel, and the like, inas-
much as the Bible is not a fairy tale where one can take liberties with its 
characters and their names. Third, Church Slavonic words should be 
preferred over native elements with a vulgar tinge in their meaning as, for 
instance, in the case of iudej, iudejskij in place of *�3�&����*�*�3�������
&�������*������!������instead of pip “priest,” *����(voc.) in place of *�����
(voc.) (ibid.) (®�3��&����*�§SP/NZ��}{�������{�¨������`���®�3�������“king 
����������*�§SP/NZ�����=����¨�������������Ð������;�qÐ�����;�{}��������
stressed, it would be highly advisable to use Church Slavonicisms in place 
of native lexemes with a vulgar, even obscene connotation like cyca (infml.) 
��� ��� ����
����� ��� '�	��������;�� cyc´ky (derog.) in the translation of 
=���/������;��������������������!���������������“the paps which thou 
����������*����̀ �
�j�������
;�;�qSP/NZ, 71, Lk 11:27), or kurvy (derog.) 
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q'�	��������;������nepotrebnyci q����
���q=���/������;����������������
bludnyci &���
��*����`�
�j�������
;�;�qSP/NZ, 77, Lk 15:30).

����

���Ð������;� qÐ�����;�{}������~�������

������ �����������
��� ��� ����
������ ����� 	�� '�	��������;�� =���/������;�� ���� `�
�j�
q�"�����������
;�;�������"��

� �������� ����
������'�	��������;�
purportedly coined the greatest number of “still-born” neologisms, 
while Kuliš, in spite of some awkwardly coined words, remained a 
�������	
��������������������;�������������=���/������;�����
���-
��

��&�����
���*�����
����������������������
��������	��Ð������;�
(ibid.) appear quite revealing in this respect (e.g., ChSl. �$�)���+%��� “in 
the regeneration” [Mt 19:28] is translated �������*%����	��'�	��������;��
u novonastannju by Kuliš, and �� ��������*3������ 	�� =���/������;��
ChSl. ��� �*����35��������� “do not bear false witness” [Mk 10:19] is 
translated ne brexnesvidkuj 	��'�	��������;��ne svidkuj kryvo by Kuliš; 
also ljudohubec´� ��� '�	��������;�� 3�����+�`� in Kuliš, and !���-
vikovbyvec´ ��� =���/������;� ���� &��������* §��� |���¨�� zlorob in 
'�	��������;�� ���!���`� in Kuliš, and lyxodij ��� =���/������;� ����
“malefactor” §���{|���¨��������

��`�
�j�������������"�����
����
"���
and regional forms that would be unintelligible to speakers of different 
Ukrainian dialects (���%!����������� “hypocrisy” [Lk 12:1] in 
=���/������;������������lycemirstvo ���`�
�j�§Ð�����;�{}������¨��

Ð������;� q{}���� ���� ����
����� ��� ��� ����
����� ����� 	��
=���/������;�� ������� ������ �������� ���� ��� ���� ����������� ����� ���
���
�"���
�����
��"���������������������+������
�����Ð������;����������
����������������������
��"��"�����`�
�j�q������
;�;������&§����¨����������
in choosing words, which although popular, remain rarely utilized” (ibid., 
�{���!�������"
������"��������������������������	��>��	�/�q{}||����~�{��
�������������
��	��+��/���q�������|���+��/���q�	�����������"���������
��"�
������ ���Ð������;���������������	
��	
�������� ��� ��� ����
�����
�����	��̀ �
�j�������
;�;��������������������"�������������=���/������;���
������������Ð������;�������������������	
����������J������

In view of the almost unanimous fascination with the language of 
=���/������;�����������"���"���������������
��"��"���������������
����
����������	��`�
�j�������
;�;���

�����������
�����������������
����"������� ��� ��� ���� ������������� �������� ��� ��� 
��"��"�� ���
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Kuliš, which appears heterogeneous in comparison with all the afore-
mentioned translations. Most interesting in this respect is a fragment 
�����=���/������;��� ����
�������� ���#����
� ��������"� ��=�����
q��{~�|����������������	��Y����
�������������;�q{}�����
���Svedenija) 
from the manuscript donated, together with a draft, by the family of the 
late translator to the Imperial Academy of Sciences in Saint Petersburg 
in 1902.8��������������������	��=���/������;��������������������
��������������������������
��� ������� ������������ �������� 
���
����
���������� ��� ������� ���� 
�"��� ��� =���/������;��� ������ !�� ����
�������� ;��������"� =���/������;��� &�����"� ��� ���"����*� ���� ���
translation of the same verses in chapter 5 of the Gospel according to 
=�����	��`�
�j�������
;�;����������
����������
�������������������
stylistics of the two translations and in the linguistic views of their 
authors. The ultimate question to answer would be whether 
=���/������;�������
������������������	������������	��������������
��������������������������������;�����������`�
�j�������
;�;���������
be given credit exclusively within the vernacularizing trend that was 
prevailing in Central Dnieper Ukrainian. 

8  In 1899, while conducting an inventory in the manuscript division of the Library of 
the Imperial Academy of Sciences in Saint Petersburg, the revised manuscript of the 
����
������	�����������=�����{|��������������������������{|�����������<������"�
	��=���/������;����������������!�������������������������������������������
	���������������������
�����=���/������;������������;�q{}�����|����|����}����{��
"������ �����"���������������� �����������������������������	��=���/������;��
which are the following: (1) ��������� ������/$� �)�������$� )�������� �������$� �)��-
�����$����������������$��������q������������������
�������������	��=���/������;�
and donated to the library in 1865, (2) �)�����)���$�!���3��������������������)�������
Yvana Bohoslova q����Q�������J���
�������������������	��=���/������;���!����
�
����������;������	������{|�������������������
�	��������{|}}������q���
������$����
��������������$�����`��(The Book of Psalms in Little Russian), donated by the author 
in May 1865 toward possible publication “for the popular consumption” (see 
������$, 
=���/������;����

�����

��	������������������;�������������������������������>�
��
���������� ����
���� 	�� =���/������;�� �� 	������� �
���� ��� ��� ������ {|��~{|���
were the most productive in his literary life, securing him the position of a true pioneer 
in the translation of the Bible into vernacular Ukrainian (Komarov 1913, 22); for the 
��

� ����������� ��� ��� �

� ��� ������� ��� =���/������;��� ����
����� ��� ��� +���
Testament, Acts, Psalms, and Revelation, which are held at different libraries in 
Ukraine and the Russian Federation today, see Hnatenko and Kotenko 2007, and also 
Esipova 2014. 
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�������
"��#	
�����
���!���
(amended forms are enclosed in 
parentheses) 

Kuliš and Puljuj’s 
Translation

{��ã¯ÅÆÅ �²Ã»ÄË �®¯Âµ¶Æ��
Ü²Æ²à� À¾Ìµ¸à�q��À¾Ìµ¸��®¯�¿µÂÆ�� �
q��¯��¹Ëà�²¸à��Ãµ�³¶µ¾Ì» �¶µ�å¿µ�
ÆÅ±® Ë �å¿µ����� �q��¯��¸®à�µ¶ËÂ ¸Ì �
Æ²Ã¯�²¸µ��³µÅ¯¸à�ÆÅ Ã � 
q��®¯¸Å¯¸à��Çà��Ë¯ÈÆÅ �����ã»¯È±®®�
Æ¼µ¿ �q��¿��¶ÆÇµ°à��¼µ�Çà�±�Ò¯Â²Ã¸µ�
®±¼±²®±�����ã»¯È±®®�³»¯ÅÆ× �q��
×���¼µ�¸µ® �¸ÃÌ¯ÃÒ¹�����ã»¯È±®®�
Ã Ç �q��Ã Ç���¼µ�¸µ® �®¯²»¶¹ÃÄ� 
q��<²»¶Æ½ÃÄ��À±°»½��«�«��{���Õ¯¶Æ¾Ã±²Ä�
 �¸±²±»Ã±²Ä��¼µ�¸±» Ë¯�¸¯°à�®¯¿Â¯¶¯�
®¯�®±¼±²¯Çà��Ó¯Ëà�¿®¯» � �³ÂµÂµËµ¸à��
×µ�¼Æ» �×±�¶µ�¸¯²à��«�«�� 
{���¬ �²¸Ã»µ�²¸Ã¯��®±�°µÈ±�¸ËÂ Ã ²¹�
¿µÂµ¶à��Ëµ» �²ÃµÃÄ�®¯�¿µÂ��{���Ü� 
q��Ã¯¾��À¯²¸Ã ¸Ì �²¸ÅËÆ��®±�²Ã¯¸¹ÃÄ�
q��²Ã¯®µ¸»¹ÃÄ���³¶à�³µ²Æ¶ ®Æ��¯�®¯�
» ÇÃ¯Â�� �¸µ®¯�²¸Ã ÃÄ�Æ²°à��ÇÃµ�
Ã»ÄË �±�Æ�¿µ²³µ¶�q��Ç¯Ã���{���Ó¯Ëà�
®±Ç¯¾�²¸Ã ÃÄ�²¸Ã»µ�¸¯Ì±�³±Â±¶à�
»½¶Ä° ��×µ¼à�¸µ® �¼¯Å » �¶µ¼Â�
¶»¯�¸¯Ì �� �q��Ã¯��³Âµ²»¯¸»¹» �
ã¯ÃÄË¯�¸¯Ìµ¿µ�®±¼±²®µ¿µ�q��ËµÃÂ ¾�
®¯�®±¼±²±Çà���{���Ñ±�¶Æ°¯¾Ã±��×µ�¹�
³Â Ìµ¸à�®¯ÂÆÌ Ã �q��ÀÂÆ¾®µ¸¯Ã ��
³Â Ìµ¸à�¹�§��������¨��¯�¸ ³µ¸® Ã �� 
����ãµ�Ë¯ÈÆ�¸¯°à��Ëµ» �³Â¯¸¶¯�¸¯Ì¯�
®±�³±Â±¸¯È ÃÄ�q��¸¯È±��³Â¯¸¶ � 
q��ËÂ ¸¶ ��Ë® È® Ë¸à� �Ç¸¯Â ²±¸à��
Ãµ�®±�Æ¸¾¶±Ã±�Æ�Ò¯Â²Ã¸µ�®±¼±²®±��

{��Áµ¼¯Å ¸Ì �È�®¯Âµ¶��
À¾Ìµ¸�®¯�¿µÂÆ����¹Ë�²·¸��
³Â ²ÃÆ³ » �¶µ�Ñ±¿µ�ÆÅ±® Ë �
�µ¿µ������¸¶ËÂ ¸�¬®�Æ²Ã¯�
²¸µ·���®¯¸Å¯¸�·Ç��¿»¯¿µ»½Å ��
���ã»¯È±®®�¸¼µ¿�¶ÆÇµ°�� 
¼µ�·Ç�Ò¯Â²Ã¸µ�®±¼±²®±�� 
���ã»¯È±®®�²Æ°®��¼µ�Ã¯Ë�
¸Ã·Ì¹ÃÄ�²¹�����ã»¯È±®®�Ã Ç���
¼µ�Ã¯Ë�µ²¹¿®ÆÃÄ�À±°»½��«�«���
{���Õ¯¶Æ¾Ã±²Ä��¸±²±»·Ã±²Ä��¼µ�
¸±» Ë¯�®¯¿µÂµ¶¯�¸¯Ì¯�®¯�
®±¼��Ã¯Ë�¼µ�¿µ® » �¾�
³ÂµÂµË¸��×µ�¼Æ¸¯» �³±ÂÌ±��
{���¬ �²Ä¸Ã»µ�²Ä¸ÃÆ��Ñ±�
°µÈ±�¿µÂµ¶�²Çµ¸¯Ã �²¹��
²Ãµ¹Å �®¯�¿µÂ��{�����
À¯²Ä¸Ã ¸Ì �²Ä¸ÅËÆ��®±� 
²Ã¯¸»¹ÃÄ�³¶�³µ²Æ¶ ®Æ��¯�®¯�
²Ä¸Å® ËÆ��Ãµ�¾�²Ä¸Ã ÃÄ�¸µ®¯�
¸²·°��ÇÃµ�¸�Ç¯Ã��{���Ã¯Ë�®±Ç¯¾�
²¹Ê�²Ä¸Ã»µ�¸¯Ì±�³±Â±¶�
»½¶Ä° ��×µ¼�¸µ® �¼¯Å » �
¸¯Ì�¶µ¼Â�¶·»¯��¾�
³Âµ²»¯¸»¹» �ÝÃÒ¹�¸¯Ìµ¿µ��
×µ�®¯�®±¼��{���Ñ±�¶Æ°¯¾Ã±��
×µ�¹�³Â ¾Ìµ¸�À®·¸±Å Ã �
À¯Ëµ®�¯¼µ�³ÂµÂµË¸��®±�
³Â ¾Ìµ¸�¹�À®·¸±Å Ã ��¯�
²³µ¸® Ã ������Þ»¯¿µ»½� 
¼µ�¸¯°��áµ�Ëµ» �



The Makings of the Rusian Bible 75

To get a more comprehensive picture of the differences between the 
��� ����
������� �� ���
�� 	�� �����
� �� ;�������� ���� ���� ��� �����
verses as edited by the synodal commission under the guidance of Bishop 
�������;�'�������;����`���;�����<����
�����;�������	
������������������
version (M-Synod) that went to press in 1907 will shed light on 
=���/������;��� �������� 
�"���� ������ ���� �
����
�� 	
������ 	�� ���
corrections introduced by the synodal commission.

Here is a parallel fragment from chapter 5 in the Gospel according to 
Matthew as published in 1907:

�{��¬ �ÅÆ» ��×µ�²Ë¯À¯®µ�
³Â±¶Ë¯°à��&®±�¸¼ ¾��¯�ÇÃµ�Æ¼Ä±��
Ãµ¾�³µ¸ ®±®à�²Æ¶Æ�*���«�«������
	¶®¯¾²¹�ÇÆÃÅ¾�Àà�¸µÂµ¿µ°à�
Ã¸µ°à��³µË �Ã �Àà�® °à�q³Â ¼���
×±��®¯�q��Æ��¶µÂµÀ��×µ¼à�¸µÂµ¿à�
®±�µ¶¶¯¸à�Ã±¼±�²Æ¶¶��¯�²Æ¶¶¹�®±�
µ¶¶¯¸�Ã±¼±�²»ÆÀ�� �Ã �®±�¼Æ¸à�¼ �
Ë ®ÆÃà�Æ�Ã±°® Ò½������Ù¯³±¸®±��
Ë¯ÈÆ�Ãµ¼��®±�¸ ¾¶±Ìà�À¸¶Ã»¹��
³µË �®±�µ¶¶¯² �¶µ�µ²Ã¯®®å¿µ�
Ì±»¹¿¯�q��³µË �µ²Ã¯®®±¿µ�
Ì±»¹¿¯�®±�µ¶¶¯² �������¬ �ÅÆ» ��
×µ�²Ë¯À¯®µ�³Â±¶Ë¯°à��&®±�
»½¼µÅ ®²ÄÃ¸Æ¾�*��|��Ô�¹�Ë¯ÈÆ�
¸¯°à��Æ²¹Ë ¾��ÇÃµ�Ã»ÄË�³µ¿»¹®±�
®¯�°µ»µ¶ Ò½�q��È®ËÆ��Àà�
³µÇµÃ® ±°à�q��³µÇµÃ» ¸ °à�
µËµ°à���Ãµ¾�»½¼µÅ ®²ÄÃ¸µ¸¯¸à�
ÆÈ±�Àà�®±½�Æ�²¸µ°à�²±ÂÒ��«�«������
Ô�Ëµ» �³Â¯¸¯�ÂÆË¯�Ã¸µ¹�¶µ¸µ¶ ÃÄ�
Ã±¼±�¶µ�¿ÂÇ¯� 
q�� ²ËÆÌ¯±�Ã±¼±���µ¶µÃ® ����«�«��
q��±�������;�{}��ä����}�~�}���
Svedenija��}�~}|�

¸¯Ì¯�³Â¯¸¶¯�®±�³±Â±¸¯È ÃÄ�
³ ²Ä°±®® Ë¸�Ã¯�
¯Â ²±·¸��Ãµ�®±�
¸¸¾¶±Ã±�¸�Ò¯Â²Ã¸µ�®±¼±²®±���{��
ØÆ¸¯» �¸ ��×µ�²Ë¯À¯®µ�
²Ã¯Âµ²Ä¸ÒÄË °��Ñ±�¸¼ ¸¯¾��¯�ÇÃµ�
¸¼Ê��®¯�Ãµ¿µ�¼Æ¶±�²Æ¶��«�«������
ë Â ²Ä�À�Ã¸µ·°�³ÂµÃ ¸® Ëµ°�
ÇÆÃËµ��¶µË �Ã �×±�¸�¶µÂµÀ�À�® °��
×µ¼�®±�¸¶¶¯¸�Ã±¼±�³ÂµÃ ¸® Ë�
²Æ¶¶��¯�²Æ¶¶¹�®±�¸¶¶¯¸�Ã±¼±�
µ²¯¸Æ»·�q²»ÆÀ·����®±�¸Ë ®ÆÃµ�Ã±¼±�
¸�Ã±°® Ò½������É²Ã ®µ�¿»¯¿µ»½�
Ãµ¼��®±�¸ ¾¶±Ì�À¸¶Ã»¹��¶µË �®±�
¸¶¶¯² �¾�µ²Ã¯®®Äµ¿µ�Ì±»¹¿¯������
ØÆ¸¯» �¸ ��×µ�²Ë¯À¯®µ�
²Ã¯Âµ²Ä¸ÒÄË °��Ñ±�Å ® �
³±Â±»½¼Æ���|��º�È�¸¯°�¿»¯¿µ»½��
èÃµ�²³µ¿»¹®±�®¯�È®ËÆ�È¯¶¼® °�
µËµ°��Ãµ¾�ÆÈ±�¸Å ® ¸�³±Â±»½¼�À�
®±½�¸�²±ÂÒ�²¸µ·°��«�«������É�Ëµ» �
³Â¯¸¯�ÂÆË¯�Ã¸µ¹�¼»¯À® ÃÄ�Ã±¼±��
¸¶µÃ® �··���«�«��qSP/NZ, 6)
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'(�����
"��#	
�����
���!��)��*!��*�+���,��/���*���4���!

!�� 

{��Áµ¼¯Å ¸Ì �®¯Âµ¶��É²Æ²�
À¾Ìµ¸�®¯�¿µÂÆ���¹Ë�²¸��Ãµ�
³¶¾Ì» �¶µ�ÑÄµ¿µ�ÆÅ±® Ë �
�µ¿µ�����É�¸®��µ¶ËÂ ¸Ì �Æ²Ã¯�
Ú¸µ·��ÆÅ ¸�·Ç��³Âµ°µ¸»¹½Å �����
ã»¯È±®®�Æ¼µ¿ ·�¶ÆÇµ°��¼µ�·Ç�Ê�
�¯Â²Ã¸µ�Ñ±¼±²®±�����ã»¯È±®®�
³»¯ÅÆ× ·��¼µ�¸µ® �¸ÃÌ¯ÃÄ²¹��
���ã»¯È±®®�Ã Ç ·��¼µ�¸µ® �
µ²¹¿®ÆÃÄ�À±°»½���«�«��{���
Õ¯¶Æ¾Ã±²Ä��¸±²±»ÃÄ²¹��¼µ�
¸±» Ë¯�¸¯°�®¯¿Â¯¶¯�®¯�
®±¼±²¯Ç��Ó¯Ë�¿®¯» �¾�³ÂµÂµË¸��
×µ�¼Æ» �³±ÂÌ±�¸¯²���«�«��{���¬ �
²¸Ã�° Âµ¸��Ñ±�°µÈ±�
À¯Çµ¸¯Ã ²¹�¿µÂµ¶��Ëµ» �²Ãµ·ÃÄ�
®¯�¿µÂ��{���É�À¯²¸Ã ¸Ì �
²¸ÅËÆ��®±�²Ã¯¸»¹ÃÄ�··�³¶�
³µ²Æ¶ ®Æ��¯�®¯�²¸Å® ËÆ���¸µ®¯�
²¸Ã ÃÄ�Æ²°��ÇÃµ�Ê�¸à�§���¨�Ç¯Ã��
{���Ó¯Ë�®±Ç¯¾�²¸Ã ÃÄ�²¸Ã�¸¯Ì�
³±Â±¶�»½¶Ä° ��×µ¼�¸µ® �
¼¯Å » �¶µ¼Â�¶»¯�¸¯Ì�¾�
³Âµ²»¯¸»¹» �ÝÃÒ¹�¸¯Ìµ¿µ�
Ñ±¼±²®µ¿µ��{���Ñ±�¶Æ°¯¾Ã±��
×µ�º�³Â ¾Ìµ¸�À»¯°¯Ã �À¯Ëµ®��
¯¼µ�³ÂµÂµË¸��®±�À»¯°¯Ã �
²Ã¯Âµ¶¯¸®°��®±�Æ¼ ¾�¯�ÇÃµ�
¸¼ÄÊ��®¯�Ãµ¿µ�¼Æ¶±�²Æ¶���«�«������
ãµ�Ë¯ÈÆ�¸¯°��Ëµ» �³Â¯¸¶¯�
¸¯Ì¯�®±�³±Â±¸¯È ÃÄ�³Â¯¸¶ �
Ë® È® Ë¸���¯Â ²±·¸��Ãµ�®±�
¸¸¾¶±Ã±�¸��¯Â²Ã¸µ�Ñ±¼±²®±��

[1. And seeing the multitudes, he 
went up onto a mountain: and 
when he was set, his disciples 
came upon him: 2. And he opened 
his mouth, and taught them, 
saying, 3. Blessed are the poor in 
spirit: for theirs is the kingdom of 
heaven. 4. Blessed are they that 
mourn: for they shall be comforted. 
5. Blessed are the meek: for they 
���

������������������«�«��{���
J�;����������	����������"
��"
����
for great is your reward in heaven: 
for so persecuted they the prophets 
�����������	������������«�«��{�������
are the light of the world. A city 
that is set on the hill cannot be hid. 
15. Neither do men light a candle 
and put it under a bushel, but on a 
candlestick; and it giveth light unto 
all that are in the house. 16. Let 
your light so shine before men, that 
they may see your good works, and 
glorify your Father which is in 
heaven. 17. Think not that I am 
come to destroy the law of the 
prophets: I am not come to destroy, 
	������
�

���«�«����������!���������
you. That except your righteous-
ness shall exceed the righteousness 
of thescribes and Phar´-i-sees, ye 
shall in no case enter into the 
kingdom of heaven. 
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�{��¬ �ÅÆ» ��×µ�²Ë¯À¯®µ�
²Ã¯Âµ¶¯¸®°��®±�Æ¼ ¾�¯�ÇÃµ�
¸¼ÄÊ��®¯�Ãµ¿µ�¼Æ¶±�²Æ¶���«�«������
ë Â ²Ä�ÇÆÃËµ�À�
²Æ³ÂµÃ ¸® Ëµ°�²¸µ·°��³µË �
Ã �¸�¶µÂµÀ�À�® °��×µ¼�
²Æ³Â�Ã ¸® Ë�®±�¸¶¶¯¸�Ã±¼±�
²Æ¶¶�¯�²Æ¶¶¹�®±�¸¶¶¯¸�Ã±¼±�
²»ÆÀ���®±�À¯²¯¶ » �¼�Ã±¼±�¸�
Ã±°® Ò½������Ü²Ã ®®µ�Ë¯ÈÆ�
Ãµ¼��®±�¸ ¾¶±Ì�À¸¶Ã»¹��
³µË �¸¶¶¯² �¶µ�µ²Ã¯®®Äµ¿µ�
Ì±»¹¿¯������¬ �ÅÆ» ��×µ�
²Ë¯À¯®µ�²Ã¯Âµ¶¯¸®°��®±�
³Â±»½¼µ¶¾²Ã¸Æ¾���|��Ô�º�
Ë¯ÈÆ�¸¯°��Æ²¹Ë ¾��ÇÃµ�Ã»ÄË �
²³µ¿»¹®±�®¯�È®ËÆ��¼¯È¯½Å �
··��Ãµ¾�³Â±»½¼µ¶¾²¸µ¸¯¸�ÆÈ±�
À�®±½�Æ�²¸µ·°�²±ÂÒ���«�«������É�
Ëµ» �³Â¯¸¯�ÂÆË¯�Ã¸µ¹�¸¸µ¶ ÃÄ�
Ã±¼±�¸�¿ÂÇ��µ¶Ã® �··�¾�Ë ®Ä�
µ¶�²±¼±���«�«�� 
q=<�������{�~�{�

21. Ye have heard that it was said 
by them of old time, Thou shalt 
not kill; and whosoever shall kill 
���

�	��������"���������;��"-
������«�«�������"�������������
adversary quickly, whiles thou art 
in the way with him; lest at any 
time the adversary deliver thee to 
���;��"����������;��"����
�����
�������������������������	��
cast into prison. 26. Verily I say 
unto thee. Thou shalt by no means 
come out thence, till thou hast 
paid the uttermost farthing. 27. Ye 
have heard that it was said by 
them of old time. Thou shalt not 
commit adultery. 28. But I say 
unto you, That whosoever looketh 
on a woman to lust after her hath 
committed adultery with her 
�
��������������������«�«�������������
thy right hand offend thee, cut it 
����«�«�«�¨�q=���{~���

A cursory look at the synodal version (M-Synod) as compared with 
������"���
� ����
��������=���/������;��������� �����
�� ������	
�����
substantial deviations in the vernacular-based language. However, there 
�������"���������"��������������
��"��������������������������	�����
synodal commission. While trying to make the translation look loftier, the 
commission decided to reverse the vernacular nature of some forms and 
���������������������	��=���/������;���������������������	����������
commission resorted to Church Slavonic as the principle means of 
archaization. To adduce some obvious examples, they replaced a seem-
ingly awkward expression nakormleni j napoeni budut´ ���=���/������;�
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with the Church Slavonic verb nasytjat´sja (M-Synod, 18), the colloquial 
3�����$�in verse 12 by a morphosyntactic calque, )���������“before you,” 
��O������� 	�� ��� ������� �
������� ����������� )��*3�� ���$ (ibid.); the 
expression )�������������
�������������������
��������`�
�j�������
;�;�
(SP/NZ, 6). Most striking is the substitution of the Church Slavonic 
expression svit myrovi for its vernacular counterpart svitlo svita “light of 
������
�*����������{���!�����������q=<��������{������������suprotyvnyk 
instead of voroh ���=���/������;�������
�����q��±�������;�{}����}����!��
������� ��~�|�� ���� �������� ��� preljubodijstvovat´ as a substitute for 
=���/������;������������
����
�"�������+�!����������“to commit adul-
tery” with the vernacular base !��6����“to do” in the second part of the 
compound. In verse 26, the commission introduced istynno (istyno in 
`�
�j�������
;�;������������=���/������;�����������
��������
��������-
alent zapevne “verily.” The commission introduced Otec´ throughout the 
entire text in place of bat´ko “Father.” The commission also restored the 
sound f in the loan form faryseji “Phar´-i-sees” instead of the counter-et-
ymological xw �������������
���q�����
���{}�}����{~�����

Remarkably, the version prepared by the synodal commission 
demonstrated, in fact, a reverse trend in dealing with the target language. 
Thus, one happens on vernacular and western Ukrainian forms introduced 
instead of the bookish and northern Ukrainian elements found in 
=���/������;��� ����
������ ���� ��������� ��� ������� �
������� 
������
predky�������	��=���/������; in verses 21 and 27, was replaced by staro-
davni “they of old time,” and the Church Slavonicism )������$ sudu in 
verse 21 by a stylistically neutral expression bude sud “shall be [in danger 
��¨����;��"����*���������������ä������od- �����	��=���/������;�����
replaced in some cases by vid-�������������������������������	��+�/�;<
'�������;����������#�
���������q��"���viddaty “to deliver” in verse 25). 
The commission re-introduced the vernacular xata instead of hospoda 
&������*�������������"�����������������	��=���/������;�

An old form, attested in the history and dialects of Ukrainian, is 
found in the expression zlamaty zakon (verse 17) (M-Synod, 19; see 
���/�� ���� +��/���� {��}��� ������� ��� ��������� �����$� “to destroy the 

��*�������������	��=���/������;�����������"���
�����
�����q�����!�
&���	����"��*�§Ð�
���{����¨���J������	
�����������������������
�������
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��� ��

������� ��� ���������� ������	�� ���� �����"�� ��������� 	�� =���;�
+�����q{|��~{}������

�����������
������������	�(z)lamaty “to violate 
(a law)” are cited in Slovar´ ukrainskaho jazyka (The Dictionary of the 
Ukrainian Language) ������ 	�� Q����� >���/����� q>���/��� {�|�|~|�}��
from various works of Kuliš. Generally, it is possible to trace the origin of 
this meaning in the old, northern Ukrainian literary tradition. Not surpris-
ingly, this verb is only once attested with the same meaning as in 
`�
;��������;��� Enejida (Enejida, Index, 85; see Umanec´and Spilka, 
497), which, otherwise, is replete with northeastern Ukrainian dialec-
����� q$���
����� ���|	�� ��~�{��� !�� ��� 
��� ��"������ ������� �����
were transitional north-to-south features, developed on a northern 
Ukrainian base later to be gradually replaced by Southeast Ukrainian 
(AUM�����������~}���������������������������������	�����������-
�����
������	��
��������������������������������=���/������;������
can legitimately wonder at this stage why Kuliš, who widely used the 
verb (z)lamaty &�����
���q���
���*�������������"��q>���/���{�|�|~|�}���
did not insist on its use in the translation of the corresponding verse. 

J������"�������������������������
�������������	��=���/������;�
q����������;�{}�����������������������"����"����������������
�����
���`�
�j�������
;�;���������������������O���������������"�����������
�����������������	����������
������������������Q���=���/������;�
����`�
�j�q�"�����������
;�;������������������
��������u- : v- and of 
the cluster breaker i in congruence with the principles of the so-called 
euphony, typical primarily of Southeast (literary) Ukrainian as cultivated 
in Russian-ruled Ukraine in the second half of the nineteenth century 
q�����
���{}�}���}�~�������������������������������������������
�-
�������`�
�j�������
;�;�q��"���uvijdete ���=���/������;�������vvijdete in 
`�
�j�������
;�;�&������

�����������������*�u hospodi ���=���/������;�
next to v xati &��� ��� �����*� ��� `�
�j� ���� ��
;�;�� ±���$� �������$� in 
=���/������;���������������������������`�
�j�������
;�;�����������	����
����<���
� ��������� ���narod &����
��*� ��� ����� �� ������� &��� §�����¨�
���� ��*�� qÐ���	�;��� �� �
�� {}�}�� ���~������ ���������
��� �����
�
������
��������������������=���/������;���������	�����������������
���� �������� ���������� �������� ������ ��� ��O������ ��� ���� ���������
��������¤���������������������������������
��������������������"����
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q+��������{}����{����=�
;���{}}�������������������������������������
)�3������(pl.) “came up” and �3�������“[having] opened” without ikavism 
of the secondary -o- ������������pido- (< podo- < )�3") and of the etymo-
logical o ��� ��� ������ od-, which is typical of North and Southeast 
����������qÐ���	�;������
��{}�}���|�~�|�������������)�3����� is used 
����"���� ��� ������
� ��������� `�
�j� ���� ��
;�;� ������ ��� ���� ����� ��
forms like vidkryv�q����"��������&������*��������������vid-, which is 
attested in Southwest and, in parallel use with od-, in Southeast Ukrainian 
(oddasy ��������	��=���/������;����� ��viddasy [2 sg. non-pres.] “to 
return” in Kuliš, odotny ���=���/������;�������vidotny [2 sg. imper.] “to 
������*����`�
�j�������
;�;�����������������������oditny “to cut off,” is 
found in the synodal version. The form zvidtilja “from there” occurs in 
=���/������;������

����`�
�j�������
;�;�

Q�� �������� =���/������;� ����� ��� ����� xvarysei “Phar´-i-sees” 
with a labialized phoneme xw instead of f, still alien in East Ukrainian at 
�������q=���;������������������������������
����������̀ �
�j�������
;�;�
employ the phoneme f in this word, whence faryseji, a form that looks 
quite normal in modern literary Ukrainian (Arpolenko 2003, 214). The 
only phonetic form deviating from new standard Ukrainian is do Neho, 
which occurs, by the way, repeatedly in all translations of the Holy 
���������������	��`�
�j�������
;�;���������������������������	�
�����
������������������������
���� q=���;����������}����������������-
place in Galicia at that time.

In the morphosyntax, deserving of attention are uncontracted forms 
����� 	�� =���/������;� ��� ����� ������ ������ `�
�j� ���� ��
;�;� �������
contracted forms that look quite standard from the point of view of 
�������
������������������_������	��O��"�������������������=���/������;�
���������
��������������������
��������
���������������������������
uncontracted, which migrated later into the synodal version (e.g., +��*�����
ubohyi §�����������	��=���/������;�����
�������ubohi ��������������¨�
compared to +��*������+����“blessed are the poor in the spirit” in Kuliš 
���� ��
;�;� ��� +��*����� ��/��� [instead of tyxi ��� ��� ���� ����¨� ���
=���/������;������������+��*�������/��“blessed are the meek” in Kuliš 
������
;�;���!����������
����������������������
�"������=���/������;���
������������ �������

�� ��� ����� ��� ����� ������ ��� ���/������� �����"��
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imbued with “deep thoughts, feelings, and often tragedy” (Sulyma 1924, 
�{}������������������������	�������	
��������������=���/������;����
��
have intentionally archaized his text, which appeared to him all of a 
sudden too vernacular to speak of holy things. Second, one can also 
assume that the translator was vernacularizing the text by introducing 
additional folkloric devices, in particular uncontracted forms commonly 
����� ��� ���� ������ q�������� ����������� ���
��� q>��	�/� {}||�� �{���
Comparing these forms with the Church Slavonic (Biblija 1862, 514r), 
���������������	
�������������������������"�����������`�
�j�������
;�;��
however, are consistent in choosing contracted forms in both the nominal 
part of compound predicates and noun phrases, which appear in tune with 
the norms of literary Ukrainian at that time rather than in the native 
q������������
������`�
�j� q����=���;��������������Q����������������
������������ ���� ��������� ��� ������� �~�� ��� ����� �	���� q��"��� +��*�����
sumni &	
����������������������*����`�
�j�������
;�;���

��� ������� ��� ������� ���������� ����� 	�� =���/������;� qBat´ko 
���$���+������instead of the relative clause introduced with the bookish 
§J�������¨� ���;������� ���� �� ���� 
������� ����� ������� ��� ��+���/$�
“[your Father] who is in heaven” in verse 16, ChSl. �*�� ��� ��+��5/"�
[Biblija� {|���� �{��¨��� J������	
��� `�
�j� ���� ��
;�;� ���
��� ����� ���
vernacular relativizer �!�, a construction that is primarily attested in 
������������+����������������������������
�����������������q=���;���
������������Q���=���/������;�����`�
�j�q�"�����������
;�;����������
impersonal constructions with the forms ending in -no and -to and the 
�����������������	;����������������������}���������������������������
���������������������������
����������	��̀ �
�j�������
;�;�������������
�������
�������������������������������

��#�
�����������������O������
�����
����q$���
������������{||~{}����!��������������=���/������;�������
use, instead, of passive constructions (e.g., ��������+��$�+�������$��������`���
as opposed to i ne vkynuto tebe u temnycju “and thou be cast into prison” 
[Mt 5:25]). In the synodal version, they use the active type of construc-
tion (M-Synod, 21). Most telling here is the archaic nominal form of the 
past passive participle �����$� (m. sg.) “cast,” obviously chosen by 
=���/������;������������O��������������������
������������"������`��
����*��"�+�3����(Biblija�{|�����{����>��	�/�{}||���{��
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In verse 21, one happens on an interesting “covert Church Slavonicism,” 
(i.e., )������$���3��§"���¨�&���

�	��������"������;��"���*�§
����

���&����
��
	�� ;��"��*¨� 	�������� ����� ��� ������� �
������� ��������� )������$� �����
sudu) (Biblija�{|�����{�����̀ �
�j�������
;�;���������

��������������"����-
nance, introducing instead a commonly used construction na tebe bude sud 
similar to that used in the synodal version (M-Synod, 20). Additionally, one 
should mention ��������&������*���������������������������������������"�
-i, which is sporadically attested for inanimates in North and Southeast 
����������q=���;����������������������������������osavul is concerned, it 
���
��	������������	���������
�������������	���������"������������O�-
ence of the masculine locatives in 65�> -i�qQ�����������
��{}�|��}|~}}�������
unusual dative ����������"�������	����������

������"������������������
overall vernacular morphosyntactic basis of the translation. Speaking about 
���	�
� ������
�"��� =���/������;� ����� )�����*��� (3 sg. non-past) “to 
exceed” in place of )�����*�� q������� ������� ���;�"������� ������
��
attested in the bulk of southeastern and easternmost Polissian dialects 
q=���;�������������������

���� ��� ��� 
��������������������
������ ���
Russian-ruled Ukraine. Among grammatical forms compromised on by 
`�
�j�������
;�;�������������������������������� �����O�����������
�����
verbal forms like ������������(3 pl. non-past) “to cheer up,” according to the 
Galician tradition, compared to ������`��� (with a phonetic spelling that 
��O����������
���������"�����������������	������������=���/������;��
Needless to say that in the synodal version, the present tense verbal forms 
������������������������
�"���
����

��"�������`�
�j�������
;�;�

Of interest here is the palatalization of �������O�������������������. 
This type of palatalization is primarily attested in the Left Bank south-
eastern Ukrainian dialects (AUM, 3, part 3, map 17). Yet this spelling 
(also with other hushing sounds) was most likely introduced into the 
translation of the New Testament by Kuliš, who employed this type of 
���

��"�������/�������Kobzar of 1860 (Tymošenko 1979, 121). Never 
����� q������ ����������� ������������	�����/������ ������	�
� ������
with palatalization were commonly employed not only by Kuliš but also 
by other writers representing different dialectal areas in Dnieper Ukraine, 
��������'������>��	������ !����+�/�;<'�������;��'��;������;������ ����
������=����;�q�	�����>�������������������
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=��� �

��"� ��� =���/������;��� ����
������ �
��"� ���� ��� ����"�
vernacularizing undercurrent, is that its phonetics and morphosyntax look 
more archaic than the corresponding elements and patterns in the language 
���`�
�j�������
;�;������"�������������������������������
�����������-
�������������
���������#�
������������q+��/�������������������������
������;������������������������������������������
�����������������
Ukrainian at their core, although with a northern Ukrainian admixture, 
���������������������������������������������	��������=���/������;���
language. Whether it is coincidental or not, the above excerpts from 
=���/������;��� ����
����� ���� ����
��� ���� ����� �������� q����������
�������� ���� �����"� �
����� �� ��"������� ��
�� ��� ��� ��������� 
�������
tradition, belong today to the periphery of modern Ukrainian (Shevelov 
{}����{�~����������������������������	�����������������
�
�����������-
��������=���/������;���
��"��"��

What is really at issue here is the vocabulary as used in the two trans-

������� ��� 	�"��� ����� ��� ����	�
���� ��� =���/������;� ��� �������
��
���������!����������
������=���/������;�
�����������
�������
���
����
archaization that was cultivated in folklore (or appropriately convention-
alized belle lettres) and appealed to the commoners and educated 
populists. In a sense, one deals here with a kind of “vernacular archaiza-
tion” or, to put it bluntly, “vernacular Slavonic,” which was commonly 
��"��	�����
������
��"����"������������������������������q��������
������
�������/�����q������������������������
"��������
�"�����������
�������������
���������q����J����������;�������|�~}���

In view of a particular Slavonic canon as cultivated by the laymen, a 
�
�����������������=���/������;����������
��������������	�
���������
���	���"��	�����������������
���������;����������������
�����������
as detected in the above fragment (and elsewhere in his translation) 
belong to a corpus of archaic forms and expressions used traditionally by 
local intelligentsia and peasantry in Russian-ruled Ukraine at that time. 
=������
��� ���������
��������������������
�������O�����������������
����������O�������������"
��	���������

�
���������
����������������
������������������������������
��������������=���/������;������"���
�
translation is somewhat different from the Church Slavonicisms intro-
duced by the members of the synodal commission.



PART I � THE BIBLE84

��������
��������������������������	��=���/������;����
��"����-
��
�����
�������������O������������������������

��"����������	�
��"��"�
to the Orthodox legacy pertaining to all common and educated Little 
Russians. Among such plain or “vernacularized” Church Slavonicisms, 
one can name the following lexemes used both by a speaker of a transi-
����
� q�������� ����������� ���
���� ����� ��� =���/������;�� ���� ��
representative of Sloboda ��������� 
���� `����<������;�������� usta 
“mouth” (Kvitka, 3:506; see Enejida, Index, 188), +��*������“blessed,” 
nasli djat´ (3 pl. non-past) “to inherit” (ChSl. ����53��#; naslidovaty in 
Kvitka, 2:217; see Enejida, Index, 103), ����53�������Q�/������;�������
�-
tion of Psalm 36 (Psaltyr´��Q�/������;�����������osjahnut´ in the synodal 
version (Arpolenko 2003, 216). I would add also carstvo nebesne “kingdom 
of heaven” (Kvitka, 3:579), nebesa &������*�q�	�������{~���������Enejida, 
Index, 105), Bat´ko nebesnyj “Father who is in heaven,” ���*��� “scribe” 
(���*����“bookseller” in Kvitka, 2:5), as used in the Poltava region with 
���������"�&��
������������*�q>���/���{��}��������xvarysej “Phar´-i-see” 
with the counter-etymological xw. This sound seems to be a constituent part 
��� =���/������;��� �������� ������� !� ��� ��� ���������"� �� ����� �������
another xv-spelling, porxvyru (acc.) “[clothed] in purple” (Lk 16:19) as 
found in the translation of the parable of the rich man and Lazarus (Lk 
{��{}~�{������Ð�����;�{}�����}������
������������{����

The sound xw seems to be of paramount importance for the vernacu-
larization of the translation of the Holy Scriptures. Generally, this is an old 
substitute for a foreign f in Middle Ukrainian. For instance, the form xvary-
sejska�&����������*��������������������#����
�������̀ ���;����<Q������
(Strumylova; north of Lviv) of 1411 (Shevelov 1979, 633). However, the 
fate of f and its substitute is different in various Ukrainian dialects. Thus, 
in Southwest (Lemkian) Ukrainian, the word farysej with the foreign f is 
attested in two meanings, the “Pharisäer” and lay “schlechter, falscher 
=������*� �� ���� &���������*� ���Y��������;� q{}���� ������ !�������"
���
there are more than forty words with the word-initial f in the glossary in 
Y��������;� q�	����� ���~��|��� ���
�� ��� ��� ������ 
������� ����� ��� ���
¤��������`����<������;�����������������������
�������
�����������
the phoneme f, obviously alien in the Sloboda dialect at that time (i.e., an 
exclamation ²� with multiple connotations, its derivative ²�²������“to 
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whistle,” and two French borrowings, forbje “very good” [Fr. fort bien] 
and [mediated by Russian] ���*��� “a type of military cap”) (Kvitka, 
3:514). In some cases, both f and its substitute are encountered side by 
������ ��� ����������`����<������;��������� �������������	���
���������
���	�;�� q{|��~{|}{�� ��� {||��� ��$6+��� “very good” next to /���`��$�
&���������*� q�����;������� {||��� ��~����� !�� ��� ��
�"����� �������
���/������������������farysej, never resorting to the counter-etymolog-
ical xw (SŠ 2, 370; Concordance 4:2595). The latter phoneme is attested 
only in Xvastov and its derivatives (SŠ�������~��{��Concordance 4:2599).

In view of the aforementioned geographical distribution, the use of f by 
`�
�j�������
;�;�������������������������������������������������-
ment of f �����O�������������"����
�q#�
���������������������������������9 
>���������� ���������������"�������

�������������������
�����������
Bible, published under the title Svjate pys´mo abo vsja Byblyja staroho y 
novoho zavitu (The Holy Scripture, or the Entire Bible of the Old and New 
Testaments, 1869), Kuliš consistently followed the populist treatment of the 
alien f, using instead the vernacular xw, whence multiple xv-spellings like 
Xvaraon “Pha´-raoh” (Pentatevx��{���#���{��{�~{|��������Xvara “Te´-rah” 
(Pentatevx, 10, Gen 11:26, etc.), Vet-Xvehor “Beth-pe´-or” (Pentatevx, 145, 
Deut 3:29), and so forth (Faraon, Tara, Bet-Peor in the second translation 
of the Bible published posthumously in 1903) (SP, 13, 14, 175).

In this respect, it is worth mentioning a similar substitution for f, 
employed with a comic connotation, in personal letters written by Kuliš 
in the year of publication of the Pentatevx Musijevyj in 1869 (Pentatevx). In 
��
�������{���	������{|�}�������������!����¤�
�/������;�������
��������
Kuliš used a popular form koxve “coffee” and seemingly mocked the 
name of the city of Xlorencija next to a regular form Florencija in the 
����
�������{������
�{|�}�q`�
�j���¤�
�/�����;��}�~}����=������������
{|�}�� ���
�� ��������"� ��� ���������� ��� !���� +�/�;<'�������;��� �����

9 It is interesting to cite here the title of a song recorded in the late 1870s in Galicia, “Pro 
��;��������������* (About a War with the French). In the text, one happens on f in loan 
forms such as Franc (the emperor’s name) and Francuz “a Frenchman” (Narodni Pisni, 
344). No wonder, the sound f is found in Galician translations of the Holy Scriptures, for 
��������� ��� ��� ����
�����������	��=����;�����j����/� q��j����/��{{������������
q�����;��`�	�
;������;�q'���<���������������������
�����������#����
���������"���
Luke was published in Ukrainian script (Luka-U) and Latin-based script (Luka-L).
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&���/���* (The Cocklebur) for publication in the periodical Pravda, Kuliš 
consistently replaced the letter f with the digraph xv (e.g., the personal 
name Xvedor instead of Fedor or xvylozoxvyja for �����²���“philosophy” 
���+�/�;<'�������;��qY���;���{}�|	���������������������������
��"����-
ralized borrowings he also used the digraph xv as in akaxvyst “acaphist” 
and ����/��&����
������*�������fortupljas &�����*�q=���;�������	������
36). Tentatively, one deals here with the results of two chronologically 
������������������������������
��� ����
�������� ���Q�	
������������
poetic�������������������
���
�	������	��`�
�j�	�����������"���
;�;�
������������"���������
� ������������������ ����
������	��=��
������� ���
employed in loose populist paraphrases of the texts. The second approach, 
applied by Kuliš in his later translation of the Bible, was premised on, 
strictly speaking, scholarly tenets. After his death, the scholarly approach 
was gradually replaced by the evangelical principle of faithful translation, 
���������������������	
�����������������������Q�	
��	�����Q����������
Foreign Bible Society (Naxlik 2007, 2:284).

Among lexical items, one should recall ���+�!����������“to commit 
adultery” as a semi-calque of ���+�35��������� (Biblija 1862, 514v) in the 
���"���
�����
��������=���/������;�q����������;�{}�����}����"��������prel-
jubodijstvovat´ in the synodal version. No Polonisms or other modern 
	�������"���������������=���/������;�������
������������
���������������
point of view, synchronically homogeneous. For the sake of vernacular 
uniformity, he might have decided to substitute hospoda for the more ethno-
graphic lexeme xata “house,” reversed in the synodal version (vytalnyc[a]: 
���)§3���/�����¶�¶��, 3��$�in the ��������$����������������������$���$���������
of Pamvo Berynda) (Berynda, 15). Not surprisingly, the word hospoda was 
�����	��=���/������;��
��������qÐ�����;�{}�����}����������������
������
xata�������������������������������������������������������`�
;��������; 
(Enejida�� !������ {}{�� ���� ��
�� ����� q¥�� ��� ���	�;���� ����
����� ��� ���
Odyssey (Danylenko 1999, 237). The word ������ “farthing,” used also by 
`�
�j� ���� ��
;�;�� ��� �� 
��"� �����
����� #������ ����� qDMU�� �����~�����
�������
��������������
����
��������������������������q�������/������
+��/�������}�����
������{}�{����������������������������������������������
��� ��
����� ���������� ��� =���/������;��� ����
����� ��� ��� ��
�
�������
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�����<�������������
��������`�
�j�������
;�;�
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��������	�
�������̀ �
�j�������
;�;����	��������������������

�������"�-
neous. To begin with, the translators easily employ vernacular lexemes with a 
wide range of connotation such as the aforementioned xata “house” (dropped 
	�� =���/������;��� nebo instead of nebesa “heaven,” a possible neologism 
*���������&�
��*�qÐ�
���{����� oltar´ ���=���/������;������������������=�����
*��������$� qQ���������}�����/������+��/����{��������������	
�����
�"����
���!����&����
�����*�q>���/�������������������������
�����}����staros´vickyj 
“of old times” (Kvitka, 3:329), and even osavul &������*����� ����	������
connotation of the Cossack past. On the other hand, the translators reduce a 
number of antiquated and outdated lexemes to a handful of Church 
�
��������������������������
����&�������
������*�������=���/������;��usta 
“mouth,” +��*������“blessed,” hlaholaty “to say” used also in the “secular” 
context (Kvitka, 1:261), farysej “Phar´-i-see,” carstvo nebesne “kingdom of 
heaven,” Otec´ “Father,” and some bookish (East Slavic) forms like istyno 
“verily,” attested also as istynno in Kvitka (1:625; zapevne ���=���/������;���
pys´mennyk &����	�*�����������������
�"����q>���/�����{�|��`��������������
and horod “city” (Enejida, Index, 38). All the above lexemes, though with 
�������������������"�������������������������<�����������������������
q�	�����{��|�~�||��������
�
����q�j��;������<��/�������{}||���{���

To be sure, most interesting is the neologism blaznyty “to tempt,” here 
“to offend” (e.g., SP/NZ�����=�������������	��`�
�j�������
;�;���������
��
throughout their entire translation. Sporadically one happens also on a regular 
�)����������(SP/NZ��}}�����|����q�)����������in Ukrajins´ko-nimec´kyj 
slovnyk����Î�����`���
;�����������
���J��������;�§���������<#������
Dictionary, 1943; see Kuzela and Rud., 1190] and �)������� “to tempt” in 
>���/�����§>���/������}�¨�������
����
����������
�������������
�������-
tive (Tymošyk 2000a, 243), a fact which might have prompted the translators 
to come up with a substitute: blaznyty. Interestingly, the neologism blaznyty 
�
�������������=���/������;���
���"��������������������
������������	��
tentatively demonstrating a similar line of linguistic reasoning with regard to 
the Slavic stem blaz(n)- “temptation” (EDU, 1:204).

��

����"�!�������;�����q!

���������j��;������<��/�������q{}||�������
viewed the form blaznyty ���������������������
��"��"�����̀ �
�j�������
;�;��
According to her, this lexeme is likely to be associated in Ukrainian with  
the commonly used blazen´ &������Q�	��+���*�qY��������;�{}�����}�������
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>���/��� {�{{���� ��� ���� &	�������*� ������� �

�"��
�� blaznyty ��"������ &��
make a fool of somebody.” Nevertheless, disregarding the Middle Polish 
��O����������������
�����������
�����
�blaznyty (Rus. soblaznit´ “to tempt, 
������*����������
�����������������������
���q��;������������������������
relates clearly to ChSl. +����$�“mistake, temptation” and blaznyty “to tempt” 
(LLP, 1:111; EDU��{�������������/���}|���!������������"�������
��Q�
�����;<
Nosenko in his ��������������������������������6�����!��������������%���(A 
$������������'�
��J����������������������J�������'��"��"���{|�|~{|����
������	
���������{}����qQ�
�<+���������������������������������������������
for blazen´ “greenhorn; fool” the Church Slavonic verb blaznyty, as used in a 
�����������������������#����
���������"��������q������{���!��������������
he was cognizant of two different meanings associated with the same stem in 
������������������q=������������/���������~����

�

�����

���������	�
�������`�
�j�������
;�;����������������"����

���
� ��� ��������� ��������� ���� ��� ��� =���/������;�� ���� 
�����
�
make-up of their translation is comprised of several layers of Church 
Slavonic, bookish (Ruthenian), and Old Rusian elements, representing 
different literary traditions as practiced in the Middle Ukrainian period. 
����"����������������;����������������������������
������̀ �
�j�����
��
;�;�����������	����������������������
����������������������
���
seventeenth century and even earlier. All things considered, two different 
conceptualizations of the vernacular rendition of the Holy Scriptures are 
represented in the two translations. Which one appealed to the average 
readership depended on a series of factors related grosso toto indirectly to 
the quality of the translation itself seen synchronically.10

10� J������	
�����
;�;���	
��������������
���������������

�������������������������
Holy Scriptures much earlier in a revised edition of his �����������$�under a changed 
title, Molytovnyk dlja rus´koho narodu (A Prayer Book for the Rusian People), which 
appeared in 1871 in Vienna (Molytovnyk, 151). Slight differences in the orthography 
aside, there are only a few deviations, primarily in the vocabulary, between the two 
translations of the fragment. Thus, in Molytovnyk�� ��
;�;� ����� ��� ����� pekel´nyj 
q��;�������"�������pekol´nyj q��;���&��

���*�qÐ�
��������������

������������������
form ����3���!�changed into +������������&§����¨������	
�*�����������
��������
the New Testament. There is no osavul in Molytovnyk�����"����
;�;��
��������������
verb blaznyt´ “to tempt,” later incorporated by Kuliš into the translation of the Bible. 
Y��<ö<���� ����	��������
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;�;� ��� ��� ����
�������� ���
+������������������������	�����������"������������������������������"
�����
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���� ���� ��������"� �������� ��� =���/������;��� ����
����� ����
��	
���������������
����� ��� ;�����
�Ukraina in 1907. Signed with the 
�����
��&Y��+�*�qY�
�������+��������;ç����������������
��������������-
ular translation of the Gospel according to Matthew that appeared, though 
without the name of the translator, in Moscow in 1906. To understand the 
nature of the criticism, viewed implicitly through the prism of Kuliš and 
��
;�;��� ����
������ ���� ����
�� 	���� ��� ����� ��� ��� ����������� ��� ���
translation for publication was completed by two independent groups of 
���������������������������>�
���������������������	�������������;�
'�������;�q����������������
������"��������`���;�����<����
�����;�������
editor and head of a special commission, comprised primarily of theolo-
gians from the Kyiv Theological Academy. This commission worked on 
��� ��������� ��� =���/������;��� ����
����� ��� `���;�����<����
�����;��
located in Podolia (West Ukraine). On the other hand, in Saint Petersburg, 
��������������
����;��������������å����`��j����������
��������������
set up by the Imperial Academy of Sciences with an eye to revising the 

��"��"������������
�����������
���������������"�������������������
��

�������������
������������������
����������������������������-
script and come up with necessary suggestions, then sending them over to 
the theological commission for spiritual approval. Unfortunately, the 
synodal commission ignored most of the emendations proposed by the 
commission of the Imperial Academy of Sciences and submitted, instead, 
�����������������������	
�������qY
��������;�{}�����}|~�}}������������
��
it can hardly be safely said which changes were offered by the linguists and 
which were introduced by the theologians.

+���"����&�������
���������������
��������������
���������"���-
cance of the style,” the reviewer, however, sorted out several shortcomings 
and proposed some corrections that looked quite convincing, especially, 
with regard to the lexical make-up of the translation. For example, the 
�����������;�����na kryli (cerkovnim) “a pinnacle of the temple” (Mt 4:5, 
=<������� {���� ����� ��� ��� ������
� ��	
�������� ��� ��� �������������	
��
���������������
��	
����"�=���/������;���������"���&��"�<	��������*�
na hanku. The reviewer preferred na kryl´ci (V. N. 1907, 110). He also 
criticized the choice of another lexeme, obuv’ja “shoes,” attested in 
�������
��������`�
�j�������
;�;������

�������������������������������



PART I � THE BIBLE90

word ���)�!���(M-Synod, 30) or �)�!���&���*�q���=���/������;������"-
inal) (Mt 7:3), offering instead skalka (V. N. 1907, 111). Neither did he 
like kusok xliba &�� ������ ��� 	����*� ��� =���/������;�� ������ ��"�� 	��
replaced with “a plain popular ������� [xliba]” (ibid., 112). All things 
considered, in contravention of all existing evidence, the quality of 
=���/������;�������
����������

�����

�������������
�������
���������
the Holy Scriptures could be conceived, according to the reviewer, only 
aesthetically in view of the lack of any stable norms for the written 
Ukrainian language at that time (ibid.).

For this reason, if taken out of the populist aesthetic context, Kuliš and 
��
;�;��� ����
����� ��� ��� +��� �������� ��� 	������ ��� ���� 	���� �
������
hypothesized, on more variegated foundations of style and dialect. Strange as 
����������������������������
������������=���/������;������������������-

���������"���
��������	��;��������������������
��������̀ �
�j�������
;�;��
��������� ��� ��� ���������
������������������������=���/������;��� ���
with the help of Church Slavonicisms, thus unwittingly expanding the 
balanced presence of Slavonic elements in the vernacular-based translation 
���=���/������;��$��������������"��������������
��"�
��"���������������
the synodal version was likely to resemble the multilayered structure of the 
narrative in Kuliš’s translation. Tilting the balance toward the Church 
Slavonic admixture in the synodal version was likely to cause a disruption in 
�����
����������
���	���������������
����������	��=���/������;��'����
���
this kind of disruption did not happen, and the commission should be given 
��������������"������������������
�����"�����=���/������;������"���
�����-
lation, especially in its vocabulary and syntax (see Arpolenko 2003, 220).

WHO ELSE BEARS A GRUDGE?

�������������������������"���"����
��������=���/������;�������
������
the language program of Kuliš looked unique under the socio-cultural 
circumstances of contemporary Russian-ruled Ukraine. Unlike a few 
Sloboda ����
����
�����
���������+��������;�����Y�
��������
����������
whose translations were inspired by Kuliš, the ideological disparity 
	����������
��"��"������=���/������;�������
���������������	�������
This disparity can be illuminated by a discussion of the linguistic views 
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��� !���� +�/�;<'�������;�� ��� ��
����� ��� ���� ������� ����� ����!�����
!���)����� ����� ��� �������� (Modern Literary Language in Ukraine, 
1907). I will disregard anecdotal evidence concerning his motivation for 
writing this study as not relevant for our discussion (Tarnawsky 2012). 
������ �����+�/�;<'�������;����������
�"���"����"����� ���������"���
����������
�������
����"������;����������q{|��~{}�}�����������������
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study was obviously a biased work authored by an annoyed old master 
�������
������
������������
��"����������
��������������
��"�
����O�-
enced by the Galician vogue. This style was notoriously at odds with his 
vision of a one-dialect basis for literary Ukrainian in the late nineteenth 
and early twentieth centuries. This work was followed in 1912 by another, 
�����������������ï����+�/�;<'�������;�������������������"���"������
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programs.
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Gospel according to Matthew. It was printed with a help of a “new 
Galician orthography” channeled through some contemporary fashion-
�	
�� ;�����
�� �����������<>��"����� !��������
���� �������������"����
��� ���� ��� #�
������ 
������� ���� ������������� ����"�� ���� ��� �

�� ���
“Galician preposition” vid “from” in contrast to a “Ukrainian od” in the 
synodal publication of the New Testament. According to him, the theolo-
"���� ������� ��� =���/������;��� ����
����� ���� ��
�� ���������

�� ���
original preposition od��"�����

�����������
�����������`�
�j�������
;�;�
also resorted to this form, but the ratio should have been different in view 
of the popular nature of od. The occurrence of vid ���`�
�j�������
;�;�����
easy to understand inasmuch as the translators were purportedly preparing 
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�����������������
������#�
����������������
��������=���/������;�����
designed not for the Podolia region, where the synodal commission held 
its meetings, but for the entirety of Ukraine (ibid., 324).

Among other Galician forms used indiscriminately in contemporary 
;�����
�����������������������

����������{}���Q�	
�����`�
�j�������
;�;��
+�/�;<'�������;�q+�/�;<'�������;�{}������������������&#�
�����<��
����
genitives” of the type do Jehyptu (gen.) (instead of Jehypta) “to Egypt,” 
bahato narodu (gen.) (instead of naroda) “many people,” and zavitu (gen.) 
(in place of zavita) “testament,” korenju (gen.) (instead of korenja) “root.” 
The writer also did not accept locatives like po morju “on the sea” preferring 
instead the “correct” form po mori q�	������ !�� ��� ����	�
����� +�/�;<
'�������;���;�����svidoctvo “testimony” as a Polonism, proposing instead 
���3!������(ibid.); this compared to s´vidkuvannje ���`�
�j�������
;�;�qSP/
NZ��|}�����{���������"������&��������	
�*�
����������������usumpylys´ 
(Pol. sumienie “conscience”) instead of the indigenous zavahalys´ (pl. pret.) 
“to doubt,” naruha for hlum &;�	��*�uljublenyj in place of “Ukrainian” ljubyj 
&	�
�����*� ������ ��� `�
�j� ���� ��
;�;� qSP/NZ, 5, Mt 3:17), or “Polish-
Ukrainian” koxanyj &	�
����*�q+�/�;<'�������;�{}����������

Remarkably, some “Polish-Galician” forms, chastised by the 
���������� ���� �
��� ������ ��� ��� ����
����� ��� `�
�j� ���� ��
;�;�� ������
��"�������	����������

��������
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���������������������
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��	���� ��� ��� Q�	
��� ���� �����
��� +�/�;<'�������;� q+�/�;<'�������;�
{}�������~��|�������������zahadav or zveliv instead of “Polish-Galician” 
prymusyv (m. sg. pret.) “to constrain” (Mt 14:22), which, incidentally, 
����������`�
�j�������
;�;������

�qSP/NZ, 17). The reviewer, however, 
was less critical of “Galician” comparatives like ������� “more wicked” 
(Mt 12:44) and verbs of the type prijty &������*�q+�/�;<'�������;�{}����
328), which, though of northern and southwestern origin, were more 
often than not used in nineteenth-century literary language in Russian-
��
�����������q=���;���������������������������������!���and )������(m. 
�"��������&��"�*� ���`�
�j�������
;�;� qSP/NZ, 15, 16, Mt 13:36). The 
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;�;�q����j�����{}�{��������
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monodialectally through the prism of the linguistic debates of the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, one can understand them to be 
�������	
���������������������+�/�;<'�������;����������
�������udja-
hanka� q+�/�;<'�������;�{}������|����������	��

�� ���� ������������
�������������
��"��
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�������=���/������;���
svyta, which was dubbed by the reviewer “very vulgar.”

!��������
���������������+�/�;<'�������;�q+�/�;<'�������;�{}����
329) praised popular verbal forms like molyssja (2 sg. pres.) “to pray” 
and �3��!������q���"�����<�����&�����������*�������������������������
���`�
�j�������
;�;�������
������������������J��������������������and 
��3��!�����, without any assimilative change at the morpheme boundary, 
������ ��� =���/������;��� ����
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������� 	�� ���
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�������������!���������������
���	
�����������̀ �
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translation by the British and Foreign Bible Society, one comes across a 
�����
�#�
���������

��"������O�����������
���
��������������(SP/NZ, 7, 
Mt 6:5), which, however, was subsequently changed to a solid spelling 
like ��������. The separate spelling of the particle sja, never employed by 
Kuliš himself (Tymošenko 1973, 171), could have been introduced by 
��
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���
���	������
�������������������������#�
������������
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stands out. Due mostly to personal animosity, Franko’s assessment of their 
work was absolutely negative (Danylenko 2009b). While recalling the early 
translations of the Holy Scriptures made by Kuliš in the late 1860s, Franko 
(1910, 176) wrote in his Narys istoriji ukrajins´ko-rus´koji literatury do 1890 
r. (An Outline of Ukrainian-Rusian Literature up to 1890) that Kuliš’s trans-
lation did not meet his expectations from the religious, literary, and linguistic 
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Encyclopedia of Ukraine������������������������������
����;�q�
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q{|�|~{}{���������������������������������
���������������� (�������!��), in fact, 

��������� �����������$�3��5�/�������������������%���`����������+������*����� (An 
Expanded Psalter in the Spirit of Christian Sermon and Church Service), published in 
Ð���������{}���q>��	�/�{}||���{~��������}���
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point of view. He argued that the entire translation proved very poor and full 
of “unpleasant linguistic eccentricities” inasmuch as Kuliš, who allegedly did 
���������������������
��"��"��������������������J�����������
������������
����
����	�������������
�������������������������
�������q�	�����{���������
this reason, Kuliš disproportionately employed such obsolete forms as the 
old aorist ��!��(3 sg.) “to say” along with other “incomprehensible” words. 
The Galician writer also criticized the “odd Ukrainianization” of personal 
names of the type Musij instead of Mojsej (Moses) (ibid.). Interestingly 
enough, Franko was reluctant to criticize the use of Galician dialectal forms 
like bez Neho “without Him” (SP��|}�����{�{�������������+��/���q����������
���������������"�������	������������������������	����
;�;������������
the text of the Bible after the death of Kuliš. One should add in this respect 
that, characteristic as they may appear, such corrections could hardly change 
the overall fabric of Kuliš’s translation, based on Southeast Ukrainian. 

Much later, after the publication of the whole Bible in 1903, Franko 
(1910, 177) proved particularly unfair in castigating Kuliš for allegedly 
construing an “arch-Ukrainian” expression Xaj dufaje Srul´ [Is´-ra-el] na 
pana, without even mentioning Psalm 130 where this expression might 
����� 	���� ����� q$���
����� ���}	�����������"� �� ���������;� q{}����
lxxviii), the above phrase was cooked up by local Russophiles who 
despised the very idea of translating the Holy Bible into vernacular 
Ukrainian. Treating Kuliš as an ideological opponent of the Galician 
����
���� q���� +��
��� ������ {����~�}��� ������ ������� ��������
��
parroted the concoction of the Russophiles. Needless to say, as a highly 
educated writer with a profound knowledge of literary traditions and 
Ukrainian dialects, Kuliš would never use a form like Srul´ “Is´-ra-el,” 
thereby alluding to its double meaning through alliteration in the stem 
sra-l´- in sral´nja, sratva &
�����*�q>���/���������� In his paraphrase of 
���
��{����`�
�j��������«�«��vpovaje / Na Hospoda blahyj Izrail´ (Psaltyr, 
J��;���{�~�{|���!����������
�������������������
����
;�;�������������
a similar set of lexemes: Vpovaj, Izrajilju, na Hospoda “Let Is´-ra-el hope 
in the Lord” (SP 564, Ps 130:7).
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Scriptures did not meet the expectations of the Ukrainian readership;  
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it was, according to him, a complete disaster. And what, as Franko (1910, 
175) argued, can the Ukrainian reader expect from a “true Russian” who 
is an inveterate doctrinaire in virtually everything?

Obviously, Franko’s review of Kuliš’s work was unfair and biased. By 
contrast, a balanced appraisal was offered by an anonymous reviewer in 
1881 in Vestnik Evropy (V., 1881). In his survey of the history of vernacular 
translations of the Holy Scriptures in the Ukrainian lands, the author dwelled 
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mentioned their more liberal use of Church Slavonic forms in contrast to 
the highly vernacularized language of Kuliš’s Pentatevx Musijevyj of 
1869. At the same time, however, the reviewer deemed it necessary to 
note some inconsistency in applying his phonetic orthography “as 
compared with that which is now being implemented in Austria and even 
��������J�����*�qY���{||{��|}�~|}|��������

���������
��������̀ �
�j�����
��
;�;���������������������
����������&������������������	
������
�-
tion of the Holy Scriptures,” and “much closer to vernacular Ukrainian 
than, for instance, the well-known synodal publication of the New 
���������«�«��������#����J�������
��"��"�*�q�	�����

THE CREATION OF THE NEW BIBLICAL STYLE

The publication of the New Testament in Ukrainian in 1887 and 1893 
triggered mixed reactions in the two historical parts of Ukraine. Perhaps 
�������������������+�/�;<'�������;������������������
����	���
���
toward the Galician vogue that had, allegedly, much earlier corroded the 
language of Kuliš, the translation found more favor with the Ukrainophile 
intellectuals living in Dnieper Ukraine than with the Russophiles or even 
the populists active in Galicia, Bukovyna, and Transcarpathia. Conceivably, 
the contemporary assessments of Kuliš’s translation(s), as discussed 
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above, were dictated by deeper cultural and ideological differences in 
Austrian- and Russian-ruled Ukraine. These differences affected not only 
critical responses to the publication of the Gospels in Ukrainian but, in 
general, the respective language programs cultivated by the Russophiles 
and populists in Galicia, Bukovyna, and Transcarpathia, on the one hand, 
and by the Ukrainophiles in Dnieper Ukraine, on the other.

����� ����� ��� 	������ ���� �������
� ������������ 	�� +�/�;<
'�������;�������������

����������������������	
���
����������
��������
choice of dialect to use as the foundation for the new (vernacular) literary 
Ukrainian. The fact that it was largely oriented towards Southeast 
Ukrainian was arguably at variance with the Russophiles’ and some 
Ukrainophiles’ inclinations in Galicia (Danylenko 2008a). In other words, 
balancing out archaic and vernacular linguistic means within a new 
biblical (high) style was of paramount importance for the normalization 
������������������� �� ��� ���� q>��	�/�{}||�� ��~�{��>�
�j/������;�
{}���� �{�~�{}��� ����� ��� ����� 
��"������ ������ ����� ��� ��
���� ����
based on the ratio of their use and, respectively, on their archaization and 
�������
����������������������������;�����������
����������������"��
style in new literary Ukrainian in the nineteenth century.

MEANS OF ARCHAIZATION

Means of archaization consisted primarily of Church Slavonic and some 
obsolete or bookish (Ruthenian) forms. In the phonetics, one should 
mention the form jedynorodnyj “[the only] begotten of the Farther” (SP/
NZ��}������{�{����!������
��������������� ��������� �������

�
��������
drevo (SP, 6, Gen 2:16) and a more regular derevo “tree” (SP, 5, Gen 1:12), 
are a good illustration in this regard. Contrary to all expectations, pleop-
honic forms like derevo predominate in Kuliš’s translation of the Bible, 
especially if compared with the language of the translation of Psaltyr 
q>��	�/�{}||�������!���������	
��������������
���*��� (SP, 18, Gen 17:15) 
and *����“wife” (SP, 6, Gen 2:24), although both these forms can be of 
������������������������"���qÐ���	�;������
��{}�}����}�������������
���
EUkr. *�����&����*����`�
�j�������
;�;�qSP/NZ, 3, Mt 1:24; SP, 14, Gen 
11:29) and *�����q������&�����*�q���{}��������=���/������;�������������
��
���"�������������qÐ�����;�{}����������������	
�������������������������



The Makings of the Rusian Bible 97

the pair of WUkr. vid [Duxa] and EUkr. od [Duxa] “of, through the Spirit” 
as used indiscriminately in passive constructions (SP/NZ��}�����������|��

In morphology, one happens on numerous outdated forms such as 
Church Slavonic present active participles like ����3��!��� “[he] that 
comes [after me]” (SP/NZ��}������{�{����)��3���!��(pl.) “fruitful” (SP, 55, 
Ex 1:7), ��3���!���“yielding” (SP, 6, Gen 1:29) next to )����!��(acc.n.) 
“[creature] that moveth” (SP, 5, Gen 1:21), and perhaps also �3�!�� “as he 
walked” (SP/NZ��}������{���������������!���[v Neho] “[whosoever] belie-
veth in him” (SP/NZ��}��������{������������������������
�����������6�!6. 
Finally, one should add here numerous occurrences of the past active 
participle )���������“that sent me” (e.g., SP/NZ��}|�������{����>��������
one should be more cautious with present active participles of the type 
)��������!���“crying” (SP/NZ��}������{�����������������!���“saying” (SP/
NZ�� }��� ��� {������ !� ��� �����"� �� ����� ���� ��� ��"����
� ������� ����

���
����O�������	����
������
���"��=��;���q���{���������"������������
forms had been brought out by the older literary tradition. In this case, one 
���������������
���
����������������������#�
�������������
������O������
long after it had grosso modo declined in Southeast Ukraine. It comes as 
no surprise that active participles were still used in Galician periodicals in 
the early twentieth century, though in the vernacular language they might 

�������	��������������������������������q>������{}|�����~�{��

Among other archaic verbal forms of interest are present tense 
������ ������
�� ����������� ��� `�
�j� ���� ��
;�;�� jesy (2 sg. pres.) 
“art” (SP/NZ��}������{�{}��SP, 7, Gen 3:9) and jest´ (3 sg. pres.) (SP/NZ, 
}������������SP, 19, Gen 19:12) next to the vernacularized je “is” (SP/
NZ��}������{����������
�����������������

���������������������������
in Southwest Ukrainian, whence its presence in the translation of 
=���/������;� q����������;� {}���� �}�~�}���� �
���"�� ������
��
���������`�
�j�������
;�;��������������������������
�������������
verb “to be” occur, nevertheless, less frequently than the obsolete aorist 
form ��!� (SP/NZ��}������{��}������
�������������������������
��	��
Franko (a neutral ��*��“[he] saith” (SP/NZ��}��� ���{��������������
��
add here the archaic verbal form hlahole (3 sg. pres.) “to talk” (“talked 
[with him]” in SP, 17, Gen 17:3), which was also criticized by Franko 
	��
�	���

���������������	���������������	��`����<������;����������
both religious and non-religious narratives. 
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A most controversial domain, from the viewpoint of its eventual 
archaization, is, to be sure, morphosyntax. In order to illustrate this 
thesis, it is worth comparing here different types of passive construc-
tions with various agentive prepositional phrases used by different 
translators as a means of archaization. Depending on the preposition 
in the agentive phrase, the following extracts are representative of 
`�
�j�������
;�;�

q{�Í��«�«��Ã¯Ë�Æ²¹Ë ¾�®¯Âµ¶È±® ¾�'|�¹X�< (SP/NZ, 93). 
§�«�«������������������������	����������������¨�q�����|�

q��Í�Õµ¶È±®±�(4|�_�=<�Ã·»µ��¯�Âµ¶È±®±�(4|�¹X�<�¶ÆÇ�� 
(SP/NZ, 93) 
§�������������	����������O�������O���������������������
	�������������������������¨�q�������

q��Í�ãµ�À¯Ëµ®�;9^9?�º'»G9Q�¶¯® ¾�¼Æ¸��¼»¯¿µ¶¯ÃÄ��³Â¯¸¶¯�
;9^9?�¼GXG<�½^>G_<�²Ã¯»¯�²¹��qSP/NZ, 90) 
[For the law was given by Mo´-ses, but grace and truth 
�����	�����<����������¨�q�� 1:17)

Example (1) appears most archaic since it retains a common preposi-
tional phrase that emerged as early as late Common Slavic and Old 
Church Slavonic (��"�“from” + genitive), used to refer to the agent in a 
passive or impersonal sentence (Vondrák 1924, 337). The same morpho-
�������������������������������
��q������������������������������
new phonetic form vid (< od < ��") “from.” Sporadically attested in 
Middle Ukrainian, this form was infamously denounced in the late nine-
����� ������� 	�� +�/�;<'�������;� ��� &#�
�����<����
���*� ���� ���
����������������
�����������qÐ���	�;������
��{}�}���|�~�|���=��/���
1999, 69.) Quite remarkable is example (3) in which there is the agentive 
prepositional phrase !���� “through” + accusative, which was probably 
��""�����	����
��������������������������
�#�
�����qQ�
��������;�{}����
567); however, an indigenous development of its agentive meaning is not 
��	������������q$���
�������������{�~�{{��

�����

���������������
�����������������`�
�j�������
;�;���O�����
hierarchy of agenthood, as was postulated elsewhere (Danylenko 2006c, 
233), thus presenting a discrete continuum of archaization, from the 
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�������
"��#	
�����
���!�� Kuliš and Puljuj’s Translation

�����Áµ°±Âà�Æ¼µ¿ ¾�� �'|O9G9O"�
@X("�¹®¿µ»¯° �®¯�»ÈËµ�
Ô¸Â¯¯°µ¸±��Áµ°±Âà� �¼¯¿¯Ã ¾��
 �7'�'^'O>=> (7'}^9@=>��å¿µ��
qÐ�����;�{}�����}�

12	��-����34�
�	�&��&	���5��&��
����	�5�.2	�&�"���/�2�����	���
"��
	���!�38	�
�����&��.��	�2&+��&��
(��
�.�	9�����:;�(Biblija 1862, 
551r)

�����ÚÃ¯»µ�²¹�È±��×µ�¸°±Â�
Æ¼µ¿ ¾���79^9O9G=>�¾µ¿µ�
¹®¿µ» �®¯�»µ®µ�Ô¸Â¯¯°µ¸±��
Æ°±Â�È±�¾�¼¯¿¯Ã Â��7'�'(<=> 
¾µ¿µ��qSP/NZ, 78)

[And it came to pass that the 
beggar died, and was carried by 
the angels into A´-bra-ham’s 
bosom: the rich man also died, 
and was buried.] (Lk 16:22)

oldest, Common Slavic/Church Slavonic agentive phrase with the prepo-
sition od “from, of” via Middle Ukrainian to the southwestern Ukrainian 
construction with the preposition !�����“through.”

Q����������=���/������;�����������������q������������
���������-
tions rather than passive syntactic patterns, although he sporadically 
�������� �� �������� ������������� ���� 
���
�� ������ ��� ��O������ ���
Church Slavonic. One should mention here a rare case of the passive 
construction with a nominal form of the past passive participle and the 
auxiliary verb “to be” (though in a vernacularized form) in the following 
excerpt:

������"
���������"����������`�
�j�������
;�;��������	�����������
seems more vernacularized as compared with the same constructions in 
=���/������;���
���"����������������`�
�j�������
;�;��������
��������
constructions, in the vocabulary they factored in several diachronic 
layers. In addition to vernacular forms like vmer/umer “died,” the trans-
lators did not stop short of introducing MUkr. bahatyr “a rich man” 
q���/��� {{��� �
��"����� ���
�� lono “bosom,” respectively bahatyj and 
��*������=���/������;.

As is evident from the except published in the early 1900s by Vsevolod 
����������;�q{}���������������������	��=���/������;����������
���������
his translation demonstrate his intention to use mostly active constructions 
in those places where the Church Slavonic version contained predominantly 
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��������������������q�j��;������<��/�������{}||�����~������>��������
��

����"� ����������� ���������� 	�� =���/������;� ��� ��� ���"����
��������� ���� ��	
������� 	�� ����������;� ��� ����������� ���� ��� �������
�
��������������������������
����������	��`�
�j�������
;�;�

�������
"��#	
�����
���!�� Kuliš and Puljuj’s 
Translation

{����¬ �²»Ä�À±°»��¯�Ëµ» �²»Ä�
¸ ¸ÃÂ ÃÒ¹��Ãµ�Å °à�²µ»µ®¯�¼Æ¶±�
q��µ²µ»Ê�ç�¬µ®¯�¸È±�® �®ö�×µ�
³Â ¿µ¶®¯�q��À¶¯Ã®¯��®±�¼Æ¶±��¹Ëà�
Ã»ÄË�×µ¼à�¸ Ë ®ÆÃ ��q��
¸ Ë ®ÆÃ¯�¼Æ»¯��¸µ®à� �q��Ã¯��
Ãµ³Ã¯Ã �q��³µÃµ³Ã¯®¯��®µ¿¯° �q��
»½¶Ä° ���q��±�������;�{}�����}���
Svedenija, 97)

<2:������:���	�-�'���&:!��	��������	�-�
��.5�	�0��=&	�0������&	������&���=��	���
.5	���0�����:5����	=$��>�&�'�2	(��
.5���0���	�0��&��(�(&
	���=�/����&;�
(Biblija 1862, 514v)

�{����¬ �²»Ä�À±°»·��Ëµ» �È�²»Ä�
À¸ÃÂÊ��Ãµ�Å °�²µ» Ã ç�
Ñ·<®¯<×µ�®±�¿µ¶ ÃÄ�²¹�Ãµ¶·�
¸µ®¯��Ã»ÄË �×µ¼�¸ Ë ®ÆÃ �
¿±ÃÄ��×µ¼�Ãµ³Ã¯» �··�»½¶±��
(SP/NZ, 6)

[13.  Ye are the salt of the earth: 
but if the salt have lost its 
savour, wherewith shall it be 
salted? It is thenceforth good 
for nothing, but to be cast 
out, and to be trodden under 
foot of men.] (Mt 5:13)

The instrumental nohamy (feet) instead of ljud´my (people) is an exem-
�
����������������������	;���������������������������
�
������������������
��������

<��������
�����"�&�;�����
��%������������	��* (The Rye Has 
Been Trodden by Hooves in the Field) (Danylenko 2003a, 286). Being 
������
��������
�
������������=���/������;��������������������������-
grade possible agent-salient features of the initiator of the action, rendered 
������������������	��������������
������ljud´my. All in all, in offering 
nohamy instead of ljud´my��=���/������;���
�������������������

�������
way from archaization to vernacularization of a non-secular text.

More archaic elements are also found in the vocabulary of Kuliš 
������
;�;��=����

��"�����"���������vlast´ “authority” (SP/NZ, 94, 
��� ������ bolest´ “disease” next to neduha &�������*� qSP/NZ�� }��� ���
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5:5), hrjade (3 sg. pres.) “cometh” (SP/NZ�� }��� ���{������prorok jesy 
“thou art a prophet” (SP/NZ��}��������{}���lono “bosom” (SP/NZ��}������
1:18), !�3����“miracles” (SP/NZ��}{������������voskresennje “resurrec-
tion” (SP/NZ��}���������}�������voskresyty “to raise up” (SP/NZ��}������
6:39). The list may be expanded, although the number of Slavonicisms 
in contemporary translations extant in Galicia was still larger. Overall, 
while translating the Bible, characterized by a much more complicated, 
multilayered system of stylistic devices, Kuliš, the idealist and devout 
Christian (Naxlik 2007, 1:457), demonstrated the reach of his imagina-
tion and ability to synthesize elements belonging to different epochs 
and literary traditions into one system.

To exemplify the concept of linguistic multilayerism as a basis for 
a new Ukrainian biblical style and, conversely, a new standard of literary 
Ukrainian, one can cite, for instance, the following Church Slavonic 
and bookish elements appearing alongside vernacular forms: vino 
“dowry” (SP, 37, Gen 34:12; see Sr., 1:487), rab “servant” (SP, 18, Gen 
{|����������������~����xljaby (vikna) nebesni (glossed in parentheses by 
Kuliš himself) “the windows of heaven” (SP, 10, Gen 7:11; see Sr., 
3:1376), and povverhaty “to throw” (SP, 69, Ex 15:1) next to povkydaty 
(SP, 70, Ex 15:21). The latter pair is particularly representative, with 
�������	��������
�������;������������������������
�������������
point is that the verb po-vverhaty is derived from the eastern Slavic 
form of the Church Slavonic lexeme ��5����“iacere” (Sr., 1:322). Yet the 
��������
���������	����������	�����������������������po- in combi-
nation with v- (< �") as a member of a new alternation u- : v- emerging 
after the loss of jers�q�����
���{}�}���}�~�}���

Other translators from Dnieper Ukraine did not shy away from archa-
��������

������"�������	���������������
���������������������������
archaisms proportionate to the vernacular basis of their translations, as was 
�������������������������'�	��������;��Ð������;����������������	
������
�������
��������`�
�j�������
;�;����������"���������������������������
in their text were hardly suitable for the vernacular texture of the whole 
����
������ ��� "���� ������� �����
���� Ð������;� ����� �+����!���� (2 pl. 
���<�����&�����*�q=���|�����'�	��������;�������znajdete in Kuliš (SP/
NZ�� ����Ð������;� qÐ�����;� {}���� ��~���� �
��� ������

�� ���������`�
�j���
predilection for all kinds of derivatives from the “ill-fated verb” hlaholaty 
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q��	������ ���� 	�� �������
��� 
������� ��� =���/������;�� q�j��;������<
��/�������{}||�������� ���
����"������	�
������	����promovyv [Jeremija 
prorok], ��������!�� &§�����¨� ���� ������� §	�� ����<�<��� ��� ������¨�
saying” (SP/NZ, 4, Mt 2:17). He criticized, though erroneously, the use of 
the obsolete form vbozi instead of ubohi “the poor [in spirit]” (Mt 5:3) in 
`�
�j�������
;�;��!����������������vbohi in their text (SP/NZ, 6).

�������
��� ���� ���� �"���� ���� Ð������;� ��� ��� �	�������� ���
��������
����������������������&�������
�O������ ����������*� ����
���
��"�����������������&��	
������
�����*������������
�����qÐ�����;�
1905, 33). Nevertheless, the real issue in this argument is not to be found 
in the quantity of Church Slavonicisms, although their number is, to be 
sure, of paramount importance in the context of the development of a 
lofty style. Rather, one should look to the ratio of archaic and vernacular 
forms as employed in most representative biblical texts. Such a ratio 
remained a stumbling block in most of the translations of the Holy 
Scriptures made in the second half of the nineteenth century. The true 
problem lay therefore in what could be vernacularized, and to what 
extent, in a typical translation of the Bible in the nineteenth century.

MEANS OF VERNACULARIZATION

Means of vernacularization are either cross-dialectal or regional forms. 
����
��"��"�����`�
�j�������
;�;�����������O����������
��+��������
Southeast Ukrainian, although with a lot of admixtures, while most of the 
other translations were oriented toward local dialects. It might be prob-
lematic to reconstruct the individual input of each of the two translators, 
which indirectly bears witness to a certain synthesis of the two regional 
varieties of written Ukrainian as found in their work.

!�������"
�����
��������� q�����;��`�	�
;������;��� ����
��������
���#����
���������"���'�����������#����
���������"���������	�����
���
�����
����� &������;�<$������<>���
� ���
��*� q>��	�/�{}||�� �|���
'�	��������;���������������	��Ð������;�����&�����
����������§������
��¨��������������������	�������"*�qÐ�����;�{}����������������������
in a combination of “Galicianisms” and “eastern Ukrainian particulari-
����*�����"����&#�
�����*�q�������������������
������
�������Ð������;�
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(ibid., 23) mentioned preterits of the type +�!%�%6����“we have seen” 
(Lk 5:26) or �%6��%�&������*�q���}��|��q�%�“we” [without an auxiliary] 
���`�
�j�������
;�;� §SP/NZ, 101]). Remarkably, such preterits occur in 
'�	��������;� ����� 	�� ����� ���� ����������������� ������� ����� ������
like ne znaxodju &!�����§������
¨*�q���{}�����������������������/�3*��in 
`�
�j�������
;�;�qSP/NZ, 112), which is a new southwestern (and western 
��
�����������������������q=���;�������������������������������������-
�������������	����������
�����������&�*�q�����¾����“[she] dissuades”), 
came gradually into vogue from the 1837 almanac ¬���������5�������� 
(The Nymph of the Dniester) onward (RD, 11).12�!��'�	��������;������
���� 	���"��"� �"����� �������� &'�
�� J������*� ���
���� ����� Ð������;�
wondered, did the author stop short of introducing into his translation 
��������q������������
������qÐ�����;�{}�������ç��
���
���Ð������;�����
not criticize mixing dialectal forms as such but rather its inconsistency in 
�����������'�	��������;�

!�����������������
��"��"�����`�
�j�������
;�;���������������������
similar random blending of Ukrainian dialects, although a closer inspection 
reveals a somewhat different picture of the dialect variance; this might 
��O�������������������
;�;��������������
��"��"������������
������!��
the phonetics, in addition to the treatment of etymological o and e, one 
should mention a very old and cross-dialectal alternation u- : v- (Shevelov 
{}�}���}�~��{�����������������������vves´ dim “[his] whole house” (SP/NZ, 
}������������������uves´ (SP/NZ��{�{�����}��������������(m. sg. pret.) “to 
enter” (SP, 10, Gen 7:13),�����������(2 sg. fut.) “thereof thou shalt [surely] 
die” (SP, 6, Gen 2:17), and the like. Similar to this change, Kuliš used the 
cluster breaker i (e.g., iz temrjavoju “from the darkness” [SP, 5, Gen 1:18], 
[vas] izvidsi “hence”) (SP���������{{�{�����;�����������������
���������������
especially in Southeast Ukrainian. This is why the above changes are 
common in other translations made in Russian-ruled Ukraine (e.g., uvijty “to 

12� �!������������"�������������/�����������������
�����������
��* or �, that is, ��*��(1 
sg. pres.) “to sit” or )�����q{��"���������&�����*�q���;������;�{}��������������

��"��
were attested at that time in the language of eastern Ukrainian authors, including 
`�
�j��� �����"�� ���� �������� ���������� �������� q>������ {}���� {�|~{�}��� ��
��
��������/�������������������������������3*��and similar forms begin penetrating 
���������������������������
�
���������������q����j�����{}�}��{{�~{{���
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go in,” uves´ &��

���*�§'��{���|��{����¨����=���/������;�����������$�“[and 
��¨������*�§'��{����¨����'�	��������;��qÐ�����;�{}�����|���}������

Among other phonetic features, most telling is the use of a palatalized 
hushing sound in +�!���� (3 pl. pres.) “to see” (SP/NZ��}��� �����{}�������
especially, apheresis as found in odno ’dnoho “one another” (SP, 65, Ex 
{�������!������������������������������������������
����O�����������
language of Kuliš’s translation of the Bible and his literary oeuvre. Apheresis 
is known to have developed in North Ukrainian, and especially in East 
��
���;��� J������	
��� ���� ���� ��� ����"�� ���
������ ���"�� �� �� 
������
���������������
��"��"�����������
���	�����/�����q�����
���{}�}�������

One might consider at this point northern Ukrainian second person 
plural imperatives as used by Kuliš in his translation of the Bible (e.g., 
!������“do!” [SP, 19, Gen 19:7] and )���*����“show!” [SP, 61, Ex 7:9] 
next to a new hledit´ “look [to it]!” [SP, 64, Ex 10:10]) (Bevzenko et al. 
{}�|����{~�������������������������������"�����=���/������;��
��������
use of imperatives ending in -ite, though these forms competed also with 
those ending in -it´ (e.g., prynesite “bring forth!” next to odjahnit´ “put it 
[on him]” [Lk 15:22], also pryvedit´ &	���"������*�§'��{����¨��qÐ�����;�
1905, 58). Interestingly enough, a similar distribution of imperatives 
ending in -ite and -it´� ��� ������ ��� ��������"��������/����� q��
����
{}���� �{}��� +���
���� �� ���� ��� ��� ��� ;���� ����
����� ��� ��� +���
��������	��`�
�j�������
;�;��������������������������
����������
Ukrainian forms: ������*����������)������“loose him and let him go” (SP/
NZ�� {���� ��� {{������ /������� ��)���3�� ����� “keep my commandments” 
(SP/NZ��{�������{��{������������������������
������������
�������������
	��'�	��������;��)�%�����, odjahnyt´, and )�%��3���qÐ�����;�{}��������

Of particular importance in the morphology is also the choice of 
��������� �������<��������� q���������
�� ��;�������� �������

�� ��� ���
translation of the Bible by Kuliš: narody zemniji “the nations of the earth” 
(SP, 19, Gen 18:18) with a pronominal form occurring commonly in 
(northern Ukrainian?) folklore, next to more regular contracted forms in 
!�3��!���������“great whales” (SP, 5, Gen 1:21) or *��������!���“eternal life” 
and ®�3���������������!���&������������������	�����
��*�qSP/NZ��}������
6:54 and 7:2) (see the idiomatic expression vid mala do velyka “both small 
and great” [SP, 19, Gen 19:11] that is paralleled in vid molodyka, taj do 
dida “both old and young” [SP��{}��#���{}��������=��;������{���|�¨��
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Speaking of noun derivation, Kuliš indulged in diminutives like /��)!���
“son” (SP/NZ��}���������{���xlop’jatko (SP, 56, Ex 2:7), and ����������!���
“child” (SP, 56, Ex 2:6). Remarkably, a similar stance is demonstrated by 
'�	��������;� ���� =���/������;� q���� ��� ������� ��� ��������� bat´ku ~ 
baten´ku ~ +���!�����������&��������<	��<���*����=���/������;�§Ð�����;�
{}�����}~����'��{������������¨�����������������������������
������������
���'�	��������;���!���������¿�§Ð�����;�{}������¨���!��̀ �
�j�������
�����
������Q�	
�������������������������
��������	�������������
�����������-
cially by such adverbs as teperen´ki “now” (SP, 9, Gen 14:3), xuten´ko 
“quickly” (SP, 18, Gen 18:6), tamen´ky/tamen´ki “there” (SP, 19, Gen 
18:30; SP, 14, Gen 12:10). Such vernacular forms occur more often than not 
��������������
�����������Q�	
�������	��`�
�j����{|�}�qPentatevx).

In the syntax, one also encounters dialectal constructions, for 
�����
��� ����������������������<�����������������	;��������
���
�
inactive entities (animals, children, etc.) in the environment after tran-
sitives (e.g., ponapovaty vivci [nom. pl.] &����� §��� �������¨� O���*�
[SP, 56, Ex 2:16], odpustyty syny [nom. pl.] “let the children go out”) 
(SP, 60, Ex 8:11). Plural animates are also used by Kuliš sporadically in 
the nominative-accusative case (e.g., sklykaty mudreci [nom.-acc.] ta 
!���������[nom.-acc.] “to call the wise men and sorcerers” [SP, 61, Ex 
7:11]). This construction is attested cross-dialectally, although in Kuliš 
this pattern seems to be of eastern Ukrainian origin (AUM, 3, part 1, 
map 63) since it occurs in parallel use with the genitive-accusative 
������ �	;��� q��"��� odpustyty ljudej [gen.-acc.] [SP, 61, Ex 7:14] and 
vidpustyty ljude [nom.-acc.] “to let the people go” [SP, 61, Ex 7:16]).

Of particular interest is the use of the genitive-accusative in construc-
tions of the type pasty svynej q����<"�����
������=���/������;����������
��
���
��%���� (acc.-gen. pl.) )���%�&�� ����������*� ���'�	��������;� q'��{��{���
Ð�����;�{}�����|����������������������������������<�������������̀ �
�j�
������
;�;�������
�������������������������)�����������(SP/NZ, 77). The 
latter rection is attested cross-dialectally, and may be considered archaic in 
accordance with the traditional philological view expressed as early as 
{|��� 	�� ��� Q�������� ���
�
�"��� ������ $�	������� ��� ���� �����������
"�����������
�����
��"��"���q$�	�������§$�	������¨�{|�����{�~�{|���

Here belongs also a consideration of the attributive use of nouns 
in paratactic constructions such as those employed in abundance, for 
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�����
��� 	�� ���	�;�� ��� ���� ����
����� ��� >������� Odyssey (e.g., 
���*�����3�������[Homer, Pot., 7:300] and !����3������“a two-bottom 
goblet” [Homer, Pot., 3:63], where the second noun transforms into an 
��;�������q$���
�����{}}}����{~������J������	
��������������
�������
of combining concrete images in the attributive construction, Kuliš intro-
duces both the postposed (a) and preposed (b) use of the genus name with 
respect to the species name (either personal or common). The postposed 
q���������������
�����	����

������������������Syddyn-dolyna “the vale 
of Sid´-dim” (SP, 15, Gen 14:3) and Sejir-hory “mount Se´-ir” (SP, 15, 
Gen 14:6), while the preposed (b) use is most adequately represented in 
baby spovytuxy “midwives” (SP, 56, Ex 1:21). As I argued elsewhere 
q$���
�����{}}}�����������������~�����������������������	�;��������-
lation, these syntactic structures were not so much “archaizingly folkloric” 
q�����
���{}}�������&��
�
�����������������*�'�������	�;���`�
�j��������
to proceed from the Middle Ages to contemporary folklore as the point of 
synthesis between history and the present day, thus absorbing various 
historical layers in the development of the language.

Finally, in the vocabulary, Kuliš freely employs folkloric elements, 
which stand out conspicuously even in the vernacular-oriented discourse 
of his translation, e.g., molodycja harna “fair woman” (SP, 14, Gen 12:11) 
and molodyci motorni “lively women” (SP���������{�{}���'����'�	��������;�
����=���/������;��`�
�j�������������������"�����"�������
���������
���
new vernacular-inspired forms. One of these terms is jasovaty “to make 
known” (SP, 72, Ex 18:16), a lexeme also used by Kuliš in his translations 
of Shakespeare, although sometimes with a different semantic component 
as in jasyty &��	�����������§�«�«�¨��"�����§���=���¨*�q���������{���_�����
{�}|���!�����������������>���/�����"
�������������	������"���������
��
from Kuliš’s writings only, and did not see any connection with jasnyty “to 
��
���������������*�����&�����
���*�q>���/�����{���������������������-
logically and semantically reminiscent of Kuliš’s neologism. Among other 
innovations, it is worth citing ������!��“mortar” (SP, 55, Ex 1:14), holod-
��!��“famine” (SP������>���/���{�����������zavahonity “to conceive” (SP, 
�{�� #��� �{����� ��� 
���� ��� ����� 
�������� ��� J��;��� Psaltyr (Psaltyr, 
J��;��{{�������������
����������������
�������������!��� “a plot of free 
land taken over as private.” This neologism was derived with the help of 
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���������6�!��À�Á, which became very productive in the second half of the 
��������� ������� ������ ��� ��O������ ��� ��������������� J�������
q=���������{}|��������`�
�j��
��������������������������������"�����"��-
tions for different languages such as �������!���� “(Great) Russian,” 
�����!����“German,” ������!����“Rumanian,” ��������!����“Ukrainian,” 
and ���!����“Ukrainian used by the Rusians in Galicia, Transcarpathia, and 
Q�������*�qQ���������;�������{|�~{||��

The list of such innovations can be expanded, for example, with those 
���������	��>��	�/�q{}||�����������J��;���Psaltyr. Yet some of the neol-
�"���������������	��>��	�/����������������"�
�������"�������������������
the form popojisty &�����§��
�
�¨*���������	��>��	�/�qPsaltyr��J��;��{����
SP, 18, Gen 18:5) is, in fact, an eastern Slavic and Baltic iterative with a 
�����
�������������������popo-�q$���
�������������{�~�����

The differences in innovation are perhaps best revealed in the nature 
of a given stylistic system’s transitions, from the burlesque linguistic 
������������������������������
��������'�	��������;���������������
�
and sometimes more standardized mode in the translation of Kuliš and 
��
;�;����� ���� ��
����� q�������
����������������� 
��"��"����������	��
=���/������;��_�������	��
���������������������������������
��������
'�	��������;�������������"��

����������
�����q��"���)��%���%`�� “the 
fashion [of countenance]” [Lk 9:29] compared to vyd lycja in Kuliš and 
�+�%!!������=���/������;��obvynuvatar &�������*�§���|���¨���vynuvatel´ 
in Kuliš, *%���%�!��&�������*� §���{���¨���������������oselja in Kuliš 
and budynok ���=���/������;��orudarstvo “magistrates” [Lk 12:11] next 
to urjadnyky ���=���/������;��vidhet´katy “make [the commandment of 
God] of none effect” [Mt 15:6], )�)����%�“loins” [Lk 12:35] with boky 
§�
�¨����=���/������;�����pojasnyci §�
�¨����`�
�j���������������qÐ�����;�
{}������~�����!�������"
������
������pojasnycja ��������
������J��;���
paraphrase of Psalm 38 (Psaltyr��J��;��{�{������
����
;�;���������stehna 
“loins” (Ps 38:7).

One gets the impression of random choices between stylistic devices 
made in different translations, and these likely demonstrate a macaronic 
discourse with split stylistic alternatives. Indeed, the foregoing survey 
showed that, arguably, the ratio of archaic and vernacular means is 
different in various translations prepared by different authors. But did 
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they really resort to various means randomly, using devices from different 
style registers? Close textual scrutiny proves that the authors were largely 
��������� ��� ���
����"� �������� ������ ���� ����� ����"��������� ����
�����
���'�	��������;�����=���/������;��������
���
�������������-
ular pole of the “biblical continuum,” which could make their translations 

����&������*��
������������{}����q���;�����{}����}���`�
�j�������
�-
tion strategy was different. The latter resorted to language hybridization 
as a norm, and asserted the authority of interwoven archaic and vernacular 
devices. His stylistic program, misrepresented in fact by the editors of the 
1903 Bible, which appeared after his death, seemed to have broken 
����"��������������������<��
�����������������������"���������
�-
layered system. Tentatively, Kuliš’s multiform translation(s) could serve 
as an illustration of the virtual impossibility of linguistic purity in the high 
biblical style under the historical and geo-political conditions of Austrian- 
and Russian-ruled Ukraine. Demonstrating the different cultural and 
linguistic contours of the intellectual homeland, the two parts of Ukraine 
�����
���
�������������������
��"��"�����"���������;�������
��"������
non-compromise in favor of “all-inclusive adaptation,” and which could 
����
���������
���������������������
�����������������
��"��"��

In this respect, no other translator with a comprable language program 
could match Kuliš in Dnieper Ukraine. Unlike Kuliš, by predominantly 
employing vernacular-oriented devices, the western Ukrainian translators 
��������������
�������������������������������������������������"��
seventeenth century, including the idea of bilingualism as the foundation of 
a new literary norm (Danylenko 2008a). What is left at this point is to deter-
mine if the translators of the Bible in Galicia and Bukovyna endorsed the 
language program propounded by Kuliš, or, if not, what they offered as a 
recompense.



CHAPTERCHAPTER

Galicia “Writes Back”3

THE WEST OR THE EAST?

In Galicia the Bible was translated into Ukrainian earlier than in Dnieper 
�������������������
���������� �������
��������`�
�j�������
;�;�����
���������	����������#�
�������������=����;�����j����/�q{|{{~{|�������
famous member of the Rus´ka trijcja (Rusian Triad). Yet one can hardly 
speak of a contest between the Galician translator and Kuliš (along with 
��
;�;���������������������������������������������Q�	
�����j����/���
����
�����������#����
���������"���������������"�����������#����
�
��������"���=�����q��������{~���������������{|������
�������������
of century before Kuliš settled down to translate the Bible into vernacular 
����������� ��j����/��� ����
����� ���� ��� ��	
������ ���
� {}{�� 	��
=���;
��Y���;���q��j����/��{��~{���1�����������������
�������O������
the work of Kuliš, who was always open to alternative views, especially 
in the area of creating “national Bibles” in the age of late Romanticism. In 
�������������������̀ �
�j�������
;�;���������������������������j����/���
work; otherwise, they would have addressed his translation as they did 
�����

��������;����������
��������
������
�����
������������Q�	
���+��
���	��`�
�j����
�������	�����������������������"���j����/����������
an eye to mining its treasure trove of Galician forms. All in all, it becomes 
necessary to compare the linguistic make-up of Kuliš’s translation with 

1� ��"���������������������������������q=���{~������������{~�����������j����/���
translation were published in 1913 in the series Rus´ka pys´mennist´ (along with the 
���������������>�
�������;�� q��j����/�{}{������������"���������� ��� 
��"��"���
however, were extensively corrected so that it is rendered useless from a linguistic 
point of view.
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the vernacular translation of the Holy Scriptures made by “the most 
���
�����������J����*������j����/�������

������{|}��������������������
his reburial (Hrytsak 2003, 107).

Disregarded (along with other western Ukrainian translations of the 
>�
�������������������{}������"����������������Ð������;����j����/���
translation demands the attention of modern readership. First of all, in 
�����������������������������������
�����������>�
�����������������
made into “modern Ruthenian” (Ukrainian), predating the translation of 
`�
�j�������
;�;�	������������������������������#����
�����������-

���� �������������
��������������������������������"����	��>��	�/�
(1988, 47), with dialectal features that were in some cases suppressed by 
��j����/�� �����
�� �� �������� ��� �� �������� Y�
������� ���
��� qQ�������
These features make this translation appear deeply regional, with a tinge 
of vernacularized Church Slavonic as was cultivated in Galicia and espe-
cially in Transcarpathia at that time (Danylenko 2008a, 2009a, 2009c).

��� 	�"��� ����� ����"� ��� ����������� ���
���
� ��������� ��j����/�
tried to omit the change ’a > ’e, which, nevertheless, does appear sporad-
ically in the text (e.g., �!�+�)�*��3�%� �5�&�� 
��� ����� ���*� §��j����/��
111:166, Mt 5:28], or the instrumental singular ending -ov/-ev §>��	�/�
1988, 47], whence pered pasxoju §����"�������¨�&	�����������������*�§���
12:1]). On the other hand, he liberally utilized dative and accusative 
enclitic forms of personal and demonstrative pronouns such as ho (acc.) 
&���*� q��j����/�� {{��{�}��� mu (dat.) “him,” ju (acc.) “her” (ibid., 
128:658), mja (acc.) “me” (ibid., 116:187), tja (acc.) “you” (ibid., 113:59), 
which occur sometimes in parallel use with corresponding full-forms like 
��+5�(dat.) “you” (ibid., 113:62), jemu (dat.) “him,” etc. (ibid., 116:163). 
��j����/����
�����������������"�
�����������
���������������������"�
in -ovy/-evy� q>��	�/� {}||�� ���� q��"��� synovy svojemu “to his son” 
§��j����/��{{��{����������¨�����������������"����������������
�������
singular (e.g., ��!����5�����&������*�§��j����/��{{��}����������¨�������
�
������������������j����/�������
��������������������������������
�
ending -t (3 sg.) (e.g., [kotorij] �����$�&�����"*�§��j����/��{�}�����=�
2:17]), obsolete perfect tense forms with auxiliaries treated as enclitics of 
the type !�������&�������������*�q��j����/��{{{�{����=����{����������35%�
����53!�%����$�&§���¨�!����������	����������*�q��j����/��{{���}~�������
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1:34), and a sizable number of active present participles of the type 
)��!��!�� q��� �"��� &������"*� q��j����/�� {�|���|�� ��� {{����� ���� ���	�
�
adverbs like ���/�����!��“not willing” q��j����/��{�|�����=�{�{}����

�
��O�������	����������
��������!�����������
�"�����������"�����������
is the ending -y taken by feminines with the former stem ending in 6Ã�6�Ã�
q��������������
��������������
������������qQ�����������
��{}�|��|{��
(e.g., po zemly &������"�����*�§��j����/��{�����������|��¨�������po 
���������`�
�j�������
;�;�§SP/NZ, 99]), and by feminines with the former 
stem ending in 6Ä�(modern third declension) in the genitive case (Bevzenko 
���
��{}�|��{{�~{{���q��"���krovy §"���¨�&	
���*�§��j����/��{�����}�����
6:53]; see also ���������`�
�j�������
;�;�§SP/NZ, 97]).

����"������ ����������� ��
�
����� �������������j����/��� ����
������
>��	�/�q{}||�����������������

�q�����������������������;��������������
dobroje vyno &"��������*�q��j����/��{{����~�|�������{���������������

��
passive constructions with an agentive phrase with the prepositions od “of, 
from” or !�����“through,” (e.g., [sil´] bula vysypana y od ljudej potoptana 
&§�����
¨���	����������������	�������������������������*�§��j����/��
111:145, Mt 5:13], +�%�!����5��)������%���3�0����“there was a man sent 
�����#��*�§��j����/��{{��������{��¨��������������
�����������������!����$�
��������$�+�%��)�����%��“the world through him might be saved” [Šaš -
����/�� {{��{���� ��� ��{��� ���� �
��� $���
����� ������� �}�~�{�¨��� ý����
�����

�����j����/����������

��������������������
�����������
����jedi-
����3�%���3���`��&	�"���������������*�q��j����/��{{��{�~{������{�{���
with a word-initial je-���������;���������������"�������	��������������	��
him as natural for this kind of the text. Some western Slavic borrowings also 
occur in the text. A peculiar case, however, is represented by the bookish 
lexeme ���5���� q��j����/�� {{����� ��� ����� >���/��� {�{������ ��� �
�� �
�����
form attested in the ��������$�of Pamvo Berynda (Berynda, 37), next to the 
native (eastern Slavic) *���� &�����*� q��j����/�� {���� ��� ��{���� ���� ���

��"��"�������j����/�������������
��������������������������������
������
������������������
����� ��O����� �� ��� �������� 
���
� q+��/���{}}���
302) or an indigenous form retaining the peripheral archaic meaning “wife, 
������*�������������������������������"�&	����*�q��
;�������������

Q�� ���� ��� �������	
�� ���� ��� �������
��� ����<��� ��� ��j����/���
����
����� ���� ��������"� �� >��	�/� q{}||�� ����� �� 
������ ���	��� ���
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dialectal words (e.g., syn pervenok &���	�������*�§��j����/��{�|�����=�
1:25], /�*���� &�����*� §��j����/�� {{{�{���� =� ��{�¨�� +�! “behold” 
§��j����/��{{��{�����������¨�����������������������������������������
the number of words with a strong regional tinge increases substantially. 
Interspersed with Church Slavonicisms and some obsolete forms, these 
dialectisms occur throughout the entire text, thereby starkly contrasting 
with the biblical narrative. Some of them are quite striking, ranging from 
pan-Ukrainian to local (regional) dialectal status (Tymošyk 2000b, 102). 
To elaborate for this situation a kind of a stylistic and dialectal continuum, 
fuzzy as it may appear, one should cite such forms as ���5��`�!��������
&�������
����*�q��j����/��{{���������{����������������remen´ obuv’ja 
��� `�
�j� ���� ��
;�;� qSP/NZ, 90), where obuvje (nom.) is an obvious 
#�
�����������qÐ�
���{������Y�����{����`���
������J������}|�������pit´ma 
&��������*�q��j����/��{{��������{�������������������������<���
���

��
qQ�
�<+������|���>���/�����{}�����������������
��������������������
�����
of a small extract from the Old Testament (Franko 1982).

The following dialectal forms also come into consideration: konov´ 
&������*�q��j����/��{{��{|{��������|������������	���J�"�<�����'��<�
Q���� �������� q���� Ð�
��� {������ Q�
�<+����� {}{�� `���
�� ���� J����� �����
>���/��� {�|{��� ��������� �� vedro without ikavism ��� `�
�j� ���� ��
;�;�
(SP/NZ, 93) and ��53���%��������/$�&§��¨����������������*�q��j����/��
{�|��|��=������Ð�
���{��||���������������dopytuvav sja v nyx in Kuliš 
���� ��
;�;� qSP/NZ�� ���	��� 
������� ���� ������ ��� ��� ���������� ���
Q�����>���/�����q>���/���{��������������������

����������
���������
hamor &��������"*�q��j����/��{�{��|��������{���Ð�
���{�{�������������
to hovirka ��� `�
�j� ���� ��
;�;� qSP/NZ, 98), neum &���
*� q��j����/��
111:159, Mt 5:22) compared to duren´ ���̀ �
�j�������
;�;�qSP/NZ, 6), and 
especially WUkr. /�*��&�����*�q��j����/��{�}��}������{���������Y�����
45) and *���!��� &�����*� q��j����/�� {{���{��� ��� ������ Ð�
��� {������
compared to �����!��� ��� `�
�j� ���� ��
;�;� qSP/NZ, 94), which is an 
obvious Polish borrowing (Vytv., 82), while *���!��� might have been 
��O������� 	�� ���
�� *�����`��� (Berynda, 36) and Polish forms like 
Å�¦�¨���“nettle” (see Vytv., 392). Finally, also of interest is the following 
sentence, xto pyty bahne (3 sg. pres.) naj prijde “if any man thirst, let him 
�����§������¨*�q��j����/��{����{|��������������������
���
�����������
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particle naj and the Polish borrowing zvada &��������*� q��j����/��
{�����������������Ð�
���{��|���Y������|}���s´kaly (pl.) “sought [to kill]” 
q��j����/��{�{�����������{������������������

It is worthwhile noting here phonological dialectisms like narid and 
stylistically marked (diminutive) morphological forms of the type 
��������!����&
�
�����
�*�q��j����/��{����{������������������5���!���
&�����*� q��j����/�� {�|��|�� =� ��{{��� ����� ����������� ��� �	�����
��
��O������� 	�� �� ����
��� ����� ��� ��
�
���� q���� ����j��� ����	�� {�����
whence also such uncontracted forms as doroha hospodnjaja “the way of 
���'���*�q��j����/��{�}�����=���������zliy slova “all matter of evil” 
(literally, “bad, evil words”) as opposed to 3�+��� 35��� “good works” 
q��j����/��{{{�{����{�|��=���{{��{���

�

�����

������
��������������������������������j����/���������������
���������������	��>��	�/��
��������������
�������������
����������������
��
��������������������������������>��	�/�����������j������������������
���������������������������������������
����

��"���j����/��������
�����
����
�����>��	�/�q{}||����~������"����������������������������������
translation traits of his native dialect without taking into account their 
possible intelligibility for all the Ukrainian speakers at whom, ideally, the 
translation was directed. With this in mind, one can question the actual status 
of the aforementioned features in the context of the formation of new literary 
��������������������
����	��������	����������Ð������;������"�������

����
Galician translations of the Holy Scriptures in his study of 1905.

A solution to the above controversy was offered by Moser (2005, 233), 
according to whom all the above features are typically associated with 
Galician Ukrainian literary works before 1859. It is possible therefore to 
view them not as western Ukrainian dialectisms but as representative traits 
of the Galician variety of the new Ukrainian literary language, before this 
�������;�������������������
��"�����������������J������<��
�����������
(see Danylenko 2015a). This hypothesis appears convincing, but one 
�����������������������������
����������������j����/�������������
core of the new biblical style as compared with the translation of the New 
�������������	��̀ �
�j�������
;�;������

�
������������������������
�-
tions are likely to illuminate the differences between the language standards 
����������	����j����/����������������������`�
�j�������
;�;�������������
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����
���!����$���;����� Translation of Kuliš and Puljuj

Þ»��¿«~��Ó¡ÇÈ±�¶®¸�³Â¾Ìµ��
Éµ¯®®à��^9G_>_9=#��
7^'7'(Æ|XFÇ9�¸�³Æ×ì�
½¶±¾²Ë¾� �\'(=Q;>��
³µË¯¾Ã±²���¼µ�²��³Â ¼» È »µ�
Ò¯Â²Ã¸µ�®±¼±²®µÊ��Ãµ¾�¼µ�
Ê²ÃÄ��µ�¹Ë °à�³µ¸ì¶¯Ê�Ü²¯¾¹�
³ÂµÂµË��Ëµ» �°µ¸ Ãà��Þµ»µ²à�
]=>;XÇ'}'�¸�³Æ²Ã ® ��¿µÃµ¸Ã±�
¶µÂµ¿Æ�¿µ²³µ¶®½½��³Â¯¸ ° �
Å ®ìÃà�²Ã±ÈË �Ê¿µ��Ô�²¯°à�
Éµ¯®®à�°¯��'|9�X� À�¸µ»µ²¹�
¸±»Ä¼»½¶µ¸µ¿µ� �³µ¹²à�
Â±°ì®®¡¾�Ëµ»µ�¼±¶Â¸�²¸µ Ç��
¯�ì¶ö�Ê¿µ�¼Æ»¯�È<^<O#;<� �
°±¶�»ì²µ¸¡¾��Óµ¿¶¯�¸ Çµ¶ ��
>|�®±°Æ��ÂÆ²¯» °à� �¸²¹�
�¶±¹� �¸²ì�²ÃµÂµ®¡�
ÉµÂ¶¯®Ä²Ë �� �]^9G_>=>GÉ�(4|�
O9}'�¸�ÉµÂ¶¯® ��³µ¸ì¶¯½×±�
¿ÂìÇ �²¸µ ��Ô�¸ ¶ì¸Ì±�
°®µ¿ Ç��¯Â²²±ì¸� �
²¯¶¶ÆË±ì¸�� ¶Æ× Ç�|'�®±¿µ�®¯�
]^9Ç9O4[��ÂìË�¶µ�® Çà��Õµ¶±�
¿¯¶ ®¹Å¾��ËÃµÈ�²Ë¯À¯��¸¯°à�
ÆÃìË¯Ã �³±Â±¶�¼Æ¶Æ× °�
¿®ì¸µ°àç�Ó¸µÂìÃÈ±�7='|, 
¿µ¶±®à�³µË¯¹®¹�� �®±�
®¯Å ®¯¾Ã±�¿µ¸µÂ Ã �²¯° �¸�
²µ¼ì��ÝÃÒ¹�°¯Ê°à�Ô¸Â¯¯°¯��
¼µ�¹�¸¯°à�³µ¸ì¶¯½��È±�°µÈ±Ã�
ãµ¿�À�Ãµ¿µ�Ë¯°ì®¹�³¶®±²Ã �
¶ìÃ 

�{���Óµ¿µ�Å¯²Æ�³Â ¾Ìµ¸�Ê'<O 
èÂ±²Ã Ã±»Ä��³Âµ³µ¸¶Æ½Å �¸�
³Æ²Ã ®·��¶±¾²ÄË¾�

������¿»¯¿µ»½Å ��ÁµË¯¾Ã±²Ä��
®¯¼» È »�²Ä�¼µ�Ò¯Â²Ã¸µ�
®±¼±²®±�

�����Ú±�È�¼µ�Ãµ¾��³Âµ�Ëµ¿µ�Ë¯À¯¸�
³ÂµÂµË�É²¯·¹��}=<}'=F;>: 
ÁÂ ¿µÃµ¸Ã±�¶µÂµ¿Æ�Þµ²³µ¶®½��
³Â¯¸ ° �Âµ¼ÃÄ�²Ã±ÈË ��µ¿µ�

�����Ú¯°�È±��µ¯®�°¯¸�µ¶±ÈÆ�²¸µ½�À�
¸±Â¼»½Èµ¿µ�¸µ»µ²Æ��¾�
ÌËÆÂ¹® ¾�³µ¹²�®¯�7'QGO>�� 
²¸µ·¾��¯�·¶µ½�¾µ¿µ�¼Æ»¯�²¯Â¯®¯�
Ã¯�¶ Ë ¾�°±¶�

�����Óµ¶·�¸ Çµ¶ » �¶µ�®±¿µ�
âÂÆ²¯» °���¸²¹��¶±¹���¸²¹�
µËµ» Ò¹��µÂ¶¯®²ÄË¯��

������ÇÂ±²Ã » ²Ä�¸��µÂ¶¯®·�¸¶�®±¿µ��
²³µ¸¶¯½Å �¿ÂÇ �²¸µ·�

�����Ó¯��¼¯Å ¸Ì �¸®��×µ�¼¯¿¯Ãµ�

¯Â ²±·¸��Ú¯¶ÆË±·¸�³Â Çµ¶ »µ�
¶µ�ÇÂ±×±®®¹�¾µ¿µ��²Ë¯À¯¸�¶µ�
® Ç���'|='�¿¯¶½Å±��ÇÃµ�µ²Ã±Â¿�
¸¯²��Ç'@ X_�]<=>�¸¶�
O<G_>}<F;'}'�¿®·¸¯ç

�|���ÁÂ ®±²ÃÄ�È±�'('Ç�¶µ²Ãµ¾® ¾�
³µË¯¹®®¹�

�}����®±�¶Æ°¯¾Ã±�Ë¯À¯Ã �¸�²±ÂÒ�
²¸µÊ°Æ��¬�®¯²�¼¯ÃÄËµ�Ô¸Â¯¯°��
¼µ�¹�¸¯°�Ë¯ÈÆ��×µ�ãµ¿�À°µÈ±�À�
²Äµ¿µ�Ë¯°®®¹�³¶®¹Ã �¶·Ã±¾�
Ô¸Â¯¯°µ¸�
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Ô¸Â¯¯°µ¸ ��¬È±¼µ� �²µË Â¯�
³Â �ËµÂ±® �¶±Â±¸¯�»±È ÃÄ��
(9G#]'[�¼µ�¶±Â±¸µ��×µ�®±Å ® Ã�
¶µ¼Âµ¿µ�7='|X��¸ ²ìÅ±®µ�¼Æ¸¯Ê�
 �¸�µ¿µ®Ä�¸°±Å±®®µ��
ãµ�¹�ËÂ±×Æ�¸¯²à�¸µ¶µ½�®¯�
7']<QO#[��¯�Ãµ¾��×µ�À¯�°®µ½�
 ¶±��ËÂìq³�Ì¾�Ê²ÃÄ�®¯¶�°±®±��
À¯ËµÃµÂ¡°à�¹�®±¿µ¶±®à�²¯³µ¿ �
®µ² Ã ��Ãµ¾�¸¯²à�ËÂ±²Ã Ãà�
¶ÆÇµ°�²¸¹Ã °� �µ¿®±°��
ËµÃµÂµ°Æ�»µ³¯Ã¯�¸ÂÆÒì�Ê¿µ�� �
¸ Å ²Ã Ãà�}X\O'�²¸µÊ� �À¼±Â±�
³Ì±® Ò½�²¸µ½�¶µ�}X\O<�²¸µ¿µ��
¯�³µ»µ¸Æ�²³¯» Ãà�'}O9\" 
O9(}<G<FÇ>\"��Óµ¿¶¯�
³Â Çµ¶ Ãà�É�«~� À�Þ¯»» »± �®¯�
ÉµÂ¶¯®à�¶µ�Éµ¯®®¯��ËÂ±²Ã Ã ²��
¸¶�®±¿µ��Ô�Éµ¯®à�À¼µÂµ®¹��°Æ�
ÃµÊ� �°µ¸ ���¹�³µÃÂ±¼Æ½�(4| 
_9@9�]^9G_>_>GÉ��¯�Ã¡È�¶µ�
°±®±�³Â Çµ¶ ÌÄç�ÝÃ³µ¸ì��È±�
É²Æ²à� �°µ¸ ���À²Ã¯��®¡®ì��
Ã¯Ë¼µ�³µ¶µ¼¯�®¯°à�²³µ�® Ã �
¸²¹ËÆ�³Â¯¸¶Æ��Óµ¿¶¯�¶µÀ¸µ» ��
\X��¯�Ëµ» �É²«~�µÇÂ±²Ã ¸²¹��
¸ ¾Ìµ��À¯Â¯À� À¸µ¶¡� �
µÃ¸µÂ » ²��Ê°Æ�®±¼±²¯� �¸ ¶ì��
¶ÆÇ¯�²¸¹Ãµ¿µ��ÀÇµ¶¹×µ¿µ�
¿µ»Æ¼µ°à�� ¶Æ×µ¿µ�®¯�®±¿µ�� �²±�
¿µ»µ²à� À�®±¼±²à�°µ¸»¹×¾��
Ú±¾�Ê²ÃÄ�²¡®�°¾�»½¼±À®¡¾��
]'_'^'}'\"�²µ¼ì�Æ° »Æ¸¯��
q��j����/��{�}��{~}��

{����¬È±�È��²µË Â¯�Ëµ»µ�ËµÂ±®¹�
¶±Â±¸¯�»±È ÃÄ��Ã °�ËµÈ®±�
¶±Â±¸µ��×µ�®±�¶¯Ê�¶µ¼Âµ¿µ�
'('ÇX��ÀÂÆ¼Æ½ÃÄ��Ã¯�¾�Ë ¶¯½ÃÄ�
X(�'}'O#. 

{{���º�µÒ±�ÇÂ±×Æ�¸¯²�¸µ¶µ½�®¯�
³µË¯¹®®Ê��¯�Ãµ¾��×µ�¾¶±�À¯�
°®µ½��³µÃÆÈ®·× ¾�¸¶�°±®±��
®±¶µ²ÃµÊ®�¹��µ°Æ�¾�µ¼Æ¸¹�
®µ² Ã ��¬®�¸¯²�ÇÂ±²Ã Ã °±�
ÛÆÇµ°�²Ä¸¹Ã °�Ã¯�µ¿®±°�

{����æ�ÂÆÒ·�¸�Ñ±¿µ�»µ³¯Ã¯��¾�
³±Â±Å ²Ã ÃÄ�¬®�_4]�²¸¾���
À¼±Â±�³Ì±® Ò½�²¸µ½�¸�]=XOF, 
¯�³µ»µ¸Æ�²³¯» ÃÄ�µ¿®±°�
®±¸¿¯² ° °�

{����ÁÂ Çµ¶ ÃÄ�Ãµ¶·�É²Æ²�À�
Þ¯» »±·�®¯�Ê'^|<O�¶µ��µ¯®¯��
µÇÂ±²Ã Ã ²Ä�¸¶�®±¿µ�

{����Ó¯��µ¯®�®±�¶µ³Æ²Ë¯¸��µ¿µ��
¿µ¸µÂ¹Å ��ë±®·�²¯°µ°Æ�ÃÂ±¼¯�
¸�Ó±¼±�ÇÂ±²Ã Ã ²Ä��¯�Ó �
³Â ¾Ìµ¸�¶µ�°±®±ç

{����¬¶Ë¯ÀÆ½Å �¾µ°Æ�É²Æ²��^9;9�¶µ�
®±¿µ��Ûµ³Æ²Ã �Ã±³±Â��¼µ�Ã¯Ë�
¿µ¶ ÃÄ�²¹�®¯°�Å ® Ã �¸²¹ËÆ�
³Â¯¸¶Æ��Óµ¶·�¶µ³Æ²Ã ¸��µ¿µ�

{����É�'�^9G_>(È>G#�É²Æ²��¸ ¾Ìµ¸�
À¯Â¯À�À�¸µ¶ ��¾�µ²Ä�¸¶Å ® »µ²Ä�
�µ°Æ�®±¼µ���³µ¼¯Å ¸�¸®�ÛÆÇ¯�
ãµÈµ¿µ��×µ�²³Æ²Ã ¸²Ä�¹Ë�¿µ»Æ¼��
�À» ®Æ¸�®¯�Ñ±¿µ�

{����É�µ²Ä�¿µ»µ²�À�®±¼¯��¿»¯¿µ»½Å ��
Ú±�°¾�Ú ®�»½¼ ¾��×µ�¹��
(7'|'@<(��µ¿µ��qSP/NZ���~��
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§{���!�������������������������Q���<������������"���������
�������� 

�����<����<���

««�������������"��J�������������������"�������������������������

««�����������������������������������	�������������<���<����������"������

voice of one crying in the wilderness. Prepare ye the way of the Lord, 

make his paths straight. 

««�������� ��� ����� ������������� ���������� ����
��������� ������ 
�������

girdle about his loins; and his meat was locusts and wild honey. 

««��������� ���� ��� �� ���� ��<���<��<
���� ���� �

� ������<��� ���� �

� ���

��"�����������	�������<�����

««�������������	���������������������<��������������"������������

««����Q������������������������������<!<�������������<��<������������

his baptism, he said unto them, O generation of vipers, who hath 

�������������O����������������������ç�

««|���Q���"����������������������������������������

««}���������������������������������
�����_���������<	��<����������

father: for I say unto you, that that God is able of these stones to raise 

up children unto A´-bra-ham.

10.  And now also the axe is laid unto the roof of the trees: therefore 

every tree which bringeth not forth good fruit is hewn down, and cast 

������������

11.  I indeed baptize you with water unto repentance: but he that cometh 

after me is mightier than I, whose shoes I am not worthy to bear; he 

���

�	�����������������>�
��#������������������

{����_����������������������������������

������"�
�����"������O���������

gather his wheat into the garner; but he will burn up the chaff with 

���������	
�������

{��������������� ���<���� �����#�
�<!<
��� �� ����<�������� ������ ��	��

baptized of him. 

{����Q����������	�������������"��!�������������	��	�������������������

comes thou to me? 

{�����������<������������"��������������������������	��������������

������	��������������
�
��

���"����������������������������

him. 

{�����������<�����������������	�������������������"�����������

the water: and, lo, the heavens were opened unto him, and he 
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saw the Spirit of God descending like a dove, and lighting upon 

him: 

17.  And lo a voice from heaven, saying, This is my beloved Son, in 

�����!������

��
������¨�q=���{~{��

����
��"��"�������j����/�������
��������������������������
����
amalgamation of varied features, in contrast to the translation made by 
`�
�j�������
;�;�����������

����j����/���������������������	�	
���
��������
�����$, ����$, ���3��$�� ���
�� `�
�j� ���� ��
;�;� ���
����� 	�������
(Ruthenian) forms like Joan and Jordan, which were criticized by Franko. 
!��������������������O���������������"���������j����/���������������-
ically the back jer, primarily in bookish lexemes (e.g., �����$�§�����¨�&����*�
�����$�“voice,” next to pered “in front,” vid “from,” zaraz “now,” and even 
Boh “God”). Needless to say, the back jer ���������������`�
�j�������
;�;��
������������ ������������� �������	����j����/�������"��������%�for 
��������"��� ��O������ l in closed syllables (e.g., )�����%� [m. sg. pret.] “to 
come”). This grapheme was no innovation at all in this translation, inas-
much as this letter had been introduced as early as 1837 in the almanac 
¬���������5���������q����+�����������$����������	
������	����j����/�
and two other members of the Rus´ka trijcja qJ������ �������� ������
>�
�������;�q{|{�~{|||������!����Y���
���/�q{|{{~{|����

The dropping of the back jer and the use of the grapheme %�by the repre-
sentatives of the Rus´ka trijcja was largely triggered by the vernacularizing 
trend, feeble as it was at the very beginning of the epoch of Romanticism in 
#�
�������������������������Q�����������������
������

������������������-
����!������"���j�;�q��"����������"�������������������������������������
Q��	�������Y������q{|��~{|�����������������¬�������������������3������
hrammatika. Orosz Magyar Grammatika. Rutheno Ungarica Grammatica 
(Rusyn-Hungarian Grammar, 1833) based on the same theoretical tenets as 
=���;
��'�/��;���q{�|}~{|����"������������������
��������Grammatica 
Slavo-Ruthena (Budae, 1830) (Danylenko 2009a). In his 1827 programmatic 

���� �� !���� ��
�;� q{��{~
|�}��� 	����� �� ��� ���� ��� ����� �����	��"��
��"���j�;� ��������� �������<J����� ���� ������� �
������� ���� #����
J����������� ��� ������� ����� �������
��<�������� ���� '�/��;� 	������� ���
admitted for Carpatho-Rusyn the change of l into v [w] at the end of 3 m. sg. 
past tense forms like �����$ “to entreat” and �����$, hvaryv “to speak,” as 
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well as in some nouns (e.g., vovk “wolf,” vovna “cotton,” and so forth) 
q���������;� {}���� �}��� ��� 	�
������ ��

����"� ������ $�	�������� '�/��;�
argued that the back jer, together with the front jer, may be dropped both in 
�������<�����
���������<���
���������q$���
��������}�����|������������
������������'�/��;�������"���j�;���
���"����������"
�����j����/�	���������
���

��"��������
��������������������
�������
��`�
�j�������
;�;���������
combine both phonetic and etymological principles (e.g., correspondingly 
vpodobav [m. sg. pret.] “to love” and �/��������� “[when he was] baptized”). 

��j����/���������������������
���������������������������
�������
typical Church Slavonic desinence such as �����$����!��!���, “the voice 
������������"*� q��j����/��{�}���~����=������ compared to the Ukra-
inianized )��������!�������`�
�j�������
;�;����
�������	�
������	�������"�
in 6!�����̀ �
�j�������
;�;����j����/���������������	��
�����������
�������
desinence as in )��)��53����!��“preaching” alongside a vernacular movl-
��!��&�����"�*�`�
�j�������
;�;� �������� �����������
���������
�"���
�
������ ��� ���
���� �� �� ������� �
������� �������������!� “saying.” 
��j����/������������������� ������������������������������������
vernacular lexeme archaicized with the help of Church Slavonic 
phonological and morphological means (e.g., ����������!��$ [sg. instr.] 
&���������	
�*�����j����/�����������������������	����"���������������
three relativizers belonging, in fact, to different style registers. These 
include the western Slavic (Polish) borrowing,� �����%� “which, who,” 
blended with a vernacular auxiliary of the perfect tense in� ���������$�
(�������%), literally, “whom have I beloved,” with a back jer under Church 
�
���������O���������j����/��
��������������������
�����������%� “which” 
and the most representative absolutive relativizer �!� in Ukrainian (e.g., toj, 
�!������������3� next to�������!���3���������� “he that cometh after me” in 
`�
�j�������
;�;�����j����/��
������������������������������������������
do and Transc. (Hucul) id “(up) to.”

��������������
����������
����������j����/�����������	��������
����
combination of Church Slavonic and vernacular components so that even 
�������

�� �� ��� ������
� �� ���� ������ ��� ���� ������
�� ��������"� ��
����j���q����	��{��~{����������������������
�����������������
��������
�������
����������

�������"�������������������	������j������j����/�
retained a sizable number of morphological and syntactical patterns typical 
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��������������
�����������
��������������������
��������������������;���
text of reference. At any rate, leaving aside the possibility of translation 
from the Church Slavonic as postulated by Tymošyk, one can easily iden-
tify Church Slavonic constructions, not only distinct expressions, transferred 
�����������
����������j����/�q��"�������������������!������*����5��3���/��
sviatoho &���������������������
��������>�
��#���*�§��j����/��{�|�����
Mt 1:18], although, remarkably, this phrase uses the vernacular genitive 
ending -oho instead of ChSl. -aho in svjatoho).

�����

����j����/��������������
��������������
���
�q������������
Ukrainian forms side by side, blending them in some cases: Krestytel´ 
&§����¨����Q���<���*����������� “to be baptized” next to the vernacular 
oxrestyvsja “was baptized”; ChSl. humno “garner” (see Sr., 1:609; 
Berynda, 38) compared to klunja ���`�
�j�������
;�;�������������J��������
borrowing from Lith. klúonas (Latv. kluõns�� q��	���� {}�}�� �{~�����
Consider also ChSl. polova “chaff,” retained most likely from the Church 
�
������� Q�	
�� ����� 	�� ��j����/� ��� ���� ���� ����
����� q�j��;������<
��/�������{}||���������������
��bedra (pl.) “loins,” found among other 
texts in the Homilary Gospel written down in 1670 by the priest Semion 
���������/� ����� J�j��
������ �� ���

� ��

�"�� ���� ��� ��
���� qÐ�����;�
{}�����������/��������J�"����
������������
���������
���������!��“locus,” 
ves´koje “any,” and zaraz “straightaway” occur in the same chapter.

As evidenced in the excerpt cited above, in the agentive prepositional 
�������� ��j����/� ������� ����
�� �� ��� �������
��� vid (e.g., vid neho “of 
him,” as compared to the Church Slavonic od Duxa “of the Spirit” with no 
ikavism). It should be noted that the preposition od was commonplace at that 
time in Southeast Ukrainian and some northern Ukrainian dialects (Shevelov 
{}�}����}��Ð���	�;������
��{}�}���|�����������������������������od by 
���������������!����`�
;��������;��!����+����j���/��>������;�`����<
������;�����������������/������'��;������;����������������=����;�
q$���
����� {}}}�� ����� ������� �{��� >�������� ������ ��~�{��� =���������
some normalizers of Ukrainian in the nineteenth and early twentieth centu-
ries viewed the form vid- �����#�
���������
������q+�/�;<'�������;�{}����
19), although vid- was later incorporated into modern literary Ukrainian. 

������������
����������������j����/���
��"��"�����������"
������
himself in language variance, using synonyms from different styles or 
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(regional) dialects (e.g., hovoryty and movyty “to say”). For greater 
comprehension and emphasis, he employed series of forms, appearing 
sometimes in one and the same chapter or even verse (e.g., svyty and��%���
§��j����/��{���{{����{{���� ����������¨����� ���3�*��“[linen] clothes” 
§��j����/��{���{{�}��������{�¨�������������������������j�����q����	��
{�{~{���� ����
������ ��� ��� &����
������ ����������*� �����������
“certain achievements in the domain of stylistic variance of the Ukrainian 
language.” However, in contrast to Kuliš, who always indulged in exper-
������"�������������
��"������������������
������j����/����������	��
a less consistent innovator, slanted in favor of “ostentatiously” vernacular 
and dialectal elements. For this reason, perhaps, Tymošyk (ibid.) found 
��
������������
����
�"����������j����/�q������verxovodnyk “governor” 
§��j����/��{�|��{��=�����������
���Ð�
���{���¨����������������	�������
felicitous than het´man ���`�
�j�������
;�;�§SP/NZ, 4], and zlebedyte [2 
�
�����¨�&§������

¨�
����*�§��j����/��{���}{������{����¨��

Vis-à-vis the above examples, Tymošyk (2000b, 102) asserted that the 

��"��"�������j����/�������
�������O�������
�������"�����
�������������
Ukrainian literary language of that period. All this, she argued, could have 
brought about some mistranslations, distorted “the adequate transformation 
of the dynamics of the original [text],” and caused the loss of “preaching 
����*�q�	������!���������"������������������������j����/���
��"��"��
demonstrated not so much a lack of pan-Ukrainian norms as a blending, a 
real hybrid of Church Slavonic discourse with regional (Galician) forms. 
What is important in this respect is that this hybrid was conceived of by 
��j����/������	������������	�	
���
���
���������������
��"��"�����������
His stance did not differ from the local vision of literary Ukrainian propounded 
by the defenders of a separate ethnic and religious regional identity in Galicia, 
Transcarpathia, and Bukovyna, who, in the eighteenth century, had advanced 
the idea of one literary language, based on Church Slavonic, although with a 
wide range of regional admixtures (Danylenko 2008a, 111).

!������������������������

�
�����
��������`�
�j�������
;�;�������
a totally different approach to the literary and language standard, appro-
priate in particular for a new type of religious literature. Although this 
type was offered in the translation of the Bible by the two representatives 
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���#�
���������$���������������� �������<���������������������������
stylistically more innovative.

The archaization of their translation is achieved through the use of 
Church Slavonicisms and some regional traits, deviating sometimes from the 
Central Dnieper dialect. To name a few Church Slavonicisms and bookish 
lexemes, there is Kuliš’s favorite aorist form ��!��“said,” the verb hlaholaty 
&�� ����*� ��� �������� ����������� ���� �� ��O������ ���	� ���� ��� �"������
phrase of the type xrestylysja vid neho “were baptized of him” as opposed to 
v Tebe xrestytys´ “[I have need] to be baptized of thee,” unusual collocations 
of the type !������)���3��&����
�

��

���"����������*�������������
�������
like pojasnyci� &
�����*� ������ ��� �� ��������

�� �������� ��
�� )����#��`��
“belt” (Sr., 2:1340). Viewed at some point as a possible Russianism (see 
���������������
�������������
����
���������
�������������������������
variety of new literary Ukrainian (Kuzela and Rud., 849).

Among the dialectal and vernacular forms, one should focus on those 
forms that differ from the corresponding words and constructions found in 
��� ����
����� ��� ��j����/�� ����� ���
����� ���� ��������� ������� ������
participles like ���������!���(m. sg.) hniv “the wrath to come,” introduced 
�������������
���
�������������O�����������
;�;�������������
���
�������
like �3�*��“raiment” and kodlo “generation” as an old borrowing from 
Pol. ¦�3¥��&��"�*������������"�����������"������������"��������-dl(o) 
(Shevelov 1979, 80). It is worthwhile comparing ChSl. plod “fruit” in 
��j����/� ���� ����!, a long-naturalized Church Slavonicism (Vasmer, 
����}~����� ������ ��� ��� ����
��������`�
�j� ������
;�;� q���� ������
��
borrowed form ���`$ in Ruthenian [Berynda, 83]). The word ����!, hailed 
��� �� ���� &����
��� ����*� 	�� +�/�;<'�������;� q+�/�;<'�������;� {}����
329), might have been introduced by Kuliš since, as was noted above, 
��
;�;� ����� ��� ���� ����
����� ��� ���
�� {� ��� ������� �
����� 	�������"�
���!�(Kuzela and Rud., 500). In this context, it is remarkable that Kuliš 
���� ��
;�;� ������������� ������� �
������� ���� �
�� ���������� humno, 
	�������� 	�� ��j����/� ���� 
���
�� ����� ��� ������� �
������� qBiblija 
1862, 514r), from tik &O���*� ���� klunja &"�����*� q���/�� ���� +��/����
���}���� !�� ����� �������� `�
�j� ���� ��
;�;� �������
������� ����� 
��"��"��
ostentatiously, offering lexemes that seem incongruous with the biblical 
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narrative and the context in particular (e.g., het´man “governor” and knjazi 
Judyny &�����������������<��*�§SP/NZ, 4, Mt 2:6], although the lexeme 
knjaz´ also happens elsewhere in the Church Slavonic translation).

`�
�j�������
;�;�����
�����������
��������u- : v- as adapted to the 
principles of euphony in Southeast Ukrainian (and today’s standard 
Ukrainian) (e.g., �!�+�����������3�&��O��� ����*�����kydajut´ uv ohon´ 
&§���¨���������������*������j����/�§Ð���	�;������
��{}�}�����~���¨���
dating back to the end of the Old Ukrainian period, around the late four-
����� ������� q�����
��� {}�}�� ���� $���
����� ������� |�~}���� !�� ���
���
�����������
�"���`�
�j�������
;�;���������
�����
����������	�-
tives ending in -nnje such as /���!����� “baptism” and pokajannje 
“repentance.” These forms are commonly attested in North Ukrainian. 
��j����/�� ��� ����������������

� ���� 
������� �������� ����� ����������
Church Slavonic deverbative ending in -ie or a vernacularized (south-
western Ukrainian) one ending in -n´je (without gemination), which was 
ultimately connected with vernacular forms ending in -nnje found in 
`�
�j� ���� ��
;�;�� !� ��� ���� ���������� ��������
� �� ������ ������ 
����
����!�����and pokajan´je������j����/������

��������
��������`�
�j�������
;�;������
����������������������������
��������������������� �������

�� ������������� ����� ��O����������� ���
����� ������ �������� ������ ��� #�
������ ��O������ ������
��� 	�� ��
;�;��
their translation is riddled, more often than not, with impersonal construc-
tions. Revealing the residual perfective meaning, they are comprised of 
forms ending in -no and -to, without an auxiliary, along with the direct 
�	;���������������������������)���������������(acc.),����!�������(acc.) 
Joho na vesillje &���� 	��� ���<���� ���� ��

���� ���� ���� ������
��� �� ���
marriage” (SP/NZ��}{������������
���budovano cerkvu (acc.) “[forty and 
six years] was this temple in building” (SP/NZ��}{������������!����j����/��
I found only one instance of a similar construction without an auxiliary: 
��������5����(acc.) zlapano �%�5����+��35�“this woman was taken in adul-
����§�������������¨*�q��j����/��{�����}~��������|����������

����
����
��j����/������������������������������
��������������������
��������
�������
����������	��̀ �
�j�������
;�;����������
�����

�����
���������-
"��������������������������������O������������"��
�������+���
����
���������j����/���
���
����
��"��"�������
��������������������������
��
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	���������������������������̀ �
�j�������
;�;��������������

�������"�
glimpse of the curious mixture of lofty and vernacular elements in the 
��������
�����������<��������j����/��� ����
������ �����
��	�� ����-
esting to compare a representative sampling from the Gospel according to 
������������
����	����j����/����������������������	��`�
�j�������
;�;��
��� ��� ������ �"����� ��� ������� �
������� Q�	
�� ��� >������;��������/�
��	
���������{|��~{|������>��"����

��;�����	
�����
���!�� Kuliš and Puljuj’s Translation

Þ»��¶«~���«�«��¯�È®±Ò�¼±Â±�À¯³»¯ÃÆ�
 �À¼ Â¯Ê�³»µ¶¡�®¯�È ¸µÃà�
¸ìÅ®¡¾��×µ¼�Â¯¶Æ¸¯��²��
²ì½×¾�¸ËÆ³ì� �À�Èì®Ò±°à��µ�
Ãì°¼µ� ²Ã ®®¯�³Â ³µ¸ì¶Ä��
×µ� ®Ì¾�Ê²ÃÄ�²ì½×¾��¯�
 ®Ì¾�È®Æ×¾��º�¸¯²à�³µ²»¯��
È¯Ã �Ã¯°��¶±�²Ã±�²��®±�
ÃÂÆ¶ » �� ®Ì �²��ÃÂÆ¶ » ��¯�
¸¡�³Â¾Ì» ²Ã±�¸� Ç�ÃÂÆ¶��
q��j����/��{{��{}�~{}��

�,�����������<!+��

�«�«��?�����	&+���'�5��(
$�	����0��
&����.&
	��0�(��	�0��0��&��	�0�
���=�2&+!���&������&+���5�(��

	�5�����&������&+;������	�0�.� 
���	����A��-�&A��&������%A���&A�0�
�A��-�����&��&��&A�0��A��-�����&+;�
�A'0�(���	�0��2���	�&��
&��������2������
5�&	�����!�&��B	��
�
5�&	9����&���2���0��
5	�0�
&�0���&��	���;�q�������/��
5:139)

������É�³Â ¾°¯Ê�È®±ÒÄ�³»¯ÃÆ��¾�
À¼ Â¯Ê�µ¸µ×�Æ�È ÃÃÊ�¸Å®Ê��
×µ¼��ÇÃµ�²·Ê��Â¯¶Æ¸¯¸�²¹���ÇÃµ�
È®±�

������ãµ�Æ�²Äµ°Æ�²»µ¸µ�³Â¯¸¶ ¸±��
×µ� ®Ì ¾��ÇÃµ�²Ê��¯� ®Ì ¾��
ÇÃµ�È®±�

��|���º�³²»¯¸�¸¯²�È¯Ã ��Ëµ»µ�Åµ¿µ�
¸ �®±�³Â¯Ò½¸¯» �� ®Ì�»½¶±�
³Â¯Ò½¸¯» ��¯�¸ �®¯�³Â¯Ò½�·Ç�
Æ¸¾Ì» ��qSP/NZ��}�~}��

[36.  And he that reapeth receiveth 
wages, and gathereth fruit unto 
life eternal: that both he that 
soweth and he that reapeth may 
��;������"�����

 37.  And herein is that saying true, 
One soweth, and another 
reapeth.

 38.  I sent you to reap that 
whereon yebestowed no 
labour: other men laboured, 
and ye are entered unto their 

�	�����¨�q�������~�|�
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��������������	��������
��"��"�������j����/�������
��������������������
Church Slavonic, while admitting some vernacular elements like trud “labor” 
and trudyly q���
��������&��
�	���*���������������������������������/�Q�	
���
Moreover, the vernacular component in his translation is tinged with la couleur 
locale, such as in the enclitic use of the auxiliary of the former perfect tense 
���������O�����������
��sja as in �������������3����“ye bestowed no labor.”

FOSTERING THE “RUSIAN CHURCH VERNACULAR”

��j����/�������
��������
�������������
������������������������
���
����
education in Galicia, Transcarpathia, and Bukovyna as well as the state of 
written Ukrainian as cultivated in the Hapsburg Empire since the late eigh-
�������������������������������������#���������
�������������j����/�
was a graduate of the Greek Catholic Theological Seminary at the University 
of Lviv, which continued educational traditions cultivated at the Studium 
J������� q{�|�~{|�}������� 
���� ���� ���	
������ �� ��� ���������� ���
'���� �� ��� 	����� ��� �������� ������� !!� ��� �
���� ��� ��� Q��	�������
disbanded in 1784, and the Greek Catholic seminary in Lviv (1783), in 
order to prepare the Uniate clergy for philosophical and theological depart-
ments, whose scholarly level was far from satisfactory (Fellerer 2005, 87). 
As in the primary schools, the language of instruction, according to the 
��������������
���������	��J��������qRuthenisch), which, in 1786, was 
���
�����&'�����<��Y�
��<�����+�����
�������*�q����������;�{||}��{�����
although it was not clear which Ruthenisch was meant (Magocsi 1984, 53).

In the early nineteenth century and beyond, local intellectuals were 
���������������������	
��������������������������
������{|�{��!����
>�������/�� ��� ���������� �� ��� ������ ��� ���� �������� �������� �� ���
��
��������� ��� ��� 
��"��"�� ��� ���������� ��� ��� ������� J�������
����3�%�� `�������6�������� ���%�$� “Rusian Church vernacular,” russkij 
���%�$�“Rusian language,” and ��3�������%�$�&��������"��*�q'�������;�
1902, 118). Closer to an understanding of the real nature of this language 
���� ����������;� q{||}�� {��� ��~�|��� ��������"� �� ����� ��� #�
������
���������������
����"������'���;�������;����
���/��=���;
��>�������/��
and others, began teaching “in the extinct Church Slavonic language” (�$�
�������$�`�������6�����������$�����`Ë) (Franko 1891a). Church Slavonic 
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as the language of instruction, with “involuntary Ukrainianisms and 
Polonisms” as well as Russianisms (Moser 2004, 318), appeared to be 
less than suitable for this purpose. This is why the professors, sometimes 
prompted by their students who were, in general, poorly prepared for 
�������������������������������������"����
����q����������;�{||}��
��������������;�{}|��������

As argued elsewhere (Danylenko 2008a), unlike the Ukrainians in the 
Hetmanate state and Sloboda Ukraine, the Rusians in Galicia in the eigh-
teenth century abandoned the linguistic achievements of the previous period, 
thus eliminating any chance of creating a new literary language on the basis 
���������������
���q����������;�{||}����������������������������������
������������ ��� ���
�� ����
�� 	�� �������� 	�� ��� ��������� ��� Y��
����
��������;� ���'������������;�Q�/������;� ���=���/���������%�����������
�����������	�������������Q��	�������������������������
��������%������
seminary and opposed a government order that Rusyns from Transcarpathia 
were to attend the Hungarian seminary at Eger (Rusinko 2003, 68).

Despite the leading role of the Greek Catholic clergy in fostering regional 
��
�<����������������
��"�����������������
������������
������������>�
��
�����������������������#�
������������j����/�q�����������������	
������
only in the early twentieth century). What is more remarkable is that these 
translations were undertaken by laypersons rather than clergymen. Among 
������
�������������������
�����������
��{�����	
������	��Y���
��Y�
;����
a native of Bukovyna, in a primer, ¬����� !������� 3���� ��*����� �������� 
(Rusian Primer for the Elementary Gymnasium, 1852) prepared by Vasyl´ 
`���
�����;� q=�������������|~��{�����������"� ��=������ ���� ����
�����
reveals nothing interesting or new from the point of view of linguistic normal-
������� ��� ������������� ��� �������� ��j����/�� !�� ����� ���� ��� ��� �����
hybrid of Church Slavonicisms, amassed under the second Church Slavonic 
��O�������#����J��������������"����
�������q�	�������|~��}��

A similar vernacularization of the local (Galician) variety of Church 
Slavonic is observed in an anonymous translation of some fragments from 
the Holy Scriptures that appeared in 1853 in the literary supplement 
q��!�������%� �+�����$ of the Vienna periodical �5�����$. As in the 
������������������
�������������	��Y���
��`���
�����;���������������<
strates inconsistent Rusian features (Moser 2005, 229), such as short 
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imperative forms like bud´ (3 sg.) “be!,” the relativizer kotoryj, preterital 
masculine forms derived with the help of the participle ending in -l, the 
use of pleophonic forms of the type xorony (2 sg. imper.) “keep!,” the 
�������������� ��

� ��;�����
� ������ ��� ������������ 
������3�%�� +�3���
“you will be wise,” dative singular forms like Hospodevy “Lord” and 
Bohovy “God” with the Ukrainian Ì-stem desinence, and so forth. 
According to Moser, all the aforementioned features were not used consis-
tently in this translation. Therefore, one can hardly speak in this case 
about a translation into [Dnieper] Ukrainian or even Rusian (ibid., 230).

������	
�����������
�������������������
����	�������������������-
lator of Psalm 40 (
�����$). Published in 1855 in the Lviv periodical Zorja 
Halycka, this was in fact a mere paraphrase with obvious folkloric founda-
tions, a genre commonly practiced at that time by many populists in 
J������<��
��� ��������� ���
����"� `�
�j� ���� ���/������ ����� ��� 
����
frequently, in Galicia. At this point one may recall reminiscent folkloric 
elements in 
����%� ¬��������� q���
��� ��� J��
���� ������ 	�� ��j����/�
with a good deal of vernacular and dialectal admixtures (e.g., ������)�%��!�
“sorrowful north” or ������������+���!��������!�����“your eye will shine 
like a little star” [
����%���}~��¨��������	����j����/���������	���������
Rus´ka trijcja�������{|�����������������J��
�����"�������	������������
tribute by the Ukrainian school in Polish literature of the 1820s and 1830s, 
and was coined purportedly from the ancient ethnic name Roxolanus. 
>������q������}}~{����������������"�����������������������������	��
��j����/� ���� �
����	
�� ��O������� 	�� ��� ������� ����� ��� �
��������
��j�����������&J��
�����';����
�* qJ��
�������';����
���{|������������
also the title of the almanac ¬������� ��5�������� (The Nymph of the 
Dniester) and the title 
����%�¬�������� (Psalms of Ruslan).

Also of interest is another important detail of the anonymous 
paraphrase of Psalm 40. According to the editor’s note, the text was 
allegedly excerpted from a manuscript containing a translation of the 
book of Psalms by a certain priest “Pl. Dn.” One can legitimately 
wonder why the name of the real translator was withheld and never 
revealed to the public. As a possible explanation, one can assume that, 
by publishing a secular paraphrase of a psalm made by an anonymous 
author, the editor was trying to avoid possible criticism from the 
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The Anonymous Paraphrase of 
Psalm 40

Kuliš’s Paraphrase of Psalm 41

á¯²» ¸à��ËÃµ�¼ì¶®¡Çà�¸à� 
7'_^9@Æ 
Ú»µ¸µ°à� �|<_]'\" ^<_X9,
Óµ±�°Æ�Þµ²³µ¶Ä��×µ�¸à�®±¼ì�
Úà�=>�('("�ñ¶¶¯Ã �}<|X9.
§�«�«�¨�áµ�®¯�²¸ìÃì�²Ä� �®±²® »µ�
Ù»µ±�®¯�°±®±�²Ë»¯¶¯» ��
ÁÂ¯¸¶¯¥�ôµ» ²Ä�²¹�¿ÂìÌ »µ�
Ý® �¼ñ»ÄÌ±�³Â Å ®¹» �
Úà�® ° �Â¯Àµ°à��²à�® ° � 
G7'='\"!
Ø±»µ¸ìËà�®¯¶ì¹�°µ¹�
Ù¿µ¶µ¸¯®à�À¯�°µ °à�²Ãµ»µ°à�
Ñ±¶¯¸¯»à�°®ì�²Æ³µËµ¹�
¬à�Ãñ°à�]<?<="9\"��&ãµÈ±¥�ãµÈ±¥
�'}^ÆÈ>="9\"��¯»±�³ÂµÌÆ
ÍQ»�³µË ®Æ�Ãµ±�»µÈ±�
ÚËµÂµ�¸Â¯¿ñ¸à�Âµ²³µÂµÌÆ�*
Ô�Ãµ¾�|<_']", Ç'\"�Æ¼µ¿ °à�
ãì¶®¡°à�|<(<=" }'�¸à�³µÃÂ±¼ì�

{���ã»¯È±®�Ãµ¾�Åµ»µ¸Ë��×ÿ�|@<[  
³Âµ�Æ¼µ¿ Ç�

Ö¸�¶±®Ä�»½Ã ¾��¸�¶±®Ä��X^@>
����Þµ²³µ¶Ä�¾µ¿µ�À¼¯¸ ÃÄ�
Ö�À¯²ÃÆ³ ÃÄ�¸®�¾µ¿µ��È À®Ä� 

¾µ°Æ�|<^X[,
Ö�¼»¯¿µ²»µ¸ ÃÄ�¾µ¿µ�¸²·°�¶µ¼Â °� 

³µË �¸ËÆ�
�����«�«��ÁÂµ�°±®±�('^'}>�ËÂÆ¿µ°� 

¿µ¸µÂ¹ÃÄ�À»¯¹�
Ö�&ôµ» �¸È±�¸®�Æ°Â±��¾°¹� 

¾µ¿µ�À¯¿ ®±¥*
����èÃµ�³Â ¾¶±�¶µ�°±®±��²³»Ã¯Ê� 

\<^O4�Â±Å �
�Ö�Ã¯·ÃÄ�Æ�²±ÂÒ�À»µ��¯� 

¸ ¾Ìµ¸Ì �¿µ¸µÂ ÃÄ�
����¬²·�®±®¯¸ ¶® Ë �³Âµ�°±®±� 

³µÃ¯¾�Ì±³ÅÆÃÄ�
�Ö�̧  ¶Æ°Æ½ÃÄ�}X^_'\��¹Ë�À»µ� 

°±®·�ÀÂµ¼ Ã �

#�
������ J�������
��� ��� ������������ �
������ ���� ��"�� �	;��� �� ��
large number of vernacular elements in a common religious text 
written in ����!���� q$���
����� ���|��� |�~|���� !� ���
�� ������� ��
����

� ����� ���� ��� ����� �
������� =���;
�� =�
��������;�� ���� ��"�-
���
�� ��������� ��� ���������� ��� ��
;�;��� �����������$� (A Prayer 
Book) revised for the second edition in 1870 (Molytovnyk).

In fact, the number of regional (vernacular and dialectal) elements 
��� ��������������������
����� ��� 
��"��� ���� ���Y�
;����� ����
��������
Psalm 103. Remarkably, upon closer inspection, the regional elements in 
�����������������
�����������	���������������"������������������
frequency, similar to the texture of the corresponding paraphrase made 
by Kuliš.
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[1.  Blessed is he that considereth the poor: the Lord will deliver him 

in time of trouble. 

 2.  The Lord will preserve him, and keep him alive; and he shall be 

blessed upon the earth: and thou will not deliver him unto the will of 

��������������«�«��

«��� �=���� �������� ������ ���
� �������_���� ���

� �������� �������� �����

perish? 

«��� ����� ��� ����� �� ���� ���� ��� �������� ������� ���� ����� "�������

iniquity to itself; when he goeth abroad, he telleth it. 

«��� ��

��������������������"������"����������"���������������

devise my hurt. 

«|�� �������
��������������������
���������������������������������

lieth he shall rise up no more. 

Áµ¸±Â®Æ»²¹�G_<_]'\" 
°®µ¿ °à�
Ó¯Ëà�=>�(<�¸ÀÂ¯²Ã¯±�¸à� 
®±¼ì�
Ü�7'(G_<="9\"��¹Ëà� 
¼Æ¸¯»µ�
ôµ»Ä�²¹�ãµÈ±�®¯�°¹� 
¶ ¸ Ìà¥
Ú±ÂÒ±�°µ±�°®ì�Ì±³Ã¯»µ�
áµ�²Ä�®±¶µ»ì�°µ � 
³ÂµÃ ¸ Ìà�
Ù¯�²±�Ç¸¯»½� °¹�ãµ¿¯�
è¸»ìÃà�È±�}'�¶µ¼Âì�
»½¶±¥
Á¯°¹Ã¯¾Ã±�®¯�Æ¼µ¿¯��
Ô�ãµ¿à�²à�¸¯° �@X="� �
@X|9. (Psalom��

��|���&ÁÂ ¾Ìµ¸�¾µ¿µ�Ë®±ÒÄ¥�Ãµ³Ã¯Ã �
Â¹²ÃÆ�¿µ¶·¥

Ö��é±È ÃÄ�¸®��³µ°±ÂÃ¸¸��®±� 
Ö��¸²Ã¯®±��®±�¸µ²ËÂ±²®±�*
��}���É�Ãµ¾��ÇÃµ�Ç»·¼�°¾�·¸��Ëµ°Æ�¹� 

¶µ¸Â¹¸�²¹�
{Î�7^>Q_9=#�Ç>^>»�°¾�³¶®¹¸�³¹ÃÆ�®¯�

°±®±�
{����Ó �È��Þµ²³µ¶ ��°±®±�³µ° »Æ¾��

¸µÀ²Ã¯¸ �
Ö���̧ ±Â® �°µ½�GO<}X��×µ¼�¹�¸µÀ¶¯¸� 

À¯³±Ë» °��
{{���Ù�Ãµ¿µ�¹�¸³±¸®½�²¹��×µ�Ã �°±®±�®±�

Ë ®Æ¸�
Ö��¹Ë�®±�¶¯² �°µ·°�» Ç °��7^<?O>]X(<_>.
{����ÁÂ ¾° �³±Å¯»Ä�°µ½��®±À»µ¼Ê�¸�

®¯³¯²Ã¹Ç�
Ö����ÆÃ¸±Â¶ �°±®±�®¯�¸Ë�³±Â±¶�Ãµ¼µ½�
{����ã»¯¿µ²»µ¸±®�Þµ²³µ¶Ä�µ¶�¸Ë¯��¶µ�¸Ë¯�
Ö���Þµ²³µ¶Ä�ÉÀÂ¯»±¸�¸µ�¸Ë �¼Æ¶ �� 

¼Æ¶ ¥�q`�
�j�{}�}��{��~{���
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«}�� �������������������
��������������������!������������������������

my bread, hath lifted up his heel against me. 

10.  But thou, O Lord, be merciful unto me, and raise me up, that I may 

requite them. 

11.  By this I know that thou favorest me, because mine enemy doth 

not triumph over me. 

12.  And as for me, thou upholdest me in mine integrity, and settest me 

before they face for ever. 13. Blessed be the Lord God of Is´-ra-el 

from everlasting, and to everlasting. A´-men, and A´-men.] (Ps 41)

The language of Psalm 40 (Psalom��������������������������������"��
�����	����	�������������������
����������������Q�	
����	
���������{|��~
{|��� ��� ���� ��
����� ������ >������;� �������/� �� ��� J���
� >��"������
University print shop in Buda. Hence the older Greek numbering of Psalm 40 
��������������������"�������Y�
"����!����������{�}��	��Q�����������;�
Q�/������;�q{���~{|�}�����	
���������������������������Q�	
������������
on a Great Russian edition of the Elizabeth Bible,2 had far-reaching conse-
quences for the Greek Catholic church in the Austro-Hungarian Empire. The 
authority of this Bible proved so overwhelming that almost all local parishes 
������
����������������������������q�������{}|�����~����3 By contrast, 
`�
�j��������������������
���{�������
;�;�������
�������������������
��
from Hebrew both seem to have been based on one of the editions of the Holy 
Scriptures produced by the British and Foreign Bible Society (e.g., SK, 549). 
>���������������q�������
�������������������������
�������	����"����
Psalm 41 as found in the Hebrew (Masoretic) text. 

2 Confusing the date of publication, Magocsi (1987, 6) erroneously wrote that “in 1809, 
Q�/������;���	
�������������
���Q�	
�������������
�������������
������
������������
��O�����
� ��� �� ���"����� ����� ��� ��"���� §��	���������� J���¨�*� =�"������ ���������
�"���������������������������
����"�������q{}�|�������������

����"��
����;����������"����
������Q�	
�����{|��~{|�������&����������"������J��������������������
�����"������
������*�q��	���{|}����~������{�~�|���>��	�/�q{}||����~�����������������������"����"-
�������	
������	����	������������/�;���Q�	
�����{�}|����
����������������������
of divergences, primarily in stressing and spelling. Unfortunately, so far no one has analyzed 
the complete texts of the two Bibles in order to corroborate this hypothesis.

3 It is also quite plausible that the author of the anonymous paraphrase made use of the 
J��������
���	���Q�	
�������������J������������������������
���������	
���������
1822 and reprinted several times by the Russian Bible Society (Batalden 2013, 
�{�~�{����������
�������������������	������������

��������������qPsaltyr´ 1862, 
��~����Biblija 1907, 435).
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Dialectal elements prevail in the entire anonymous translation  
of Psalm 40 (Psalom���� ����� ���� 	�� �������� �� ������
� �������

��
representative features such as the clitic forms ho (acc.) “him” and mja 
(acc.) “me,” the relativizer �!��“which, who,” and old perfect tense forms 
with clitic auxiliaries of the type �����$��$�“I (have) said” and especially 
�!��$��¶�¶��3����$�“which I have given/gave.” Of interest also are impera-
tive forms ending in hard consonants like /���5�$�(2 pl.) “to praise,” the 
imperative particle njaj “let,” the dative singular feminine moj “my,” and, 
���

���������	�
�������+��$�(m. sg. pret.) “to be,” buvalo (n. sg. pret.) 
“used to be,” and the form serce “heart” with -rc- in place of the cluster 
-rdc-. In the morphology, a peculiar case is the form lyxvov´ (sg. instr.) 
emended by Moser (2005, 230) as ��/���$�q�"���������&�����*�!����������
form ��/���$�is commonly attested in Southwest Ukrainian. It does exist in 
Galician, Transcarpathian, and Lemkian, as well as in some Dniester and 
�;������
����qQ�����������
��{}�|��|�~|{��Y��������;�{}����{��~{�{��

Most explicit, to be sure, is the paraphrase’s western Ukrainian 
vocabulary (e.g., )����+5� [sg. loc.] “destitution” [DMU, 1:213], 3����$�
&������*�§���/������¨��ratuje [3 sg. pres.] “to save” with a dispalatalized 
��O���r ��O�������	����
������¨�Ï, haduje [3 sg. pres.] “to think” [see 
Pol. ¦�3�Ï� “to chatter” and ¦�3�¥�� “chatterbox”] [Vytv., 77], a Polish 
personal form instead of hadaje §���/����}}¨���)����$�“together with” 
§Ð�
��� ��}��¨�� lyxva &����*� §�	����� {������ `���
�� ���� J����� ���¨�� ����
statek “property” §Ð�
�����}{�¨���J������	
�����������
�����������������
not numerous in this paraphrase, making the regional forms stand out. 
Among a few Church Slavonic or bookish lexemes, one can name the 
nominal form �!�����$� “happy” as opposed to �!�������� ��� ��
;�;� ����
ChSl. +��*�� in Kuliš, ��*�� “bed,” !����5�$ “man,” �+����$� (pl. dat.) 
“poor,” ������$�(gen. pl.) “enemy,” and supokoja (gen.) “peace” where 
������"���
����������������	�����"�or �"�+ o (Shevelov 1979, 533).

'�����"���������
;�;�������
����������������
����#�
��������
�������
Kuliš seemed to apply the same vernacularizing approach as the anony-
mous Galician translator. True, one encounters in Kuliš both vernacular 
and Church Slavonic elements. However, his approach appears to be 
more synthetic, bridging the two poles of Church Slavonic and vernacular 
Ukrainian. On the one hand, there are the vernacular dbaty “to care for,” 
*��+� “sorrow,” darovaty “to make a present” with a northern Ukrainian 
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-ova-, marnyj “vain,” vorohy “enemies,” hurtom “in a body, together,” 
)���������!���� “a faithful friend,” snaha “vigor,”’ praznykuvaty “to cele-
	���*�qÐ�
��������������������
������������������<���
���

���������
�����������������������`�
�j����������������
�����������������������
lexemes, such as zlaja (n. pl.) “bad things,” tajity “to hide,” )�!�� 
“sorrow” (Berynda, 81), vozstavyty “to stand [something up],” and 
vozdaty�&�����������"�*���������O����������������"�- (Shevelov 1979, 
295). Finally, there is nezlobije “mildness” and ��*� next to WUkr. )����� 
&	��*�q$���
�����{}}}����������������������������
��������	����
;�;�qSP, 
508); see also WUkr. postel´ in the anonymous paraphrase of Psalm 40 
qÐ�
������{|��

But what is more interesting in Kuliš’s translation is that some of his 
��������
��������������������
����O�������	������
������������������
����
���	���Q�	
��q������������Q�������{|��~{|����q�������
��+��*��$�
and �$�3�������$�as compared to +��*���and v den´ ljutyj in Kuliš). Taken 
as a whole, Kuliš’s paraphrase demonstrates anew a masterful combina-
tion of both Church Slavonic and vernacular forms, with a slight admixture 
of other elements such as Great Russianism *����“life,” a favorite form 
used lavishly by Kuliš in his translations of Shakespeare.

In sum, one should reiterate that Kuliš’s translation of the psalms is 
a successful combination of biblical poetry with the vernacular standard 
as cultivated in the second half of the nineteenth century in Russian-ruled 
Ukraine. For this reason, there is found in his paraphrases only a handful 
of regionalisms that subsequently did not make their way through to 
modern literary Ukrainian. As compared with Kuliš’s translation of the 
���
���� ���������� ��	������
�� ��
�� 	�� 	�	
���
� ����
���� q'�������;�
{}�������
;�;�������
��������
��	��
���������
��"������Sprachgefühl of 
������������ ��������� ��� �������� ����������� +�/�;<'�������;� ����
one of those whose disparaging criticism of the Galician vogue in the 
early twentieth century was somewhat naïve and biased, although perhaps 
����O���������������������������"��$�������������������������

ANY PALLIATIVE SOLUTION?

!���������������������Q�	
������
����	��̀ �
�j�������
;�;���������������
����+�/�;<'�������;����������������������Y������q{}������������������
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��� ���'�����������"�����	
�������
���������Q�/������;��� q{|��~{}����
translation of the book of Psalms, 
��������$����%`5�̀ �������6����������$�
�$� )�����3��$� ��� ���%�$� ����3��6������� (Psalter in the Church Slavonic 
Language with a Translation into the Vernacular Rusian Language, 1903) 
(Psaltyr´��Q�/������;���������

������������������	
�����������������������
belated reply by the Greek Catholic church, initiated and supported by its 
hierarchs, who had long tolerated the translations by Kuliš appearing regu-

��
������"�������{|��������{||���q>�
�j/�����;�{}�����{|~�{}���ý����
possibly, they also knew about the vernacular translation of the Old 
Testament being prepared by the British and Foreign Bible Society for 
��	
�������������{}�{�����������������	��"�����������"���������
;�;�
�������������������
���`�
�j�q���������;�{}����
����+�/�;<'�������;�
1968, 376, 377). For this reason, laying claim to be the exclusive custodian 
of the ethno-cultural legacy of Ukrainians living in the Austro-Hungarian 
Empire, the Greek Catholic church was inclined to welcome domestic 
translations by those who would support their ecclesiastical approach 
toward the normalization of the written language. It is not, therefore, acci-
����
� ��� Q�/������;� ���������� ��� ���
��� ���� �������� �
�������"�
murky places in the Church Slavonic, obscured by the “old faith” presenta-
tions of the biblical content (Psaltyr´��Q�/������;�����

In the same year, 1903, the Greek Catholic church published 
Q�/������;�������
�����������+�������������
�����������

�
��������
Slavonic and vernacular texts. It is interesting to note that, while working 
�������������
�������Q�/������;����������������'����Y�
"���������
German translation.4�J�������"���Q�/������;�������
��������������
����
>��	�/�q{}||�������|����"�����������
��"��"����O������

������������
of the Galician orthography (���������!����) of that time. Moreover, a 
��������
��������"�����������"�������������
��������������������
conceived of as a local church-canonical work, without any thought for 

4� ���� ����
�� �
��� ������� ����� �� ����
����� ��� ��� 	���� ��� ���
��� ����� 	�� �
����;�
q�
�������
;����/���q�������!���������������
;�;�������
��������������������������"�
��� ���Q�	
�� ��� ������
��{}�������	
������ ���{}��� ���Ð��������
;����/����� ����
�����
might have been printed even earlier since it was approved by Bishop Peleš in 1899 and 
	��Q��������������;����{}���q>��	�/�{}||���{~��������}��>�
�j/�����;�{}�����{|��
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<����"
�!#	
�����
���!���
of Psalm 40

Puljuj’s Translation  
of Psalm 41

Ñ¯�Ëµ®±Òà��Á²¯»µ°à� 
ÖÛ¯¸ ¶Æ
<0�����	D0��E����0�>�G�5���H;
����§{¨�á¯²» ¸ ¾��ËÃµ�À®¯Ê�

¼ì¶®µ¿µ� �Æ¼µ¿µ¿µ��¸à�
»½Ã¡¾�¶±®Ä�¸¡¼¯¸ Ãà�
Ê¿µ�Þµ²³µ¶Ä�

Í«««�1�G��	�0�
'I���	�&+���
�&���&��3�.�	��

Í«««��0���	�-�����0�&�'.	�&�0�
�44����)�+*-!

ÁÂµ¸µ¶ Â±¸�ÇµÂ¯��Á²¯»Ä°¯� 
ÖÛ¯¸ ¶µ¸¯�§�{¨
[To the chief musician, A Psalm of David.]
{���á¯²» ¸ ¾��ÇÃµ�³Âµ�¸¼µ¿ Ç�¶¼¯Ê¥� 

¬�¶±®Ä�®±×¯²Ã¹�²³¯²±�¾µ¿µ� 
Þµ²³µ¶Ä�

Í«««�§Q
�����������������������������
poor: the Lord will deliver him in time 
of trouble.]

the Dnieper Ukrainian readership, whence a sizable number of regional 

�����������
����"��	��������
��������+��/���q�������}��������������
the whole translation was made in the local vernacular permeated with 
occasional Church Slavonicisms.

To ascertain the ratio of Church Slavonic and vernacular elements in 
Q�/������;��� ����
������ �� ��� ����� ����������"� >��	�/��� q{}||�� �|��
hypothesis. Although not substantiated by concrete examples, he argued 
������������������������

�
���������
����������������Q�/������;�����
�
��������������
����������	��`�
�j�����������������;������������"�-
���� ������ �� ����
�� 	�� ���� ��� ����� ��� `�
�j� ������� �� ���������
paraphrase, not approved by the Greek Catholic church, rather than a 
��������
� ����
����� ����� ��� ��� ����� 	�� ��
;�;� ���� ��� {}��� Q�	
���
����������������
��	�������"�������������Q�/������;���������
����
�����������������
����������
;�;��>��������������������
���
��������
���������Q�	
��� ���
����"� ������
�������� ;������������ �������������
Q�/������;����
������
���������������"�����������������

����	������
����
�������������������
����������
;�;�

To investigate possible differences between the translations made, on 
�������������	��Q�/������;������������������	��`�
�j�������
;�;�������
useful again to return to Psalm 40/41.
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����§�¨�Þµ²³µ¶Ä�®±Ç¯¾�Ê¿µ�À¯Çµ¸¯Ê�
 �È ¸ Ãà�Ê¿µ��®¯¾�Ê¿µ�
Æ×¯²» ¸ Ãà�®¯�À±°»ì�� �
®±Ç¯¾�®±�¸¡¶¯²ÃÄ�Ê¿µ�¸à�ÂÆË �
¸µÂµ¿ñ¸à�Ê¿µ��

Í«««�)�+*-������
�&��0��4��:��&��
�&�&��0��44�����&����3�.��&��0�
�44������'���&���&�������
(
��	��0��44�����0�
I��&�
�
����0��4���;

����§�¨�Þµ²³µ¶Ä�®¯¾�³µ°µÈ±�Ê°Æ�
®¯�³µ²Ã±»ì�Ê¿µ�ÇµÂµ¼¡��¸²½�
³µ²Ãì»Ä�Ê¿µ�Ã¡�µ¼±ÂÃ¯¸à�¸à�
ÇµÂµ¼ì�Ê¿µ�

Í«««�)�+*-���(���	���0����5:���J��
���
.����'�&������!����:���	���������
��.
�&��0����&���0�.����'�&������;

����§�¨�º�²Ë¯À¯¸à��Þµ²³µ¶ �
À° »Æ¾�²¹�®¯¶µ�°®µ½��
ÆÀ¶µÂµ¸ �¶ÆÌÆ�°µ½��¼µ°à�
À¿ÂìÌ ¸à�³±Â±¶à�Ãµ¼µ½�

Í«««��A'0�
���0�)�+*&�(��&��I&K������
&��D��&���I�9I�������%A���
���
�9&��0���.��;�

����§�¨�¬µÂµ¿ �°µ �¿µ¸µÂ » �°®ì�
À»µ¼®µ��Ëµ» ÈÄ�Æ°Â±� �À¯¿ ®±�
 °¹�Ê¿µç

Í«««�<
'&����&��
��9������L���!�
������3A�
��0�&��(��&�.���0�&A���
�����? (Psaltyr���Q�/������;��
|�~|{���������/����{���Biblija 
1862, 284v)

����Þµ²³µ¶Ä�À¯²ÃÆ³ ÃÄ�¾µ¿µ��
²µÇÂ¯® ÃÄ�È ÃÃÊ�¾µ¿µ��¸®�¼Æ¶±�
®¯�À±°»·�×¯²» ¸ ¾���Ã �®±�
¸¶¶¯² �¾µ¿µ�¸�ÂÆË �¸µÂµ¿¯°�
À¯È±ÂÃ °��

Í«««�§����'������

���������������
and keep him alive; and he 
shall be blessed upon the earth: 
and thou will not deliver him 
unto the will of his enemies.]

����Á¶¶±ÂÈ ÃÄ�¾µ¿µ�Þµ²³µ¶Ä�®¯�
²°±ÂÃ®µ°Æ�»µÈ��Ò·»±�
»¿µ¸ ²Ëµ�¾µ¿µ�³±Â±°®¹ÊÌ�¸�
®±¶ÆÀ·�¾µ¿µ�

Ö�§����'������

�����"��������
upon the bed of languishing: thou 
wilt make all his bed in his 
sickness.] 

����º�²Ë¯À¯¸��Þµ²³µ¶ ��À° »Æ¾²¹�
®¯¶µ�°®µ½¥�ÚÒ·» �¶ÆÌÆ�
°µ½��¼µ�²µ¿ÂÌ ¸�¹�³ÂµÃ �
Ã±¼±�

Í«««�§!�������'�����	���������
�����
me: heal my soul; for I have 
sinned against thee.]

����¬µÂµ¿ �°µ·�Âµ²Ë¯ÀÆ½ÃÄ�» Ç�
Â±Å�³ÂµÃ �°±®±��ôµ» �À¿ ®±�
¸®��³Âµ³¯¶±�°¹�¾µ¿µç

Í«««�§=���������������������
����
me, When shall he die, and his 
name perish?] (SP, 523, Ps 41)
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<����"
�!#	
�����
���!�� Puljuj’s Translation

{����Ý¼®¹» �°±®±�¹Ëà�»±¸à�
¿µÃµ¸¡¾�®¯�®¯³¯¶à�� �=9(;X]" 
°±ÌË¯½Å¡¾�¸à�®µÂì��

{����¬µ® ��¹Ë�»±¸�Ãµ¾��×µ�¶µ¼ Å�
ÌÆË¯Ê���¹Ë�=9(;X]��×µ�¸�
À¯ËÆÃËÆ�³Â Ã¯·¸²¹��qSP, 511)

Kuliš’s Translation

M�.0��9�����%8	�����	�0�����	�0���
��	�0��&��%8	����������0���.&�	�&����0�
�	&N�2�0. 
(Psaltyr���Q�/������;�����

�«�«��®¯Å±�Ãµ¾�»±¸�À<À¯�ËÂÆÅ�
®¯Å±�=9(;X]�À<À¯�²Ë±»·�
À¶µ¼ Å�®¯¿»±¶·¸Ì �³±¸®Æ�
È¶±�®±�¶È¶±ÃÄ<²¹�³µÈ ¸ ��
(Psaltyr��J��;��{�}~{���

_��� 	������� �
���� ����� ��� �	���� ����
������ ��� ��� Q�/������;�
slavishly follows the Church Slavonic original, although elsewhere he 
digresses from the canonical version, while lapsing into contradictory 
���������"������������������
������"�����������������������������������
{��������
���{�~{��������Q�/������;�������������
��������$�(����#�") 
“catulus” (Lexicon, 845) with a hole more suitable for mice, foxes, and 
	��"����q>��	�/�{}||���������������
�����������������	����
;�;������

�
into the narrative, although Kuliš’s translation looks more poetic.

[Like as a lion that is greedy of his prey, and as if it were a young lion 

lurking in secret places.] (Ps 17)

#���"�	���������
����ä�{�����
��"��"�����Q�/������;�������������
of Church Slavonic, vernacular, and dialectal forms, although the latter 
elements do prevail. Among the Church Slavonicisms, lexical transfers are 
�������
�����������
����������
�"���

����;����������
���
�������-
ular: ubohoho (gen.) “poor,” �$� ����%��3���“in time of trouble,” �%+����$�
“[he] will deliver,” ��$��5�����3���5���“from everlasting, and to everlasting” 
(Psaltyr´��Q�/������;��|�������{�{��{����sut´ (3 pl. pres.) “to be,” and *%���
“life” (Psaltyr´��Q�/������;������{������������������������������J��;�������
appears also a bookish kto “who” in Psalm 40/41. In other psalms, the 
following “Ukrainianized” Church Slavonicisms appear: ���!�/$� “suck-
ling” (gen.) as compared with the Church Slavonic counterpart ����!�/$�
(Psaltyr´��Q�/������;��{������|��������$��%����!���“roaring lion” (Psaltyr´, 
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"�	'0����(���	����0��A��-�D	
-�
O���������0�#$�����0���
�	��
��/�	�������.

����º�Ê²°Ä�³µ²Ã¯¸»±®¡¾�ñÃà�®±¿µ�
Ò¯Â±°à�®¯¶à�Úµ®µ°à��¿µÂµ½�
²¸¹Ãµ½�Ê¿µ��qPsaltyr´��Q�/������;��|�

Q�/������;������������{������������$��%���, stohnanje “groaning” (Psaltyr´, 
Q�/������;����������|�}��>��	�/�{}||�������������������

����������Q�/������;�����
����������������������
������������"�
entire verses from the Church Slavonic into vernacular Rusian, as is the 
case of verse 6 in Psalm 2:

[(literally: I am set a king by Him upon his holy hill of Zi´-on) 

Yet have I set my king upon my holy hill of Zi´-on.] (Ps 2:6)

In most cases, however, the translator replaced obvious Church 
Slavonicisms with neutral (vernacular) forms like ChSl. ��*�� ~ WUkr. 
)���5��“bed,” ChSl. +��5���~ WUkr. xoroba “sickness,” and ChSl. skorb´ 
~ ������$�“trouble” (Psaltyr´�Q�/������;������������{{�������������������
Church Slavonic forms, including morphosyntatic calques like passive 
sentences with the agentive phrase ��$�(< ��") “from” + genitive, vernacular 
and dialectal forms, nevertheless, prevail. The following forms seem most 
representative: ����`�� “seats” (Psaltyr´�� Q�/������;�� ��� ��� {�{��� ��!�����
“porter’s vessel” (Psaltyr´��Q�/������;��������{�{��Ð�
���{��������)�!������(1 
sg. pres.) “to lay down in peace” (Psaltyr´��Q�/������;��{{�������|������+%�
“as” (Psaltyr´��Q�/������;��{�������!��%��“exhausted” (Psaltyr´��Q�/������;��
Ps 6:6), ��)�����!�������� (sg. n. pret.) “to become obscured” (Psaltyr´, 
Q�/������;��{����zavstydajut´ sia (3 pl. fut.) “to be ashamed” (ibid., Ps 6:10), 
obmanjuje (3 sg. pres.) “to backbite” (Psaltyr´��Q�/������;���������{������
and *���3��$�“bowels” (Psaltyr´��Q�/������;������������{���Ð�
���{�������
with a characteristic o after a postdental (Shevelov 1979, 147).

Some of the above lexemes are regionally tinged, like zasypljaju (1 
sg. pres.) “to sleep” (Psaltyr´��Q�/������;��{{�������|��Y��������;�{|}}��
�|~�}�� vpravljaje sja “doth he meditate” (Psaltyr���Q�/������;��{{�������
��*3���“ever” (“each”) (Psaltyr���Q�/������;��{�����������������������<��-
�
���

�����������
���=���
�������������������q�����
���{}�}���{�~�{���
>���/���{��}}���=���������������
�������������������
�������������
��
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Polish borrowings, such as )�������“to steal” (Psaltyr���Q�/������;��{���
Pol. )��¨�Ï�������/������+��/������{����������������(3 sg. non-past) 
“to dwell,” lyxva� &�����������*� qPsaltyr���Q�/������;���������{��{������
pokvapyty “to hasten” (Psaltyr���Q�/������;���������{�����Q��������{����
Pol. �¨�)�Ï���Ð�������/������+��/����{�������robak “worm” (ibid., 156), 
��)�5��!���(PrAP m. sg.) ����$�“[melt] is like wax” (Psaltyr���Q�/������;��
�{�� ���� ��� ������ {��� ���/�� ���� +��/���� ���}���� uhrjazly (3 pl. pret.) 
“[arrows] stick fast” (Psaltyr���Q�/������;����������|������������$�(sg. m. 
pret.) “to open” (Psaltyr���Q�/������;��Ps 38:13; Pol. ��¨����Ï�������/��
����+��/��������������������������

In morphosyntax, of interest are imperative forms ending in hard 
consonants like )����5�$�(2 pl.) “to accept” (Psaltyr���Q�/������;��}��� ���
imperative particle naj (ibid., 81), present tense forms like jes´ (2 sg.) “to 
be” (ibid., 9), former perfect tense forms with auxiliary clitics of the type 
+��$����5���$�“[because] I have sinned,” and future tense forms of the type 
���+�3�����!��$�“shall not keep silence” (ibid., 96, Ps 50:3), which are 
������
�����������$�������q#�
�������������;�����q'�����������
����
�����

�����������
;��qAUM, 2, map 244) (���+�3�����!����in Kuliš and 
��
;�;�§SP�����¨���>����������
�����������������������������

����j����/��
Q�/������;�����������"����
��������������������������������������

���
For instance, the following future forms occur regularly in his language: 
budu klykaty “I [will] call” (Psaltyr��� Q�/������;�� {{�� ��� ����� ���� budu 
�%�������� ��+�� “I will praise Thee” (Psaltyr��� Q�/������;�� {��� ��� }�����
compared to slavyty mu ���`�
�j� ������
;�;� qSP, 508), a form which is 
largely found in North and Southeast Ukrainian (AUM, 2, map 244; 
$���
����� ��{{��� {��~{����� ���� ����
�� �
��� ���� ����� Q�/������;���
�	�����������
������������������������������
�����O������������
���
���
by Polish (e.g., ���!��$��������!����$����5, literally, “a young lion living in 
a hole” [Psaltyr��� Q�/������;�� ��¨��� J������	
��� ���!��$ belongs to the 
preferred vocabulary of Kuliš, who used it more often than not in his para-
�����������������
���q>��	�/�{}||�������!�����������������������������
�������
����Q�/������;� ���
���� ��
����� �
������ 
���� ����� �!�������������
��+���/$ “he that sitteth in the heavens” (Psaltyr���Q�/������;��|�������������
0��$�� ����%�� �)������ “God, which saveth” (Psaltyr��� Q�/������;�� {��� ���
7:10) with the western Ukrainian relative pronoun ����%��“which, who.”
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�

� ��� �

�� ��� �������������� �������� ���������� ��� Q�/������;���
language remained, at its core, the same “vernacular Church Slavonic 
language” that had been used over the course of one hundred years in Austria 
and Hungary, since the foundation of the Studium Ruthenum in 1787 in 
Vienna. Indeed, the progress achieved in the creation of the biblical style and 
the normalization of written Ukrainian in these lands was surprisingly 
minimal. The difference between “vernacular Church Slavonic” used in the 
late eighteenth century and the variety of “vernacular Church Slavonic” still 
in use in Austrian-ruled Ukraine in the late nineteenth century lay not in the 
nature of vernacular admixtures but rather in their number. This is why the 
developmental trend in the formation of literary Ukrainian in these lands 
between 1787 and 1903 did not change substantially, while the local nation-
ally-minded cultural activists, including the translators of the Holy Scriptures, 
were always faced with similar linguistic problems. The translators and 
normalizers of Ukrainian were never sure as to how many vernacular 
elements they could use in their written language, although they were ready 
to vernacularize, or rather “secularize,” Church Slavonic only to a certain 
degree. At any rate, they could hardly ignore the Church Slavonic legacy in 
Galicia, Bukovyna, and Transcarpathia, where this language by default had 
	���� ��"������ ��� ��� ���������� ��� �� ���� 
������� ��������� ������� �� ��
���������������{|�����������������&�������<J����*�	��=���;
��'�/��;�
q{�|}~{|�����'�/��;�	�
���������������
�����	��������������
�����������
his native (Transcarpathian) dialect, which, unlike other Slavic languages, 
supposedly resonated with the Slavonic of the Bible (Danylenko 2009a). For 
�������������������
�����������j����/�����Q�/������;�������������
��"���-
tically in the same vein, notwithstanding the fact that they were made sixty 
years apart. Their language, including the anonymous translation of Psalm 
40/41, had a more or less strong vernacular cast to its otherwise solidly 
Slavonic basis. In the aforementioned translations, this is the traditional, local 
Church Slavonic mix distinguished, depending on the native dialect of the 
translator, by varying amounts of dialectisms and borrowings.

���������j����/�������
�����������#����
�������������"���������
the process of secularization of Church Slavonic in Galicia, Transcarpathia, 
and Bukovyna, the ratio of dialectisms and loan forms in his language is 
��������"��������������������
������������������
�����������������
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���"�������������������
�����������+������������+�����������"
���
Q�/������;����������������������
������

���������������������j����/��
offered nothing innovative in his translation of the Psalter and the New 
Testament, which, in addition to Church Slavonicisms, contained many 
��
�����
������q���;�����{}����|���=����������������"�$����������
��-
���������#�
������q��
�������"����
������������������������"���>��	�/�
(1988, 65), proved an outdated reaction to the populist trend cultivated, 
sometimes inconsistently, in the local religious literature from the late 
��"��������������������q$���
��������|���|�~|����

All in all, neither the Russophiles nor Ukrainophiles seemed to be 
interested in changing the secularizing trend of the nineteenth century. 
Yet, in order to counterbalance the impact of Kuliš’s work, the Russophiles 
��	
������������
�����
��������������Q�	
��������;�����
�Nauka, edited 
	�� !����+������/ ���`�
���;�� q'������;�{|||��{|���{}|���Q���

����
����� ����
���������������������� �������������� ��� 
���
� ���������
which was premised on the notion of what we tentatively call “vernacular 
��������
�������*������
���
�����������
�������
����"������q�����;��
`�	�
;������;�� ����� ��� ������ �� �������� ��� ��������
� ����� ��� ���
normalization of literary Ukrainian in the western Ukrainian lands, espe-
cially in the formation of its biblical style. 

LOST IN DIACRITICS

�����̀ �	�
;������;��������	��������������
�����������>�
������������
was comparatively large. In total, he translated two Gospels (i.e., the Holy 
Gospel according to Luke, which appeared in 1874 in two separate 
����������������"�����

�������� [Luka-U] and the other Roman script 
§'���<'¨��������#����
���������"����������
�����	
���������"���

�����
two script versions in the late 1870s [Danylenko 2010a]).5 A native of 

5 The translation of the Holy Gospel according to Luke (both its Cyrillic- and Latin-based 
��������������������������������������	�	
��"�����������
���	��'������;�q{|||���{{���
������������ ��� ����
�������� ���#����
���������"� ������� ������������ ��� ���
versions somewhat later, in 1877. Premised on the Historical Catalogue of the Printed 
Editions of Holy Scripture�q'�������{}��~{}{{���>��	�/�q{}||���������������������
����������#����
��������������������
���������{|��~{|����������
��������'���<
based edition of the Holy Gospel according to Luke of 1874 is found in The Gospel in 
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Bukovyna,6�`�	�
;������;��� ����
���������������� ���� ��� ���������-
����� ��� ���� ���������� 	�� ��j����/� ���� �
�	������ ����� 
���� 	��
Q�/������;� q>�
�j/�����;� {}���� �{|��� `�	�
;������;��� ������ ���������
���������������������
�������
������"��������������#�
���������������
������������������"���>��	�/�q{}||���|���`�	�
;������;��������������
����� ��� 
���
� &����;�<$������<>���
*� ���
��� q`�	�
;������;� {}�|��
�����������������������������������������������
��"��"�������j����/��

`�	�
;������;��� ����
������ ��������� ��� ��� ����

�
� ���������
��
����"� ����

��<� ���� '���<	����� �������� ������/� q{}|{�� {{�~{{|��
placed the latter script in the context of other attempts at creating 
Ukrainian latinica with the help of Slavic orthographic devices exclu-
����
��q������=��
�����������������/����������>�
�����������
��=���;
��
Drahomanov). There seem to have been several reasons behind 
`�	�
;������;��� ���
�� ������� ��� ���������"� ���� ���� ������ ��� '���<
	������������������������"���������������"��	����	�
���������������
the orthographic debates initiated in the 1830s by the grammarian and 
����"�������������'��������;�q{|��~{||}��q'��;���������7 Quite in the 
���������'��������;����������
�������J�����
�����������������
���
�
�������
���� `�	�
;������;� ���
�� ��� ���� latinica as a counterbalance 

Many Tongues��������	
������	�����Q���������������"��Q�	
������������{}���qGospel, 
{����� !� ��� ����"� ����� ��� ���� ��� �������� ��� ��� >�
�� #����
� ��������"� �� '����
(Luka-U and Luka-L) and the last Cyrillic-based edition of the Holy Gospel according 
�������qIoan), which appeared in 1881 (Danylenko 2010a). The original scripts are 
��������������������

���������	������������������"�������������

6� ���������������������������	���`�	�
;������;�����
�	
���������������������	������
��������	�����J�������/����{}{���!��������
����`�	�
;������;��������������������
�����
����������"�����&���
�������������*�Q������$�������;����J�������
������
���������;�����
�Slovo in the local ����!����qJ�������/�{}{���{��~{�����̀ �	�
;������;�
compiled these pamphlets in Latin script: Slovo na slovo do Redaktora “Slova” (A 
_�������J��
������_������������������������������������{|�{�������
�����������
������	�������������������;��������������/������
�����"������"����
��������
����
and ���������������3��������!����q��_�������J��
������_��������#�
����������������
1861), with an addendum of several poems written by the author.

7� !�����
����������;�������������=����;�����j����/�����������'�������;��'��������;�
adduced the following argument: in order to make Rusian a literary language, the 
speakers need a grammar based on vernacular pronunciation. The latter, however, 
���
��	����
�������������
��	��'����
�����q=�����;�{}����|����̀ �	�
;������;������
liberally used diacritics in his translations of the New Testament, seemed to have 
���������'��������;�����������"�
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against the conventional etymological orthography employed by the 
Russophiles. In this case, however, his intent to prepare a parallel edition 
in Cyrillic script remains uncertain. One can hypothesize that he wished 
to retain the dignity of the Holy Gospel, though translated into the vernac-
ular, through the help of Cyrillic letters. Incidentally, a similar explanation 
holds true for the publication of Kuliš’s translation of Gospel books in 
1887 and 1893 with the use of Cyrillic script under the auspices of the 
British and Foreign Bible Society. Only the edition of 1880, sponsored by 
������/������������������������
������������
�����
�������

��� ��� �
�������� ���
�������� >��	�/� q{}||�� �|�� ��""����� ���
`�	�
;������;� ������� ���� ���� latinica for the Rusyns living in 
Bukovyna and North America, or for the Carpatho-Rusyn immigrants 
who commonly used the Hungarian variety of the Latin alphabet in their 
�����������	
����������

�����

��`�	�
;������;���latinica was premised 
on elements borrowed from various western Slavic and even Rumanian 
orthographic systems, a mix dubbed subsequently “Latin Czech” 
qJ�������/�{}{���{��������&�����<�������<��
���<J�������*���������
������ q>��	�/�{}||���|��� !�� �������

�
��������� ��� ����
���� �
�"�
��
���������������

������������������������������"��������
���������-
ciation without infringing on the etymological principles of Church 
Slavonic spelling. That sort of compromise reveals itself in the following 
parallel excerpts:

Luka-U Luka-L

���ã�¸�À¯�Å�²�¸��Âµ¶¯�ËµÂµ»��É�¶±·�
²�¸�Å±® Ë�®¯�°®��Ù¯Ç¯Â·¯²��À�
¶®�¸®µ¿µ�Â�����Ô¸�±¸µ¿µ���È®Ë¯�±¿��
À�¶µ®�Ë�ÔöÂµ®µ¸ Ç��¯�°®��±��
â»²¯¸±Ã¯��q{��

���Q������/������������������
!���·�����/��������������
Î�����·���������������������
������������%������������
��������ö������������������
�����
��������q{�

§���������������������������>���<�������`��"������<����<������������

priest named Zach-a-ri´-as, of the course of A-bi´-a: and his wife was 

of the daughters of Aa´-ron, and her name was E-lis´-a-beth.] (Lk 1:5)
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!������'���<	���������"�������`�	�
;������;�������
�����
�������
caron (�Ó!��) to render the fricatives �,�*, and the affricate (e.g., �!��“that” 
and 0�*��[n. sg.] “relating to God” [Luka-L, 8:11, 12]). In the Cyrillic 
version (Luka-U), the translator dropped the back jer�������������������
proposed in the 1837 almanac ¬���������5�������� (The Nymph of the 
Dniester). Most representative in this version is a sizable number of 
diacritics borrowed from different Latin-based scripts and used in combi-
nation with Cyrillic letters.

���������������������������
���������
���������������`�	�
;������;�
introduced from Rumanian the breve and the tilde. Hence Ô with a breve 
��������������������"������������
�����
��������
������O����������
��
�������������������$���������;��������>���
����
����qAUM, 2, map 
41): for example, in `�Ô�q'���<�����sie (Luka-L, 1:3) as compared with a 
����������O������(?4Ô='�q'���<��������Ô���(n. sg. pret.) “to take” (Luka-L, 
1:1).8 In cases like ]ÕO��Ö�(Luka-U, 1:3) the Õ�letter with a breve stands 
���� �� ������� ��O��� ��� ��� ����
�"���
� o (AUM, 2, map 53; MoUkr. 
kincja), while the Ö� 
���������� �
������������������������O������ ���
environment after a palatalized consonant. Modeled on Polish and 
Rumanian orthography, a tail placed at the bottom of the O denoted pala-
talization of the corresponding consonant (see the � or ¢ in the Latin-based 
version). In ×�� “lot” (Luka-L, 1:9), the tail happens to denote a Polish 
clear l. `�	�
;������;� ��"�
��
�� ������� ������
����� ��
��
�������� ����
example in ���Ô�	��(m. instr.) “holy” (Luka-L, 1:15), as attested today in 
some Dniester dialects (AUM, 2, map 77).

_��
�� ��������"� ������
�������
��
��������`�	�
;������;� �������
to follow the phonetic principle even more consistently than the system of 
the *���/���������"����	��Ð�
��������;��������Malorusko-nimeckyj slovar 
q'�
�� J������<#������ $���������� {||�~{||���� !� ��� ��� ���������
���������"� ���`�	�
;������;�����������������"�&;����*�����
������
the help of two symbols like 4�/iu or u (with palatalization of the preceding 
consonant marked by a tail) for F, 4<��� for Q, 4Ô�4Ô or ie for É, and 49��� 
for [����������	
���`�	�
;������;�������������	���
��������������

8 For this paragraph, here and in all other examples excerpted from the Cyrillic-based 
����
�����������	��`�	�
;������;�q'���<���Ioan), in order to highlight their differ-
ence from the Latin-based translation, the original script is maintained.



Galicia “Writes Back” 143

����������� ���&���� ������
���������*���������"����	��`�
�j� ��� ���
���
�� {||��� ���� ���������� ����"������ qQ���������;� ������ ��{��� ���
contrast to the orthography used in his translation of the Gospels in 1871. 

!�� �

� ����� ������ ����"�������� `�	�
;������;� ��������� �����
close to the etymological spelling. He offered a slightly modernized 
version that did not undergo substantial revision in subsequent publi-
cations of his translations, especially that of the Gospel according to 
����� qIoan��{||{��� !�� ��� 
���� ����
������`�	�
;������;��� ���

��"�
proved more conservative as compared with his previous experimen-
tation with different orthographic systems. On the one hand, he 
stopped short of using the tail below consonants to render both assim-
ilative and positional palatalization (e.g., G(É_�O>�[loc.] “temple” or 
�>_#[�“life” [Ioan, 11:56, 1:4]), keeping, however, the front jer (soft 
��"����+���������������������
��"�����	������������������������O���
of the etymological o�����������"����������������O���q�������������
contemporary publications) for both its stressed and unstressed 
��O�����q��"���7=�|"�“fruit,” O�;� [instr.] “night,” and �|7'(Æ=> [pl. 
pret.] “reply”) (Ioan��������������}������������
�����O����������������
some analogous forms like ?�7^<(|��“verily” (ibid., 3:5), with the ��
from a preposition ending etymologically in a back jer. He dropped 
also a breve above a (Ô), reintroducing instead the old Cyrillic letter 
É�����������������������O�����������
��GÉ (Ioan, 1:3).

Unlike his 1874 publications of Luka-L and Luka-U, in the 1881 
����
������`�	�
;������;�	�"�������"����jat´, though at times he obvi-
ously struggled with his native dialectal phonetics (?�Ø<=4=9��§'���<�¨���
�� ª������� “from Gal´-i-lee” [Luka-L, 2:4] next to |'� �<=4=9Æ and |'�
�<=4=9��“to Gal´-i-lee” [Ioan��{��������¨���J�O������������������jat´ and 
similar sounds tended to be marked consistently by the jat´, as in the 
Polish borrowing ]'@Æ_<�“woman” or dialectal forms of the type }'^Æ�
“upwards” and |'=Æ("� “downwards” (ibid., 4:25, 1:52). Generally, 
`�	�
;������;� ����� ��� 
���� jat´ in those cases where he previously 
employed the letter i or ê������	�����O����"����������O������|'�\4G_< 
“unto a city,” O<�|('^4�“outside” (loc.), ;'='(4]�“man,” and |'=4(�“down-
wards” (Luka-U, 1:26, 10, 2:25, 51) as compared with ;'='(Æ]"�“man,” 
�=Æ@"�“bread,” and |'=Æ(" “downwards” (Ioan, 1:9, 44, 52). One comes, 
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however, across the character ê instead of � in words that might have 
	�����������������	��`�	�
;������;�����������
����
���ï������������"����
any jat´, whence '�OÙ\"�(loc.) “about him” and �ÙO]'�(voc.) “wife,” as 
��

� ��� ��� ��;������]<\ÙOO��"� (gen.) “of stone” (ibid., 1:48, 2:5, 6) 
with an ê in place of the “new” jat´. Still, as if emphasizing the ecclesias-
���
���"�������������������
������̀ �	�
;������;����������������������
back jers and jery (e.g., @=>?#]'�“close,” ('|'("�[f. instr.] “water,” and 
]'_^�»�“who” [ibid., 11:55, 1:26, 27]). Interestingly, Kuliš did not use 
�����
������������
������
�{|��~{|���������������������� based entirely 
���������������������
��q������/�{}����$���
�������{�	��

Behind the ostentatiously religious façade of the Cyrillic-based edition 
of 1881, one encounters some representative dialectal features. Thus in addi-
tion to � as in ^<|�G_#�&;��*�qIoan�����}��� ���������O��������
�����	��
`�	�
;������;��	����> (û) and � (Ú�����
���"�����
�����
��������������(Ú�6. 
���������������������������������������"�<�������������
���O������i or y 
(see AUM, 2, map 22), which, in turn, might be of different origin (e.g., 
^'|�9OÛ [pl.] “born,” �(�Û�“sheep,” G('Û�[pl.] “my” [Ioan, 1:13, 2:25, 1:11], 
@'�O>�Û�[gen.] “synagogue” [ibid., 9:22] next to OÛ “no” [ibid., 1:21] as 
opposed to \9�>�“among” [ibid., 1:14]). For instance, the form OÛ��������O���
of the old OÆ� ��� ��������������������� ���
����"�`�	�
;������;���������
dialect, took over the function of the old O> “no” as opposed to “yes” 
q�����
���{}�}�����~����������������������OÛ (< OÆ) is also attested in nega-
tive pronouns like OÛ�_'�“nobody” (Ioan��{�{|���!�����������(Ú�6, however, 
�������
�����������������O��� i (< y������������������;��������������

��
Hucul dialects (AUM, 2, map 18), which also know the i<��O�������
����������
etymological o ������
���
�������

�	
���q�����
���{}�}���������������/�
{}�|��������~����q����������|7'(Æ("�[m. sg. pret.] “to reply,” �>|�(G]<�[f.] 
&������*� §Ioan, 1:21, 2:13] alongside (Ú�G_<^;>_"� [3 sg. fut.] “to be 
enough” with a dialectally representative ending 6_", (Ú�?O<("�[m. sg. pret.] 
“to admit” [ibid., 1:20, 6:7], as compared with etymological spellings _��
“you,” G�O'(>�[dat.] “you” [ibid., 4:5, 4:19]).

�����

�� ���`�	�
;������;��� ���������� ���� �����	��������������
from the solid dialectal basis of the language of Luka-U and Luka-L of 
1874 to the slightly moderate vernacular language of Ioan of 1881, with 
its orthography showing a bias toward the Church Slavonic tradition.  
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As far as Kuliš’s translation of the New Testament of 1887 is concerned, 
a more balanced approach is evidenced in both orthography and phonetics 
(Danylenko 2010a, 2012b). First of all, Kuliš’s orthography is void of 
almost all outdated Slavonic letters, with the exception of � (É); thus, 
��
����`�	�
;������;�������
��������{||{����������������������������
“democratic.” If viewed from a broader perspective, Kuliš’s spelling 
system looks more conservative as compared with the more democratic 
(phonetic) approach, applied by the translator in his poetic paraphrases of 
some biblical books in the 1860s. In the case of the 1868 protograph of 
���	���������	�qYov), there are, however, in the text numerous features 
that are shared with his translation of the New Testament. Among them, 
one can mention the use of i irrespective of its origin, as in tilo “body,” 
svij “someone’s own” (Yov, 19r, 7r) next to vin “he,” vsi “all” (NZ, Lk 
2:10, 21), the old letter [���������"�;���������e at the beginning of a word 
and, in other environments, palatalization of the preceding consonant 
(e.g., jedynyj “common,” ������[2 sg. pres.] “to have” [Yov, 14v] next to 
Jelyzaveta “Elizabeth,” and vytannje “greeting” [NZ, Lk 1:41]).

�
���"��
������������

���������������������������������{|�{~
1862 ���������, Kuliš resorted in Yov to orthographic devices that did not 
make their way into his translation of the New Testament, for instance, 
rendering assimilative changes at the morpheme boundary like boiccja (3 
sg. pres.) “to be afraid” and podyvyssja (2 sg. fut.) “to look” (Yov, 4r, 16r). 
Neither did such assimilation make its way into the orthography of 
`�	�
;������;��� ����
����� ��� {|���� !�� `�
�j��� ����
����� ��� ��� +���
���������������������������������������������"�������������
����������
To begin with the alternation u- : v- in congruence with the principles of 
euphony, this change is typical primarily of Southeast Ukrainian and 
literary Ukrainian as cultivated in Russian-ruled Ukraine in the second half 
of the nineteenth century (e.g., y vves´ dim “and [his] whole house” next to 
)��������� ���/� “he drove them all out” [NZ�� ��� ������ ��{�¨��� ����"�
western Ukrainian forms, deserving of attention is neho (gen.) “he” (ibid., 
��������q@9?�O9}'�&���������*����`�	�
;������;�§Ioan, 1:3]). Kuliš used 
both the form vid�����������������"���!����+�/�;<'�������;������������
�������������#�
������������������������$���������������q+�/�;<'�������;�
1907, 19), and its Central Dnieper equivalent od “from.” Overall, Kuliš 



PART I � THE BIBLE146

would use dialectisms from different regions or choose primarily cross- 
dialectal forms (�����!��� with the dialectal lowering of the ir<��O������
opposed to a parallel form widely spread in North and Southeast Ukrainian, 
krynycja “well” [NZ����������AUM, 2, map 71]).

`�	�
;������;��� ������� ��� �������� ���� 
��"�
�� ��� �����������
Ukrainian origin. In the morphology, it is worthwhile mentioning neuters 
of the type (9GÆ=#9�“marriage,” �>_#9�“life,” and 7'(G_<O#9�“resurrec-
tion” (Ioan, 1:4, 2:1, 5:29), also >\O#9� next to an archaic-dialectal 
blending >\OÉ�q�	�����{�{������`�	�
;������;�{}�|���}�����������
���
���
mention a liberal use of active participles like G_'É;4»� >� G=X�<F;4»�
“which standeth and heareth,” \<F;4»� “that hath [the bride]” (Ioan, 
���}��������������
�����������<É;6�and 6F;6, and 'X;>O>(È4»�“he that 
made,” and ?]<?<(È4»�&����������*�q�	�������{{��{������O�������	�����
local literary tradition. Of interest also are masculine and neuter dative 
forms ending in -ovy/-evy where y < i, such as }'='G'(>�“voice,” G�O'(>�
“son” (ibid., 3:29, 5:22), and some other forms as compared with newer 
(southeastern Ukrainian) datives synovi and otcevi “father” in Kuliš (NZ, 
���������{��������i < 5�(Bevzenko et al. 1978, 95). Kuliš also employed 
neuters ending in -(j)e�����
����O�������	������
��
�������������������
�������������������	��+�/�;<'�������;�q+�/�;<'�������;�{}�����{~����
(e.g., *������“life” and ���3!����� “record” [NZ�����{����{}¨���=�������-
esting is Kuliš’s sporadic use of active participles. Thus, in chapter 1 of 
���#����
���������"���������`�
�j����
�������
��������������������
participle forms, pertaining directly to the narrative about Christ, though 
��
���������������������������
�������������q���������3��!���“[he] that 
comes” [NZ�� ���{�{�¨��������������������
��������
�������������������
��
���������������������
���������������{�����������“descending” 
and )���������“[he] that sent” (NZ�����{���������

While Kuliš was open to multidialectal borrowings with an eye to 
�����������"� ���� 
��"��"��� `�	�
;������;� ��������� 
��"�
�� �������� ���
�	������ ��"����
������ ������ �
��� ����� ����� ���� ��� ��� ��j����/���
translation. Of interest are reduplicated demonstratives inherited from the 
Old Ukrainian period like 'G9G9�“this,” _'_', '_'_'�“that” (Ioan, 1:19, 
�|����{���'���<���{�{|�����������������q��������/�{}�|�����~�|���Q��������
et al. 1978, 133). One should also mention the abundance of clitic forms of 
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personal and demonstrative pronouns occurring sporadically in parallel use 
with the corresponding full forms (e.g., ]<�9�\X�next to ]<�9�[\X�“saith 
unto him” [Ioan, 1:44, 47] or }'�7>_<=>�next to 7>_�=>�[}'�“asked him” 
[ibid., 1:19, 21]). Another very representative regional feature is the use 
of numerous feminine instrumentals of the type ?� O9(� “with her,” 
O97='|O'(�“barren” (Luka-U, 1:58, 36), =Æ;@'("�“number” (Ioan, 6:10), 
and other forms that were no exception in contemporary literary texts in 
�����<>��"��������������q=��;������{�����~�����

Deserving of special attention are dialectal erstwhile perfect forms 
���� ����
����� �
����� q��������/� {}�|�� �{�~�{��� `�	�
;������;� {}�|��
�}~�����������������Ü����� “[we] have sought,” ���Ü������“ye sought” 
(Luka-L, 2:48, 49) next to <@��G\'�|<=>�“that we may give” (Ioan, 1:22), 
or 7^>'@^4=<G “has found” (Luka-U, 1:30) next to O9� (4^>(� 49G� “thou 
believest not” (ibid., 1:20) and G�;X(�“though hast been instructed,” literally 
“you (have) heard” (ibid., 1:4). Kuliš tried to avoid such dialectal forms 
despite the fact that they were well attested in Middle Ukrainian (Bevzenko 
���
��{}�|�����~���������
����"�����
������O�����������
����������������-
���� ��� ������������ ��"����
� "�������� q=��;��� ���{�� ������ ��
��
sporadically did he resort to old perfects in order to archaicize Christ’s or 
his disciples’ language (e.g., skazala jesy &§���<����������������¨����������
[well] said” [NZ�������{�¨���

J������	
��� ������������� ��������������;���������������	������
`�	�
;������;��� ���� `�
�j��� ����
������� ���� 	��� 
��"�
�� 
�����"� ���
archaic (Church Slavonic) patterns, although dialectal constructions do 
���������`�	�
;������;�q��"���(9^O�=>���G4Ô�_>��G4\|9G4Ô_,�?�^<|'G_9( 
§'���<���{��{�¨������ ���"���������	;������ �����
���� ��������� �� i 
������������3����������3�����3��!����“and the seventy returned again 
����;��*����`�
�j�§NZ, Lk 10:17]). Thus, both translators used passive 
constructions where the agent-salient participant was marked by a prepo-
sition vid (od�������������
����������������������	��+�/�;<'�������;�
as Galician, or !����. These prepositions were also commonplace in the 
����
����������j����/���|"��'}<�^'|�9OÛ�(Ioan, 1:13) alongside vid 
0���� ��3������ (NZ�� ��� {�{��� ��� ��������

�� ����������� 7^<('� @Ý='�
|<O9�;9^9?"�º'ÞG9É�(Ioan, 1:17) next to Kuliš’s equivalent ������!�����
�������3�����+���&§���¨����
�������"�����	��=� <���*�qNZ�����{�{���
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!���������������`�	�
;������;����������
�����������������������
ending in -no and -to ���� ��� ���������� ������ �	;���� `�
�j�� ���������
employed them sporadically, although he could consider them too vernac-
ular to be included in the lofty (biblical) narrative (e.g., ��)�������*�±������
�� �!������� ����� [NZ�� ��� ���¨� ��� ��������� ���� ?<7^'È9O�»� �9� @�("�
¼>G�G"�>�'X;9O>]>�[}'�&����	������<����������

������������������
��*����
`�	�
;������;��� ����
����� §Ioan�� ���¨��� ��
���� `�	�
;������;� ����� ���
relative clauses, liberally employed ����%�� “which, who” in compliance 
with the Polish literary tradition, Kuliš resorted to native means. In his 
����
���������������{�������#����
���������"���������`�
�j�������������
the relativizer �!� “that, which” fourteen times and of kotryj only twice. 

Vocabulary, to be sure, is most useful for the assessment of the linguistic 
���"��������`�
�j�����`�	�
;������;������ ��������

�������������������
purportedly by correspondence, and seemed to share most Ukrainophile 
views.9����	�"����������
������j����/�������
�����q��������j�������	���
����� ��� �� ������� ��� ������� �
����������� ���`�	�
;������;��� ����	�
�����
'�����"��������������������
�"���������������������������;�����������
����
Church Slavonic forms: <\>O#�“amen” (Ioan, 3:3; see Biblija 1862, 557v), 
paralleled by various vernacular derivatives like ?�7^<(|��(Ioan, 5:19), O<�
7^<(|X�(ibid., 6:26), 7'�7^<(|Æ�(ibid., 6:32), 7^<(|>('�(ibid., 6:53), or the 
bookish equivalent >G_>OO'� “verily” (ibid., 6:10), commonly attested in 
Kuliš; 7XG_�OÉ� (ibid., 6:31; Biblija 1862, 556v), which is paralleled by 
7XÇ<�“desert” (Ioan��{����������
���
����������
������O�������[|O'^'|O�»�
“only begotten [Son]” (ibid., 3:16) as compared with its Church Slavonic 
equivalent [|>O'^'|O�» (Biblija 1862, 556v). One should add also personal 
and geographical names used, as a rule in their Church Slavonic forms, like 
¼'<^|<O"�q����<���������¼'<O"�q������

`�	�
;������;�������
�������������
��������������
����������
���
�
elements: (GÉ;>O'� (n. sg.) “all” (Ioan, 1:3), �|]>� “whence” and �|G>�
“hence” (ibid., 1:49, 2:16), ?<]>�“before, til” (ibid., 5:7), @'^È9�“faster” 

9 There is a unique piece of evidence of an interpersonal relationship between Kuliš 
����`�	�
;������;��!����
�������}�=���{|�{�����������������
����`�
�j������
��`�	�
;������;��	�������������������������;���������/�����������	
������	��
`�	�
;������;��������Slovo na slovo q`�
�j�{|}}������

��"���������/���
��"��"��
as different from the ����!��� used by some Galician poets, Kuliš expressed pessi-
������	���`�	�
;������;���'���<	��������������������"���������������������
was likely to scare off a potential readership in Dnieper Ukraine (ibid., 4).
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(ibid., 6:21), �'^'@<�“disease” (ibid., 5:4), }'='_<�“[a great] multitude” 
(ibid., 6:2), @9GÆ|<�“words [of eternal life]” (ibid., 6:68; Luka-U, 2:50), 
}<^\Æ|9^"� “murmuring” (Ioan, 7:12), (<^('|Æ_>� “to murmur” (ibid., 
����������Ð�
���{������(<|>_>�GÉ�“to strive among themselves” (Ioan, 6:52; 
Ð�
���{������O<7X|>_> GÉ�“to become afraid” (Ioan, 6:19), �='7<]"�“lad” 
(ibid., 6:9), and the like. Polish borrowings are typically forms long appro-
priated into the local variety of Ukrainian such as ]^9(O<�(Luka-U, 1:36) 
compared to ^'|>;]<�“cousin” in Kuliš (NZ, Lk 1:36), \'�<^�(Luka-U, 
1:52) compared to 7'_X�O>»�“mighty” in Kuliš (NZ, Lk 1:52), 'ß4^<�
&��������*�q'���<���������������������9^_(<�&��������*����`�
�j�qNZ, 
Lk 2:24), (�]X^'(<O�» (Ioan����{�������Ð�
���{����������������G�4=9O>»�
“cured” in Kuliš (NZ�������{�������>���/���{�������O9�(Ú�G_<^;>_"�(Ioan, 
6:7) compared to O9�G_<O9�&����

����	����������*����`�
�j�qNZ���������� 
=�|]<�(Ioan, 6:24) compared to ;'(9O�“ship(ping)” in Kuliš (NZ������������
]'^'=9(G_('��'�9�(Ioan, 3:3) compared to �<^G_('��'�9�“the Kingdom 
of God” in Kuliš (NZ�� ��� ������ ���� ���

�� �Ü�� (m. sg. pret.) (Luka-L, 
11:22) compared to (7'(<(�“to trust” in Kuliš (NZ, Lk 11:22). This list of 
such pairs could be expanded. It becomes clear that Kuliš was loyal to the 
���������������������"����� �� ��
;�;�����
��������"� �"����� ��� ���
translation of the Gospels. In most cases, “one had better resort to Church 
Slavonic rather than to Polish” since “the Old Bulgarian tradition, if there 
������ ����"������ ������ ������������������� �������������*� q���������;�
1930, xxvii, 9, 12).

In Kuliš’s translation Church Slavonic forms intermingle with 
�������
����������
���
����"����
��
�������!�����������`�	�
;������;�
q���� ��j����/��� ����� �����"���� �
������� ��������"� �� `�
�j�� ���
��
serve as a verbal medium for uniting linguistically all Ukrainian speakers. 
!���������
����������������

����"�����

�
��������������̀ �	�
;������;���
and Kuliš’s translations:10

10� >�
�j/�����;�q{}�����{���	�
���������`�	�
;������;��� ����
������� ��O�������	��
German Protestantism, were made from the Greek original. Indeed, having obtained 
���� ���
�"���
� ��������� ��� '���� ���� ���������� `�	�
;������;� ������� ���� ������
�
�����������������������&���������#������J�
�"�������������*�qJ�������/�{}{���
{�{���>���������������������������������������
�����������	��`�	�
;������;�����
Kuliš prompts us to claim that the former author might have been intimately familiar 
����`�
�j��������������������������������������`�	�
;������;�����"������������
�-
tions as a reply to Kuliš’s translation of the New Testament of 1871.
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[11.  The woman saith unto him, Sir, thou hast nothing to draw with, 

and the well is deep: from when then hast thou that living water? 

�{�������<�������������������������������_�������������������� ����

water shall thirst again 

 15.  The woman saith unto him, Sir, give me this water, that I thirst not, 

�������������������������¨�q�����{{~{��

����"�������������������������`�	�
;������;���
��"��"���������
���
with regional forms like ]'@�_< and �9OÇ>O< “woman” along with à<O 
“Sir,” �|]> “whence,” and long naturalized Polish borrowings like 
G_�|OÉ “well” and 7^<}O�_>�&����*�q���/�������}�������������

�������
derivative ;9^7<=' &�����*� ���� �� ���
���

�� ���������� ������ -lo 
qY��������;� {|}}�� �{�� ���� �� ?<;9^<�� &�� ����*� qÐ�
��� {��|{��� ���
participial form 7F;4» &�������"�*���O�������	��	�����
���������������
Slavonic, as well as the use of auxiliary clitics. Although vernacular at its 
core (Ysus), the excerpt from Kuliš contains an old aorist form ��!��(3 sg.) 
that was unfairly chastised by Franko (1910, 176). Moreover, Kuliš 
makes use of the western Ukrainian form *�*3������ “to quench one’s 
����*�qÐ�
���{��{�����������������������������	��
����������������!á, 
with the ultimate stress in the present tense meaning “says,” was not inci-
dental. Kuliš utilized Church Slavonicisms in order to emphasize, if needed 
�������

��� ��� 
������
����� ���	�	
���
�������������������;���������

Kobyljans´kyj’s Translation Kuliš’s Translation

11.  ���	
���
������
���	�
���

�	�����
�	������
�
������

�
�������
 �!
���	
��	��

"���
�!"�#

{����!¶³µ¸ì¸à�$!����� �Ë¯È±�ê¾�
³½Å¾�¸µ¶¡�²±í�Êí��������! 
¼��¶±�À®µ¸à�

{����ô¯È±�¶µ�®±¿µ�È±®× ®¯��
Á¯®±��¶¯¾�° �Ã¯Ëµí�¸µ¶¡��
×µ¼¡°à�®±�³Â¯¿®��»¯��¯®í�
®±�Çµ¶ »¯�²½¶¡�À¯Å±Â¯Ã ��
(Ioan, 4)

{{���ô"È±�µ°��È#®Ë¯��Ûµ¼Âÿ¶½��
 �Å±Â³¯Ë"�®±�°"ÊÌ�� �
Ëµ»ÿ¶�ÀÄ�¿» ¼ÿË ¾��À¸¶Ë»��
È�°¯ÊÌ�¸ÿ¶Æ�È ¸�ç

{����ÝÀ¸"¸²Ä�Ü²�²� �Â±Åï�¾��
¬²�Ë ¾��ÇÃµ�³ÄÊ�¸ÿ¶Æ�²½�
À¯¼¯È"Ê�À®µ¸�

{����ô"È±�¶µ�®ï¿µ�È#®Ë¯��
Ûµ¼Âÿ¶½��¶¯¾�°±® �²Ê·�
¸µ¶$��×µ¼�È"È¶Æ¸¯»¯��¯®�
Çµ¶$»¯�²½¶$�ÅïÂ³¯Ã ��qNZ, 4)
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such forms, the following are quite representative from the morphophono-
logical and lexical points of view: blahodat´ “grace” (NZ�����{�{�������3��!���
“[he] that cometh” (ibid., 1:15), jesy “[thou] art” (ibid., 1:19), hlaholaty “to 
say” (ibid., 1:15), a nominal form, nedostojen (m. sg.) “not worthy” (ibid., 
1:27), and the like. Statistically, such forms are not numerous, hardly 
exceeding fourteen percent (Tymošyk 2000a, 244). What is important, 
however, is not their number but their fusion with other elements in the 
make-up of the translation. In this respect, Kuliš’s language is a true aggre-
gate of various elements, including the aforementioned “Galician” vid 
“from” or neho “him,” Church Slavonicisms like voskresnuty “to rise” (NZ, 
Mk 16:9), Russianisms of the type trepet &���	
��"*�q�	�����{��|��>���/���
2:791) and bolest´ “disease” (NZ�������������
�������
����zmahannje “ques-
���*�q�	�����������������������
���{}����{�|��q������)���!������̀ �	�
;������;�
[Ioan�� ����¨��� ����� ���

��� �������
��� ������ ��� �������
�� �����������
Ukrainian provenance like +���������“to tarry” (NZ, Lk 1:21) as opposed to 
a western Ukrainian parallel form À?<Á@<(>_>�GÔ����̀ �	�
;������;�q'���<���
{��{���������/���{��}������

TO “SECULARIZE” OR “SYNTHESIZE”? 

�����

��`�	�
;������;�������
���������������������������������������� 
of a local variety of literary language aimed at bridging the rift between the 
educated clergy and common parishioners in Galicia, Transcarpathia, and 
Q����������
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����������������	��;�������������
��j����/��� ����
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literary norms and open already to vernacular and especially dialectal 
�
������q>��	�/�{}||�������!�������������������
�����������
�"�������
������

�"�	
����������`�	�
;������;������������

�������������"����
�
literary tradition cultivated already in the eighteenth-century Basilian 
��������������/�;����������;������������������������
�����������������-
tion of a plethora of dialectal and non-native forms into the ecclesiastical 
text. This is why, despite an apparent minimum of Church Slavonicisms, 
`�	�
;������;���
��"��"������	���
���������������������������
�����-
trum and, accordingly, conceived as a kind of “secular” Church Slavonic or 
Church Slavonic-turned-vernacular, and his translation of the Gospels as 
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��������������������
���
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���
��������
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������������	������̀ �	�
;������;���
��"��"���������
��"��"��
���"���� ��� ��� �������� ��� ��� ����������;�� #����
� q{���~{��{���
������������� >������;� ���� ���� ����������� =���;
�� Y���
�;���/�� ����
tried to combine Church Slavonic with the prostaja mova (Ruthenian) 
rather than with the local vulgar tongue (Danylenko 2008b, 59).

!�������������`�	�
;������;�����������������������`�
�j����������
a diametrically opposite approach. Based on the southeastern Ukrainian 
vernacular as opposed to the Russian recension of Church Slavonic intro-
duced by the Russian synod decrees in the 1720s, Kuliš strove for a 
synthesis of the intrinsically low-style vernacular with elements picked 
from other territorial and functional registers, including Church Slavonic, 
Russian, Polish, and Galician expressions. It is not, therefore, surprising 
������
��������"�����������
�����������+�����������������
;�;��
Kuliš was routinely consulting the Church Slavonic, Russian, Polish, 
Serbian, German, Latin, English, and French versions of the Holy 
����������q���������;�{}����������~������

All in all, in his translation of the Gospels, Kuliš managed to intro-
duce a new biblical style and, by extension, demonstrate the advantages 
of his vista of new literary Ukrainian. His vista differed not only from the 
program of the Galician Russophiles and populists, including 
`�	�
;������;��	���
�������������
���������J������<��
���������������
�
��� ����
���� ��� #����
��� ���� ����� ��� ��� �
��������� +��������;��
Y�
������� �
����������� =���;
�� '�	��������;� q'�	������ ���� ��
���
=���/������;��

������"��������������&�������������"�������*�������
basis for a new language standard. Premised on the populist tenets of new 
literary Ukrainian, Kuliš managed, nevertheless, to work out a balanced 
use of vernacular and bookish, although not necessarily Church Slavonic, 
elements in the translation of the Holy Gospels. Although statistically 
underrepresented, Church Slavonicisms tend to occur in practically every 
verse of Kuliš’s translation, thus creating a stylistically marked (elevated) 
atmosphere for the holy narrative. Yet his programmatic position never 
did become dominated by the Church Slavonic literary tradition, appro-
priated by the Greek Catholic clergy in Galicia, Transcarpathia, and 
Bukovyna as early as the eighteenth century.



CHAPTERCHAPTER

4 Here Comes the Bible!

THE HOLY WRIT DOESN’T BURN

Kuliš worked intermittently on the translation of the Holy Scriptures from 
the late 1860s until 1897. In the fall of 1872, Kuliš completed the transla-
tion of the entire Bible, including some of the Apocrypha that were not 
���
�������������������������{}��������������	�����Q���������������"��
Bible Society, or in the subsequent reprintings of 1908, 1909, 1912, and 
{}���q���������;�{}����
�������������������������	
�������������{}���
Bible was rather convoluted. Given the year 1903 as the date of publication 
by the British and Foreign Bible Society, the Old Testament, bound together 
in one volume with the New Testament, actually appeared early in 1904. In 
�� 
���� ��� ��� $����	��� {}���� ��
;�;� �����
�� ��������� `�
�j��� �������
Oleksandra Bilozers´ka-Kuliš (known by the literary pseudonym Hanna 
Barvinok), that the Holy Writ of the Old Testament was ready for printing 
qÎ�
����������{����{������
������{����������{}���������������������&���
New Testament is in press, and the entire Bible is forthcoming” (ibid., 343).

Regrettably, all later efforts made by Kuliš’s friends and family members 
to promote the Ukrainian Bible in tsarist Russia were to no avail. The Most 
Holy Governing Synod, which grudgingly permitted publication of 
=���/������;��� ����
����� ��� ��� +��� ��������� ���	���� ����"�� 	���
publication and dissemination of Kuliš’s translation in the Russian Empire. 
As a last resort, in 1905, Hanna Barvinok sent a letter to the Russian empress, 
asking for special permission and arguing that in Russia the Bible was 
already available in forty languages (see Batalden 2013). The Holy Synod 
�
����
�����
�����������������������q���������;�{}����
����
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As early as 1872, Kuliš intended to publish the Bible in Naumburg, 
Germany, where the printing costs were comparatively low. Though he 
����"��������
���������������������	
����������;������������
��������
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��������� 	�� ��� ��"����� �������� ��� ���� ���
���� ����
������ ���� ��
;�;��
which had appeared by that time in the Austro-Hungarian Empire. 
Consequently, in 1873, he abandoned his work on the translation of the Bible 
and concentrated instead on researching the Cossack period in Ukrainian 
�������q+��
��������������~��������������"�����������

��������������
����
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�j���	�����������
�����������������
�����������>�
��_������������-
place. According to other testimonies, the text of his translation, along with 
the bulk of his books, manuscripts, and vast correspondence, might have 
��������������������������xutir Matronivka on 6 November 1885 (Šenrok 
{}�{����q{�����{������$���j�����{}{|�������������������
�������	�������	��
�����
���
����������

�"��
�����������	��`�
�j�q`���
;���{}�}	������

However, as evidenced by the pertinent documents, the whole story 
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Kuliš’s xutir ��"�� ����� 	���� 	���� ����� 	�� �� ������� ���
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Kuliš, however, acknowledged that “not the ljax burnt down [the house] 
but our own people” (Naxlik 2006, 245, fn. 67). Yet shortly before his 
�����������
������=���;
�����
����`�
�j��"����������������
������
����
������������qY���;���{}�|�����|��

Whoever the real culprit was, the chance that Kuliš burnt his translation 
of the Bible does not appear less than the chance that it was destroyed in the 
arson. Some testimonies and hints scattered in various letters from and to 
Kuliš seem to corroborate this theory. For instance, apart from the disclosure 
������� ������ ����� 
�������{|�|� ����
;�;� q���������;�{}���� 
������`�
�j�
����"���������������{|}�������
������=���;
��$�����������;�������"����
alleged destruction of the manuscript by disillusionment and disappoint-
ment in his compatriots who failed to understand his work. Yet more 
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��"� ��� `�
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����� ���������� �� �
����;�
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Q�
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�<�����������������������

�����"�����
his “aide” (pidpomaha), his translation of the Old Testament. He hastened, 
however, to add that his had been a correct decision inasmuch as “over the 
last twenty years biblical studies in France, Germany, and England have 
thrown light on many murky questions in the Holy Writ” (Kuliš to 
Biloborodov, 89). Most likely, Kuliš referred in this case to the four Gospels 
that appeared in Ukrainian in 1871 in Vienna. Interestingly, as early as 29 
May 1871,1��������������
;�;��������	
������������������������"�&
����
chapter XIV of [the epistle of] Paul the Apostle: it looks like mine, though the 

��"��"�������������*�q���������;�{}���������

There is, however, a more reliable argument to be found in a draft of 

�����������������/�(The Five Books of Moses, 1895), held today at the 
=���;
��`��;�	������;�'������<=������
�=����������������������������
���������������"��������������������`�
�j�;��������������

����"�
remorseful comment:

I wish I had not burnt my old translation: perhaps, there is a 
word [used] in it that I do not recall [now]. It was not worthwhile 
getting angry with my compatriots. (Mosej, Biblija, 7r; Zelens´ka 
2000, 355)

���������������+����	���{||���`�
�j��������������
����������������
����	����
����"����������"������
��
�����������������������
������{|||��
he was still ashamed and afraid of hosting his friends and colleagues in this 
shack. Thus, in a letter of 1 May 1888, sent to his old friend Stepan Nis from 
&��� ��������� >������� ������� ��� ���� ��������
�� 	���� =���������*�
Kuliš expressed his happiness to see him at his place. He was nevertheless 
dismayed by the dire straits in which he had been living with his wife since 

1 Based on the contents of this letter, Naxlik (2007, 2:275) surmised that it might have 
been written, in fact, between 1872 and 1874. This correction does not change the 
essence of Kuliš’s accusation. Though accepting a limited number of Galician 
borrowings in his original works and numerous translations, he seemed to be ever 
opposed to the introduction of a large number of Galician borrowings, which might 
	���"������O��������
��������������������������������������
�������
��"��"��
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for a guest. Notwithstanding all the severe trials, Kuliš did not fall into 
despondency and despair and found time for writing and re-translating, in 
particular, parts of his latest adaptation of the Bible (either burnt by Kuliš 
�����
����������"����������������������J�������"�����������������������
memory, Kuliš began, in fact, to translate the Old Testament from scratch and 
only his death in 1897 brought this herculean work to a stop.

Only a fraction of Kuliš’s translation of the Bible came off the press 
�����"� ���� 
����� !� ���� =���;
�� ���
���� �� �
���� �������� ��� =���;
��
Drahomanov and an editor of the radical periodicals Narod and Xliborob 
q'��������;� {}{���� ���� �
����� �� ��"������� ��
�� ��� �����������"� ���
scriptures translated into Ukrainian by Kuliš in the early 1890s. Having 
acquainted himself with Pavlyk through correspondence in 1892, Kuliš 
	�"������������"����������������������;�����
��	��������`�
���;���
In December 1892, Kuliš published in two installments in Narod an open 
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controversial pamphlet �������������������)����������������3���¡ââã�
roku (An Easter Egg for the Rusyns and the Poles for Easter 1882). In the 
second installment, Kuliš outlined a new vision of the current state of the 
Polish-Ukrainian relationship. As was typical of Kuliš, this was a highly 
polemical letter. Pavlyk wrote in the editor’s preface to the publication 
���̀ �
�j���
����&	
���
���������������
�������*���������"�&����O��"����*�
����������������������������������������qY���;���{}�|���{|����#����"�
credit to Kuliš as a patriarch of Ukrainophilism in the two parts of 
Ukraine, Pavlyk tried, although to no avail, to persuade Kuliš to write his 
��������q�	�����{����{��~{�|��

Obviously, Kuliš laid his own plans.

TOBIT AND JOB

!����
��{|}���`�
�j��������
�������Tovytovi slovesa (The Book of Tobit), 
asking him to print three hundred copies of this work “in renowned 
`�
���;�� ��� ������ �����*� qY���;��� {}�|��� ��|�� ������ ���
��� ��"�
��
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praised Tovytovi slovesa, which, according to him, was “translated 
��������

��*� !� ����� ��� ���������
�� ��� ��� ����� ����� q`���
;���
1929a, 56). Kuliš was more than happy with the publisher, who seemed 
to be sincerely interested in his literary work. As early as 1896, inspired 
	�����������������̀ �
�j��������������������
������Holosin´nja j Pis´nja 
Pisen´ (Lamentations and the Song of Songs [the Song of Solomon]), and 
was ready to dispatch it to Pavlyk, but, due to unknown reasons, changed 
his mind and concentrated instead on another collection of his transla-
tions entitled 
���!������+�� (The Borrowed Kobza). This collection, 
�������
����
����������� ��� �������������������� q���������;�{}����
lxiv), proved no less successful than his translation(s) and poetic adapta-
�����������>�
������������������������������������

���������������
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�����������_�
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von Goethe, Heinrich Heine, and Lord Byron that even today ring with 
������	�����q'����;�{}||��{|{��
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����������������̀ �
�j��	�����������������
���	
�-
cation plan because of his work on the aforementioned collection. This 
would seem strange since almost all his translations, furnished with brief 
prefaces in the spirit of the famous Protestant biblical scholar Eduard 
J��¦� q{|��~{|}{��� ����� �����
���
�� ������� ���� ������
� ��	
�������
already in 1896. Kuliš even wrote calligraphically on the title page of 
each of the manuscripts “printed in Lviv in the year 1896 under the super-
����������=���;
�����
��*�qÎ�
����������������~��}������������������	
��
explanations for the change in his creative plans is that Kuliš became by 
that time more preoccupied with the idea of propagating his socio-cultural 
�������������������������������>�����������������������������������
��
might have distracted him from the magisterial translation of the Holy 
Scriptures, which required much time and assiduousness.

One only regrets that Kuliš shelved his plan to translate the whole 
Q�	
���������������
����"����	���������	��������	��������������������
and published as early as 1869 (Yov; Yov, Pravda; Yov, 1869). Un fortunately, 
after the writer’s death, most of his poetic paraphrases of the Bible fell 
�����	
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��	��������
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tation of the biblical books into a poetic framework, if published in the 
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A relatively small work, Tovytovi slovesa was the only biblical book 
published by Pavlyk during the life of Kuliš. Since it was a translation of 
one of the Apocrypha, it was not included in the 1903 Ukrainian edition 
of the Bible by the British and Foreign Bible Society, although this trans-
lation was reprinted in 1909 in the Prosvita collection of Kuliš’s works 
(Tovyt). Conceptually and linguistically, Tovytovi slovesa ���
��	��;���-
posed with Kuliš’s early translations of the biblical stories. This is why, 
envisioned as a paraphrase, this work demonstrated remarkable consis-
tency in the vernacularizing principle as applied by the author in his 
poetic translations and paraphrases. In fact, this Ukrainian-language 
version of the book of Tobit was not a mere continuation of Kuliš’s early 
paraphrases but rather a new stage in the vernacular interpretation of the 
Holy Writ driven by the writer’s keen interest in the elaboration of a new 
biblical style of literary Ukrainian. What is also obvious is that all the 
vernacularizing efforts invested by Kuliš in his translation of the book of 
��	�����������

��������������������������
�������������
����������
of this and other biblical books. What was more important for the 
rendering of this biblical story was that the book of Tobit, related to key 
����������������������������������
���������
�������������������������
early second century BC. Not surprisingly, it made respectful mention of 
the Law of Moses, but invoked it loosely with reference to traditional 
custom (Collins 2005, 39). In other words, it would be strange for Kuliš 
to apply in this case the principle of archaization in order to render a 
����������
�����������������������������������	��

The poetic framework of the “Ukrainian Tobit” (Tovyt) looks 
unusual. ��������� ��� ��� 
��� {|}���� ��� ������������ ���� ��������
different from other poetic translations of the Holy Scriptures made by 
Kuliš some twenty years earlier. Unlike his translations of the book of 
���
���q{|�{�����������������

�	��<��������������������	���������	�
(Yov, Pravda and Yov, 1869), with iambic pentameter, Kuliš used the 
popular kolomyjka syllabic structure throughout the entire text of 
Tovytovi slovesa���������
����������������������`�
�j������������������
two variously rhyming lines with a set fourteen-syllable meter. To give 
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a random example, one can cite the following two pairs of rhyming 
lines in the opening of chapter 6: 

Óµ¿¶�¿µ¶�Þ¯®®¯�³»¯Ë¯ÃÄ��³µ�² ®Æ�ÃÆÈ Ã ��
Ô�Ã�¸�¶¸µÇ�¶µ¾Ì» �¶µ�ÂÅË ��²Ã¯» �®µ¿ �° Ã �
Ó ¿Âµ°�ÂÅË¯�³ÂµÀ ¸¯»¯²Ä��Þ»¹®ÆÃÄ�³» ¸»±�Â ¼¯�
æ»µ¸ » ��²³±Ë» �Â ¼Æ��²·» �³µµ¼¶¯ÃÄ��qTovyt, 348)

In terms of genre attribution, the above excerpt appears at variance with the 
��"
��������
�����������`��"�������Y���������
���"�������������������
frame remains the same, with the exception of some smaller details:

�����«������������������������������"��
��{�««�������������������������;�����������������������������"�

to the river Tigris, and they lodged there. 
������«������������������"��������������������������
�����

����
�����������������������������
���������������������
(Apocrypha, 30)

Kuliš’s translation of the book of Tobit is not the result of a mere vernac-
ularization of the holy biblical story. Linguistically, this is an example of 
a new, synthetic, vernacular-based idiom with a number of contextual 
archaisms, including both native and Church Slavonic elements. For this 
�������� ��������� `�
�j� ��������� ��� 
��"��"�� ��� ���� ����
����� ����
��������!����q�
��J���������������;����"��������������������
��"��"��
into the Old Rusian period in the history of Ukrainian, characterized by a 
diglottic distribution of local vernacular and Church Slavonic q��������;�
�������|�~�||�������������������������
���������������������������-
tative traits of Kuliš’s language in this translation.

In the domain of orthography (phonetics), where excessive regional-
ization or archaization would be out of place, Kuliš did not introduce any 
overtly deviant forms. Among “standardized” sounds one can cite, for 
instance, the alien f never rendered by the counter-etymological xw that is 
������������� ��� =���/������;��� 
��"��"��� ��
�� ���������

�� ����� ����
happen upon dialectal forms that were not commonly used in written 
language at that time in both parts of Ukraine. To name one of these 
rare forms, Kuliš rendered dissimilation in the two-consonantal cluster  
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!� > ��, which historically affected individual words (e.g., +�3��������
“poor, pitiful” and ���+������“heedless” [Tovyt, 345]) that might have 
��O���������������q����������������������
���q���������
���{}�}���}{��
Ð���	�;������
��{}�}���{|�������"�����������	
��������������������
features, apheresis seems to be most representative in this translation. 
However, more often than not, Kuliš resorted to this phonetic device in 
������������������

�	�������������������������������’ddaty “to give 
back,” ’dvernet´-sja (3 sg. non-past) “to turn around,” ’biznanyj jesy (2 
sg.) “to be familiar,” do ’cja-nen´ky “to the parents” (Tovyt, 345, 346, 
347, 350). There are also some features that can be viewed as both archaic 
and dialectal (e.g., the Old Rusian substitution of e for Church Slavonic 5 
in rekly [pl. pret.] “to say” [Tovyt, 344, 349] and sedity “to sit” [ibid., 
343]; see also *����&�����*����� �� ��O������ ��� ����
�"���
�e after a 
palatal, next to a “neutral” *����or folkloric )�3��**���[ibid., 350, 346]). 
Of interest here is a morphonological variant of the dialectal preposition 
id �����������������������q+��/���{}�}��������������������������	�
���

!�������
�����������
�"������
��"�q���<����������������������
����
folkloric texts, were barely employed by Kuliš. A rare example is found in 
bohy !�*��� “alien gods” (Tovyt, 341) next to visty dobri, ljubi (pl.) “kind, 
nice news” (ibid., 353). Diminutives like dolen´ka “fate” (ibid., 346) occur 
sporadically. In stylistically marked environments, for instance, in refer-
ence to the Law of Moses and some other settings, Kuliš made use of an 
obsolete perfect form in 2 sg. such as xovav jesy “to bury” and ustav jesy 
“to stand up” (ibid., 355). The future is rendered commonly with the help 
of an analytic form like *���+�3���(2 sg. fut.) “to live” (ibid., 345). Future 
tense forms of the type ����6����(2 sg. fut.) “to have” are particularly rare 
in this poetic translation, especially as compared with the prose translation 
������>�
��Q�	
�����������;���
��	��`�
�j�������
;�;�������������������
future prevails. As a true (northern Ukrainian) dialectal form, one should 
note 2 pl. imperatives ending in -te of the type *������ “live!,” /�������
“praise!,” and obernites´ “turn around!” next to a rare !�����“make!” (ibid., 
356). In accordance with the western Ukrainian tradition, Kuliš makes use 
of present active participles, although morphonologically disguised as 
������� �
����������� ����"�� �������� �����"� ��� 6�!6, such as ��3���!���
“able to see,” ��3��!��6)����!���“the one who eats and drinks,” and ��!��!���
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“wishing” (ibid., 356, 342) next to a rare ���)���!��(m. sg.) “blind” (ibid., 
354) derived, tentatively, from slipuvaty &��	��	
�����������"���*�q>���/���
������������������`�
�j���{|�}������������������	���������	�qYov, Pravda, 
66). The participial form did not make its way into the translation of the 
book of Tobit by accident. Yet it occurs in Kuliš’s letters, for instance in the 
expression �������������)���!���������&�����������	
��������
��*�qY���;���
1928a, 91), with the dynamic meaning of “blindness” rather than the static 
������"�������������������"���;������slipa (f.) “blind.”

With regard to ���)���!��(m. sg.) “blind” and similar dialectal forms like 
staren´ki (m. sg.) “old” (Tovyt�����������������������

�	
�<���
�j, it is inter-
esting to note that they were introduced in accord with the views of Ivan 
+�/�;<'�������;�� ���� 
���� ��������
�� ����� ������ ��� ��� ���� ������
“faster,” dali “further,” and na kruti hori (loc. sg.) “on a steep hill,” all without 
����

�	
�<���
�j q���������{}{|��{��������������������������"����&���*�
spellings like ������, na krutij hori ���#�
������������q+�/�;<'�������;�{}�|��
455). He argued that the forms without j were commonly attested in vast 
territories, in particular, in Right-Bank Ukraine, in Bukovyna, in some 
#�
�����������������������������
����������������������������������"��������
��

��������
�	������������q���������{}{|��{��~{�����

However, the authority of Kuliš in this case proved decisive. In a letter 
��� �}� =��� {}��� �� =���;
�� '�	��������;� q'�	������ +�/�;<'�������;�
(1968, 471) wrote that Kuliš had explicitly advised him to write like they 
������������"���������������`������"������������������`���������������
���� �������� �������� ���� �� ��� 
���� ��� ���� �	������ #���� J������� ���
��
�����
������������
���
����
������
���
������
������������

�	
�<���
�j 
was to be taken as one of those Ukrainian features proper, although Kuliš 
himself was seemingly reluctant to introduce it into his translation of Tobit. 

!�������"
��� +�/�;<'�������;� ���������� ��� ���� 
���� ��� ����"���
��������������������������
����	����"���������
������������

�	
�<���
�
j q+�/�;<'�������;�{}��������=���;�������	����������	�"���������������-
"��������������������������������;�������������j might have occurred 
after the change of 5 to i in South Ukrainian as early as the late fourteenth 
century. North Ukrainian could not share this change because 5 did not 
evolve into i ���������q�����
���{}�}�����~������$��
���������������
more forms of the comparative originally ending in 65�, might have had a 
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larger repertoire of such forms without j (e.g., /��!��“faster”) in the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. As far as the ending of the 
�����<
���������������� �����;������� qna kruti hori “on a steep hill”) is 
concerned, the loss of j became possible after the change of o into i, that is, 
�����������<������������������!����������+�/�;<'�������;����	�����-
tions, this stage affected the southern Kyiv, Lubny (Lubni), Dniester, 
Q��������� >���
�� ���� Q�;����� ���
����� ���
�� +���� ���������� ���� ���
share the loss of j, with the exception of some transitional dialects. 

!�� ����� ��� 
���� ��� ��� ��

�	
�<���
� j ��� ��� 
��"��"�� ��� +�/�;<
'�������;�����`�
�j���"�������	������""�����	��������������������
�
����������������������
�����������
����+�/�;<'�������;�������������
toward his native dialectal system, transitional, roughly, from Southwest 
to Northeast Ukrainian, Kuliš would resort to forms without j only sporad-
ically, while experimenting with them as particular stylistic devices. 

As regards possible archaization, there are not so many Church 
Slavonicisms or other obsolete (Old or Middle Ukrainian) forms in the 
translation. They all occur primarily in elevated, “spiritual” contexts 
�����
�������������������������������
�������������������������
���ï��
�����������;�����
�������������������
�������������praveden jesy “[O 
'����¨���������;��*����blahosloven jesy “blessed are thou [O Lord my 
God]” (Tovyt, 344, 345; Apocrypha, 12, 16). Morphological Church 
�
����������������������������������������	������������������	�
�������
as nyzvodyty “to lead down,” nyzposlaty “to bring down,” and voznosyty 
“to bring up” (Tovyt, 356; Apocrypha, 62). One can add here also preterits 
like rekly (pl.) “to say” (Tovyt, 344, 349, 345) and present tense forms of 
the verb “to be” like jesy (2 sg.) (Tovyt, 346). Among other archaic or 
archaizing forms are neuters with the assimilated j as in blahosloven´nje 
“blessing” and xvalen´nje “praise” (ibid., 346, 357). The use of the 
desinence -e�� ���������� 	�� +�/�;<'�������;� q��������� {}{|�� {����� ���
��O���������������������	����������������������������
�����������-
����q����Q�����������
��{}�|��|�~||���!������������������
�����
������
number of non-pleophonic forms of the type vrah “enemy” (Tovyt, 358) 
and zlato next to zoloto (ibid., 342, 356). Traditional Church Slavonic 
derivational patterns are also attested, for instance, in the use of the agen-
����������-tel´ in ������!�����“herald, messenger” (ibid., 351).
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The archaizing tendency is also observed in the vocabulary of Tovyt. 
For example, consider the following forms: ���!�� next to ubohyj “poor, 
destitute” (Tovyt, 346), oven “sheep” (ibid., 350), slovesa “words” (ibid., 
351), terzaty “to torment” (ibid., 342), hrjade (3 sg. pres.) “to come” 
(ibid., 354), jazyki “peoples” (ibid., 346), +������“food” (ibid., 350; see 
���/��� {�|��� ���� �
��� &
��*� �������� ������ 
���� pyr, as opposed to the 
Middle Polish borrowing benket “banquet” (Tovyt, 351, 354; Danylenko 
2006c, 322).

True to his linguistic practice, Kuliš employed in Tovytovi slovesa 
some of the neologisms that he had coined in his earlier translations of the 
Holy Scriptures. In particular, he employs the former aorist ��!��(3 sg. 
pres.) “to say,” used in the present tense (Tovyt, 345, etc.); jasuvaty “to 
explain, speak for” (ibid., 342); ��3��3��!��“delight, comfort” (ibid., 355) 
in place of vidrada or vidrad(n)ist´ q>���/���{���|�����������

���pravycja, 
modeled on ChSl. desnycja “right arm,” both of which are attested in his 
translation of Tobit (Tovyt, 346, 354).

In short, the list of vernacular elements and Church Slavonicisms 
employed may be expanded. All this, however, does not substantially 
change the linguistic make-up of this translation. Certain details aside, 
Kuliš chose for the translation the same type of language that he had elab-
orated in the late 1860s: a literary standard premised on moderate 
vernacularization with the use of comparatively few Church Slavonic and 
other archaic elements that did not infringe on the vernacular texture of 
the biblical narrative.

��������"���������
���������������������������
����������������
biblical book made in 1881 by a Xarkovite poet, Volodymyr Aleksandrov, 
who intended to translate the whole Bible into a plain local vernacular 
comprehensible to all Ukrainians living in both Galicia and Dnieper 
Ukraine. According to Aleksandrov, his had to be an exemplary language 
������
����������������
��"��"�����`�
�j�������
;�;���
�	�����"���
that same time a new stylistic means for written Ukrainian, particularly in 
its high stylistic register. In the preface to his translation, Knyha Tovytova, 
������������������)�����*�����$�����������!�������(The Book of Tobit, 
Translated from the Greek Text into Little Russian), Aleksandrov decided 
not to dwell on the intricacies of his “plain Little Russian.” Instead, he 
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merely emphasized that his language had to be so standardized as to 
exceed, at least, that of the medieval Latin recension of this apocryphal 
book (Knyha Tovyta).

The overall impression of Aleksandrov’s translation is its clear-cut 
vernacular basis, riddled sporadically with Church Slavonicisms that do 
��� �
��� �� ��	�����
� ��
�� ��� ��� 	�	
���
� ��������� ��� ��� ������ ����
sight, at least in its programmatic tenets, Alexandrov’s language tends to 
look similar to that of Kuliš. Yet on closer inspection, one can discern 
��;���������������	������������

To begin with lexical make-up, Aleksandrov asserts his authority as a 
normalizer of the local vernacular based not only on Southeast Ukrainian 
but also on the older (Polissian) literary tradition (Danylenko 2008b). 
�����"�;���������
�������������

�
�������
���

������"���������
���"��
they do happen to be attested cross-dialectally: odsaxnutysja “to recoil” 
(Knyha Tovyta�� {�� Ð�
��� {�{����� krad´koma “stealthily” (ibid., 4; also in 
���������/������=�����Y��/����>���/���{�|�����posobyty “to assist” (Knyha 
Tovyta�� ���� �� �����	
�� J���������� q{�� ��� `�
;��������;�� Enejida, Index, 
{�|�� ���� �� �� ������������_��� �
����� 	�������"� ��� !����Y���
���/�
qÐ�
��� ���{����barytysja “to linger” (Knyha Tovyta�� {��� �
��� ����������;�
=�
������;��Ð�
���{�{���>���/���{������mennja “name” (Knyha Tovyta, 11; 
>���/���{�}�����skupatys´ “to take a bath” (Knyha Tovyta������>���/��������~
657), and majdan “square, place” (Knyha Tovyta, 6), attested cross- 
dialectally (e.g., Lysenko, 120; Homer and Pot., 8:5, 7:44). Finally, one 
should mention the form �)$����(Knyha Tovyta, preface, 7) that occurs thir-
������������!����`�
;��������;���Enejida (Enejida, Index, 116) and nine 
����� ��� ��� ������ ��� >������;� `����<������;������� q`������ ����|���
J������	
����������������������	��������������
��"��"�����`
�����;�
Î�����;���q������{�{�������!����+����j���/�q������{�}����	���������������
North Ukrainian (Danylenko 2006c, 318, 2008b).

As evidenced from the autograph held today in the manuscript reposi-
������������>�����/�����!�������������������'��������������+�����
�
Academy of Sciences of Ukraine, Aleksandrov was assiduously brushing 
���������� 
��"��"���>������ ��������"�� ���������
���� ���� ����������"�
vernacular lexemes and dropping obvious Russianisms or Russian Church 
Slavonicisms. Thus, he substituted ����+����!��� for �����!��� (Knyha 
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Tovyta, 5), which was likely to look too “Muscovite” at that time (see 
Moskovs´ka kazna in Kuliš [�¬, 185]). In another place, Aleksandrov 
dropped ���%!�������������	��������pohans´kyj “pagan,” while enclosing in 
brackets an optional version, busurmens´kyj “Muslim, pagan” (Knyha 
Tovyta��������/���|��������������������������������
����
�������������
��
��O�������	����������������q��"���domovyna &�������"����*����������������
peklo “hell” in the expression ��������$�3��������“to bring down to the 
grave” [Knyha Tovyta, 10]). Though randomly and uncertainly, the trans-
lator introduced a few neologisms like rukopys´mo “epistle” (ibid., 17).

The morphosyntax of Aleksandrov’s language is largely based on 
Southeast Ukrainian. To take some examples in the noun morphology, the 
translator consistently used the dative case ending -ovi/-evi with mascu-
line animates of the type xazjainovi “master,” najmytovi “laborer,” 
panotcevi and bat´kovi “father,” �%�����“son,” and bohovi “God” (Knyha 
Tovyta, 8, 15, 17, 19). He also sporadically employed locative forms like 
����!�/$�“in the eyes” and )�����3�/$�“[to work as a farm hand] at some-
	������ �
���*� q�	����� ��� Q�������� �� �
�� {}�|�� {{�~{{{��� ���� ����
��
mention the use of neuters like prorokuvannja “prophecy” and bohomillja 
“pilgrimage” (Knyha Tovyta, 6, 19). Another salient feature is the occur-
rence of 3 sg. non-past tense forms of Class 3 and 4 verbs like )��$�����
“to remember,” robe “to do,” and )��%���“to dispatch” (ibid., 6, 13, 15).

Yet distinctive in Aleksandrov’s translation is his frequent use of 
constructions ending in -no and -to ������������������������	;����_���
is more remarkable about this syntactic pattern is that, despite the general 
tendency in the works of eastern Ukrainian writers (Shevelov 1969, 
{|�~{|��������������������������������
�����&��	�*��������������������
or the past. Moreover, the translator preferred the old agentive phrase with 
the “Galician” preposition vid, not od (e.g., �����������3$�`�������/$������
���/�*������“and the tsar has ordered to search for them and they have not 
been found” [Knyha Tovyta, 4]) where ��3$�`�����denotes the source of an 
�����������������������������q$���
���������������~������

The following common examples of this construction are worth citing: 
y rozhrabovano vsju moju xudobu “and all my cattle have been stolen” 
(Knyha Tovyta, 5), ��������33����*�����“and my wife has been returned to 
me” (ibid.), ������������+�����������$�“many dishes have been prepared” 
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q�	���������������������������������
�����������������	;���q$���
�����
2003a, 265), �3������$����������3����3���������������������3����“one of 
our kinsmen has been strangled and thrown into the square” (Knyha Tovyta, 
6), and ���$������3��� “one has dispersed us” (ibid., 9). 

The question that arises here is this: why did Aleksandrov make use 
����������
����������
������������������������

����_��������������
that is, without the use of any auxiliary? Was his predilection instigated 
by Polish fashion channeled through Galician literary texts that could 
sound lofty in this type of translation made in Sloboda Ukraine? One can 
����
����������������������
�����������������
���"�������"���������-
cism could have played its role in the translator’s choice. Tentatively, 
however, since we deal here with the basically descriptive character of 
biblical narrative, I venture to assume that Aleksandrov found this western 
Ukrainian impersonal syntactic pattern most suitable for the recital of 
subsequent events. This construction was also likely to furnish the text 
with a kind of moderate loftiness of style.

In general, unlike Kuliš’s paraphrase, Alexandrov’s translation was 
characterized by a high degree of vernacularization achieved at the cost 
of eliminating older layers of morphonological and especially lexical 
elements in his written language. What is more remarkable is the fact that 
the dialectal basis of Alexandrov’s language looks more homogeneous, 
consisting primarily of southeastern Ukrainian forms.

Four years earlier, although with a somewhat different religious and 
linguistic message in mind, Aleksandrov had also translated the book of 
��	�����
��������������������������������)�����*�����«�«��q����Q����
�����	�������
��������'�
��J���������������
��������������
�������
1877. Yet, after having taken private lessons in Hebrew for two years, 
Aleksandrov revised the text in accordance with the Hebrew original in 
1879 (Iov, Preface). What is particularly interesting about Aleksandrov’s 
autograph is that he copied it using the so-called Orthodox “Half-Ustav,” 
a handwriting that looked much like print. The translator’s primary 
concern at that time seemed to be with developing and recovering an 
appropriate relationship between the older East Slavic literary tradition 
and the new vernacular-based one. For that reason, perhaps, the language 
of this translation is much more anchored in Church Slavonic than its 
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Great Russian recension, although the Ukrainian vernacular element seems 
to prevail in the linguistic make-up. The combination of the two afore-
mentioned components in Aleksandrov’s translation looks particularly 
awkward in light of Kuliš’s 1869 poetic paraphrase of the book (Yov; Yov, 
Pravda). Since the two translations are so different, it would be useful to 
compare their languages and thereby illuminate possible dissimilarities in 
the linguistic programs of the two normalizers of written Ukrainian.

To begin with phonetic phenomena, deserving of attention are 
numerous shifts in the alternation o, e : i typical of Aleksandrov’s language. 
Although sporadically (but more frequently than Kuliš), Aleksandrov used 
forms without such alternations, which were provoked by several factors 
����� ��� ������
�"���
� 
���
��"� ���� ��� ��O������ ��� ��� ������������"�
��
����������������

���J�������
�������qY��/�����{}������~�|�����������
;��������������
���������������
������������������������
���
��������
Russian interference, there are premudrost´ “wisdom” with a characteristic 
������� �
������� ������� �)�����%�� “quiet,” ��+�����$� “worker,” �)��$�
“argument,” veselost´ “merriment,” and even the native pevnost´ &����-
dence” (Iov, 1, 5, 13, 13v, 23, 25v). These are contrasted to the alternation 
pattern in local vernacular forms such as �����������“spaciousness,” ����3����
&��������*� ���� �������

�� ����� qJ�������� ������� �
������� 
������� ���
)���)�3���“inferno, abyss” and )�������!��“mockery” (ibid., 22, 26, 27) 
(see also prespodnycja and )����/����!��§>���/�������|����|¨�����J���
��
)�������!��§Ð�
������{�¨���!����������
��������{|�}��`�
�j��������������-
tency in using more regular forms, later integrated into literary Ukrainian, 
like vysokist´ “height” and preyspodnja “inferno,” although premudrist´ 
does appear next to premudrost´ on the same page (Yov, 1869, 16, 24) (see 
also nepravdyvost´ “falsity” [ibid., 10] next to ��$��$� &���������*� ���
Aleksandrov’s translation [Iov, 7]). In this respect, one should also cite the 
form bezvidnyj “arid” in Kuliš (Yov, {|�}��{|��������	���������Ð�
��������;�
qÐ�
���{�{�������Q�����>���/�����q>���/���{�|�������������������<���
��-
tally (e.g., in Hucul and southeastern Ukrainian dialects [Shevelov 1979, 
���¨���J������	
����������������������
������������=����;������"������
(Hrycenko 2007, 24).

>�����������������
����������������O����������å���found in consonant 
clusters with k, as represented in at least two lexemes: ������“cliff” and ����+�
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“treasure” (Iov, 5v, 22v, 27v) next to the more regular skelja and skarb 
q>���/�����{��}����
���"��������
��
�������������_��������������������-
��
�� ������ ��� ��O������ ��� _��� �
������ ��� �	���� ������ ��� ������� ���
expressive and results from an affective factor in the rise of the (East) Slavic 
��from s (Shevelov 1979, 737, 740). Due to the limited scope of this change 
in literary Ukrainian, although this phenomenon is attested in some Central 
$����������
����q=���;�������	�����������������������������
������������
autograph deemed it necessary to emend the form ����+�to skarb. Assimilation 
in place of articulation is poorly represented in Aleksandrov’s language, 
especially in comparison with that of Kuliš, who tried to render all possible 
types of assimilation across morpheme and word boundaries. Leaving aside 
the spelling of �!������“to consider” (Iov, 29), Aleksandrov tried to eschew in 
most cases marking the assimilation of obstruents, whence �!�����“happi-
ness” and �!�������“to disappear” (ibid., 30v, 31v). Surprisingly, Kuliš did 
not render in his spelling such assimilations as �!�����, from ��6!������“to 
disappear” (Shevelov 1979, 485). He employed instead another form 
)�!�������(Yov, 1869, 11; also Psal´ma�{��������	��Ð�
��������;����������
��������� �����"�� qÐ�
��� ��{������ !� ��� ��������� ����
���������� �����
another form, )��!������(Iov, 7v).

Overall, Kuliš proved to be one of the most versatile normalizers of 
Ukrainian orthography. For instance, he consistently rendered all kinds of 
assimilation, especially in morpheme boundary. His translation of the book 
�����	�����������������������
�������"��������boiccja “to be afraid” and 2 
sg. non-past podyvyssja “to look” (Yov, 1869, 4, 16), at variance with the 
historical spelling of such verbal forms as found in Aleksandrov (2 sg. pres. 
/��������“to hide” and 2 sg. non-past )��������� “to laugh” [Iov, 8v]). One 
can add here s popelu “from the ashes” (Yov, 1869, 11), with the neutraliza-
tion of voicing in the original iz (in the environment before the voiceless 
consonant) after its coalescence with �". The form s popelu can be opposed 
to �)�����&�����*� ����
������������ ����
����� qIov, 12v) where z- is a 
���������O���������������������"�(in the environment before the voiceless 
consonant) in compliance with a phonemic protensity system as postulated 
�������	�
����������������������������
����q$���
������������{|}~{}���

As far as morphology is concerned, Aleksandrov demonstrated a 
strong predilection for southeastern Ukrainian features, which are also 



Here Comes the Bible! 169

������ ��� ��� ��������
� ����
����������
���������+��������;�����������
=����;� q>���������������|������� ����������
���������� ������ �������
almost regularly the ending -t´ in 3 sg. present tense forms of modern 
����������;�"��������	��q��"���hovore “to speak,” love “to catch”; see also 
�������������������������;�"��������	��
����spasa “to save,” umyra “to 
die,” and many others [Iov, 22, 23, 8, 8v], typically attested in Southeast 
�������������
��������§����Y�j/�����{}�������~�����=���;�����������¨���
As in Kuliš’s work (Yov, 1869, 5, 8, 12, 19) and most of the southeastern 
Ukrainian dialects (AUM, 2, map 235, 3, part 3, map 40), Aleksandrov 
lavishly used the non-alternating type prosju (1 sg. pres.) “to ask” and 
zaprymitju (1 sg. pres.) “to note” (Iov, 10v, 14), whence secondary (analog-
���
�� ���������� ���� ��
��
����� ���� ���������� 
���� ouprosjuvaty “to 
implore,” zaxvatjuvaty &��������*��������
����q�	������}����{��Ð�
���{}����
255). As parallel forms, Aleksandrov made use of synthetic and analytic 
future tense forms like ljakatymut´ (3 pl. fut.) “to scare” and xodyty bude (3 
sg. fut.) “to walk” (Iov, 27v, 28) respectively, although he seemed to prefer 
the synthetic form, a tendency also discerned in Kuliš. 

In nominal morphology, Aleksandrov’s language showed regular local 
features that were, in part, also paralleled in Kuliš’s writings of that period. 
��������;�������������
������������������������������������������������"�
-ovi/-evi for masculine animates of the type bohovi “God” and !����������
“man,” as well as the locative ending in -ovi/-evi (e.g., �$�)��/����“in the 
dust” [Iov, 8, 11, 26, 27, 32]), and in -ix from 65/", like �$���$��!�/$�“in their 
eyes” and �$����3�/$�“in the breast” (ibid., 29, 30), the neuters ending in -(j)
a like /������ “wish” and 3%/�����“breath” (ibid., 9v, 26v), and so forth.

With regard to morphosyntax, both Aleksandrov and Kuliš conspic-
uously avoided using archaic constructions, although they demonstrated 
minor differences in the use of relative clauses. For this type of subordi-
��������
���������� ���������� ����"� ��� ��O����"� ��
�������� kot(o)ryj 
“which, that,” which in the socio-linguistic situation of Sloboda Ukraine 
might have been encouraged by the Rus. �����%�� (Danylenko 2003a, 
{||~{}�����{����{||~{}��������&������
�������	����������§������������¨�*�
��������"����
������������	�;���������
�����������

���������������
the help of a native device, that is, the absolutive relativizer �!��“that” 
(e.g., Iov, 31). In this respect, Kuliš was clearly more oriented toward 
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native morphosyntactic patterns. For that reason, he might have retained 
����
���������	�����������"����������;�������kot(o)ryj as found in the 
expression kotore z nas “which one among us?” (Yov, 1869, 15). At any 
����� ���� ��� ��� ��O����"� ��
�������� kot(o)ryj is conspicuously less 
common in Kuliš’s paraphrase than in Aleksandrov’s translation, embel-
lished as the latter is with a number of Russian Church Slavonicisms.

Interestingly enough, both Aleksandrov and Kuliš liberally employed 
���������
�������������������������������������	;���������������-
cate form ending in -no and -to. What seems to distinguish them, in this 
particular case, is that Aleksandrov, unlike in his later translation of the 
book of Tobit as discussed above, would introduce in this type of construc-
tion an auxiliary referring either to the past or future (e.g., otdano bulo 
zemlju “the land has been given [to them]” [Iov, 24]). It is tempting to 
�������������������
����������O��������������J�����������

�
���������
construction, wherein an auxiliary designates either the past or future 
(Rus. ������� +%��� ��3���� “the land was given [to them]”). In general, 
Kuliš seemed to follow in this case the Polish impersonal model, using no 
auxiliary (e.g., ix byto “they have been beaten” [Yov, 1869, 11]), with the 
referential context of the whole paragraph based on anteriority. 

Among some unusual constructions, one can cite the independent 
������������� ����������;�����	�������� q{||{��{��~{{��������
�����
������
����������
�������������������	������
��	�����/�����q{}�|�����
for the Ukrainian dialects and folklore. Remarkably, in some parallel 
places, both Kuliš and Aleksandrov used the same independent accusa-
tive of time, but with a characteristic morphological difference: sim den´ 
��������!���in Kuliš (Yov, 1869, 7) next to ���$�3��������$���!$�“seven 
days and seven nights” in Aleksandrov (Iov��������	���{����_��
��������"�
the old genitive plural form of the noun den´, Kuliš resorted to the inno-
vative form ��!���with the desinence -ej as attested in most Ukrainian 
dialects and in contrast to the variant -yj typical of Southwest Ukrainian 
q`��������;� {}���� }�~}��� �����
��� {}�}�� ��}~�|���2 Aleksandrov 

2  It would be out of place to discuss here the origin of these two desinences. I will limit 
myself to noting the fact that the vacillation in Ukrainian between the inherited desinence 
-yj and the innovative desinence -ej is commonly regarded as a matter of dialectal prefer-
����� q�����
��� {}�}�� ��}~�|��� Q�������� �� �
�� {}�|�� {����� �
���� q{}|���� ���������
claimed that the emergence of the latter ending was motivated by the shape of the 3rd 
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resorted, in this case, to a zero ending,���!$� q"�����
���� ��O�����������
likely by the appearance of such an ending in the masculine accusative of 
time in folkloric texts (Bevzenko et al. 1978, 105) (e.g., ����3���“seven 
days,” ��� rik and ������3�&�����������*�§���/�����{}�|���¨��

Yet what stands out most in Aleksandrov’s language is its vocabu-
lary. A cursory comparison of Aleksandrov’s lexemes with their 
��������������̀ �
�j�������������������
����"�������������������	������
the two translations. 

The following pairs (Alexandrov ~ Kuliš) are deserving of particular 
attention: xlopci (Iov, 2v) ~ raby “servants” (Yov, {|�}�������	�{�{�������)���%��
“serf” (Iov, 5v) ~ rab “slave” (Yov, 1869, 8), robotnyky “laborers” (Iov, 1) ~ 
!����3� “household” (Yov, {|�}�� ��� ��	� {����� ������%�� (Iov, 2) ~ vistjanec´ 
“messenger” (Yov, {|�}�������	�{�����benket (Iov, 1) ~ obid “feast” (Yov, 1869, 
�����	�{�����/����%�(Iov, 5v) ~ svitlyci “houses” (Yov, {|�}��|����	���{����
��!�����(Iov, 10v) ~ ���+������“tormentor” (Yov, 1869, 15), �����$�(Iov, 9) ~ 
namet “tabernacle” (Yov, {|�}��{�����	�����������3��*�����(Iov, 12v, 32, 35v) 
~ ����������“The Almighty” (Yov�� {|�}�� {{�� ��	�|�����veselost´ (Iov, 5) ~ 
��3��!��&;��*�qIov��������������

���������������!��������3$����`��(Iov, 7) ~ 
���!���and levenja “young lion” (Yov, 1869, 10). The latter two lexemes are 
well-known diminutive innovations of Kuliš, which are attested in both 
Q�����>���/�������q>���/���{�||��������������Ð�
��������;���qÐ�
���{��}}��
dictionaries.

It is clear that Aleksandrov had a different vision of literary Ukrainian as 
compared with the language program of Kuliš. For greater comprehension of 
the biblical narrative, the Xarkovite author tried to base his stylistic language 
variance on the old East Slavic tradition that, in matters ecclesiastical, had by 
that time been largely supplanted by the Russian recension of Church 
Slavonic and, in matters secular, by literary Russian. Introducing vernacular 
elements could hardly help Alexandrov to “Ukrainianize” his text since their 
number had to be minimal in order to achieve the stylistic register 
appropriate, according to the author, for the lofty narration. For this reason, 
regional vernacular elements like xlopotá “vanity” (Iov���������	�{���{�������

declension loc. pl. -ex, the dat. pl. -em, and some other morphophonemic factors. Analogy 
�����
�����������
�����
������������"���Ð���	�;������
��q{}�}��{}�����
���"�����;�����
onto the period before the loss of jers. Remarkably, Kuliš did not use the older (south-
western) Ukrainian desinence -yj, which might have sounded too regional to his ear.
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likely to completely undermine the authority of the high style as initially 
envisaged by Alexandrov (consider ���$����������������3%�����������$�/��+��
“He wandereth abroad for bread” [Iov��������	�{����¨���$�������

������������
and literary talent, Aleksandrov did not manage to create what, as early as 
1877, was conceived of as a language comprehensible for all Ukrainians, 
�������������������"����
����
���q���������;�{}�����������

Remaining southeastern Ukrainian at its core, Kuliš’s language was 
nevertheless comprised of variegated dialectal elements and loan forms that 
could turn its chaotic state to its advantage by encompassing more dialects 
and literary traditions (e.g., Russianisms sud´ba “fate,” grjaz´ “dirt” [Yov, 
1869, 7, 8], the Polonism potuha “power,” Church Slavonicisms oblyk “face” 
and hlaholat´ [ibid., 6, 7, 8] compared to homonity “speak” in Aleksandrov 
[Iov, 25]). In addition to neologisms (e.g., pryvyddja and pryvydky “appari-
tion” [Yov, 1869, 72, 16]), Kuliš glossed himself aptly in an idiomatic medium 
�������"�����
������������
������
���������������
�����q��"���xiba revut´ 
voly, jak jasla povni? [ibid., 13] as compared with Aleksandrov’s !�������+%�$�
)��������$�)����é�“loweth the ox over his fodder?” [Iov��}�����	����¨��

As a result, Kuliš’s discursive strategies proved more virtuoso than 
�
����������������
�����������	���������	��!�������"
������"�������
translation was completed in 1877, the same year Aleksandrov declared 
�����
��������
;�;������
�������������������"����
������	
�������
�����"�
Kuliš’s literary standard.

AT THE CROSSROADS OF POETRY AND PROSE

In the early 1890s, Kuliš was still translating the Holy Scriptures, although 
the whole process differed from his early experience in translating the 
biblical texts. It should be recalled that his initial intention, as shaped in 
the late 1860s, was to create a vernacular translation of the Bible, thus 
making it more comprehensible for the common people. Yet this plan 
underwent substantial changes in the early 1890s. After the manuscript of 
���� ���� ����
����� ��� ��� �
�� �������� ���� ��������� ��� �� ���� ��� 
6 November 1885, the writer settled down to translate it for the second 
���������������¥�!����
��������������
�{|}�����
����;�Q�
�	��������
Kuliš clearly stated that, after the Old Testament, he would prefer to 
return to the translation of the New Testament because the language of his 
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��������
���������	����
��"�
����������	��������<����
�������
;�;�������
Galician direction (Kuliš to Biloborodov, 89).

A new translation of the Old Testament was a twofold process. Kuliš 
began to work simultaneously on a prose translation (with poetic elements) 
������������q���������������!����
�����������������{|}����������+����
`�
�j���������������������������������	�"�������������
�����������Q�	
��
“in place of that which burnt till the end of the Apocalypse,” thus greeting 
him “from verse 21 in chapter 19 of Exodus” (Kuliš to Nos, 28). In this 
���;�����������������"�������
���&�������������������������§���¨�����
was poetic, in verse” inasmuch as “a good quarter of the Old Testament was 
written in verse without rhyme” (Kuliš to Biloborodov, 89). As early as 10 
���	���{|}���̀ �
�j��
����������������������������{������������	�������
Moses, while on 19 October, he purportedly completed the translation of 
����<�������

������������������������������&������������Q�	
�*�qY���;���
1928a, 230, 231). This was a totally new type of poetic paraphrase that was 
not, alas, completed, due to Kuliš’s untimely death in 1897. In general, he 
����"���������
���q���
�����
�������������������	�������=������������
������������������������������	�������=�����qÎ�
���������������{��UB).

_��
��������"����&������������Q�	
��*�`�
�j���	�����������������
translation of the Holy Scriptures with an eye to offering it subsequently to 
the British and Foreign Bible Society. In late December 1894, Kuliš wrote 
�����
������=���;
�����
�������������	����	����
��
��������"����&��
������§���������¨�Q�	
�*����������
����������
�����������	�������=������
In order to receive feedback from specialists and regular readers, he asked 
���
�������	
���������������������������������������������
�����qY���;���
{}�|��� �{����������� 
����� ��� �� ��	
�� ��������+����`�
�j� �������������
intention to publish the translation in small installments and in small 
numbers of copies, not more than one hundred pamphlets (Kuliš to Nos, 
�|~�}�����������"���̀ �
�j����������������������"�����������������	�����
in the Bible, as had been proposed by some scholars, it would be most 
�����
�����	
����������������������������������

�����������������-
lations, inasmuch as “our language would not show its principle in prose as 
much as in verse” (Kuliš to Biloborodov, 91).

$����������������������������	
����������;����������������������
This, however, did not discourage Kuliš. In 1896, his perseverance 
seemed to have been rewarded by a complete new translation of the Bible, 
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�����������"
�������������������� 
���� ��Y���
��Q�
��������;� q{|��~
1899). And indeed, as early as 6 August 1896, the Old Testament was 
translated both in prose and verse (Naxlik 2007, 2:278). Earlier, he had 
�������������������������������/��������
�������������������������
�������������
������������
���������������������������	���������
&��������������������������*�q`�
�j������/������{�{���

Overall, by April 1895, Kuliš had translated the bulk of the canonical 
and some of the deuterocanonical books, both in prose and verse, depending 
���������"���
��������������	�����
�����������`�������q{|�{~{}{�������
his students, as well as the “poetics” of the individual biblical books. The  
following books were translated: Pentateuch (
�������**�����������qIosuja 
Nunenko������"���qSud´di), Samuel (Samuel´), Kings (Cari), Isaiah (Iesaja), 
���������qIeremija), Ezekiel (Ezekyjel´), Hosea (Hoseja������
�qIoel´), Amos 
(Amos), Obadiah (Obadyja��� ������ qIoana), Nahum (Nahum), Habakkuk 
(Habakuka), Haggai (Hakhkheja), Zechariah (Zaxaryja), Malachi 
(Malejaxyj�������������

�����	�qHýob) (Kuliš to Biloborodov, 89; Zelens´ka 
2000).

Kuliš was inclined to group the books in the spirit of some Protestant 
����
���������"������� ����
���������� ����� ����� ��O����"� ����������
layer of Hebrew poetry followed by prose translations. At its core, however, 
this division, as found in various contemporary translations, is blurred. The 
several variations of what counts as a poetic line form and what reads as 
prose demonstrates the uncertainty of scholarly opinion in this matter. 
Before going into the details of Kuliš’s vision of poetry and prose in the 
Bible, it is expedient to cite the opinion of some biblical scholars (Kugel 
1981, 302; Gillingham 1994, 19) that there are in fact no clear-cut distinc-
tions between prose and poetry in Hebrew. As a matter of fact, between the 
eighth and tenth centuries, the Masoretes copied the ancient Hebrew texts 
(giving them their pointing, vocalization, and stress) with seemingly little 
regard for any consistent division of poetry and prose. Psalms, Proverbs, 
���"�������"�����	��'����������������������������
�����������������
are presented in their entirety in poetic form. On the other hand, there is no 
��������
����������"������

���&������Q����*������������������
������-
sion is that of Law, Prophets, and Writings.

Generally, a similar approach, without the rigid dichotomy of prose 
and poetry, was successfully applied in biblical scholarship and in 
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������
���	���������J��¦�q{|��~{|}{������������������������	�	
���
�
books was into History, Prophets, Law, Chronicles, Hebrew Poetry, 
Religious and Moral Philosophy, and Political and Polemical Literature. 
His grouping of the books of the Bible, however, may look different from 
the “poetic” order elaborated by Kuliš in his translations of both the 
canonical and deuterocanonical books of the Bible (Zelens´ka 2000). 
Here it is helpful to include a chart that summarizes Reuß’s “analytic” 
chronology and Kuliš’s “poetic” order of the books in the Bible.

Reuß’s “Analytic” Order Kuliš’s “Poetic” Order

���"����{������������
��{�������`��"�
Prophets
�������������������
1 and 2 Chronicles, Ezra, and  
Ö+�������
Psalms, Lamentations, Song of  
Ö��
����
��	��������	������
���������_������ 
Ö�������������������������_���������

��
���������������	������������
Baruch, Prayer of Manasseh

Ruth, 1 and 2 Maccabees, Daniel,  
Ö�����������������=����	�����Q�
�

�������$��"������������

Psalter
Lamentations, Song of 
Solomon
��	
Proverbs
_����������������������������
Amos, Hosea
Isaiah
Micah, Zephaniah, Nahum, 
Habakkuk
��������
Ezekiel
Prophet (unknown)
Haggai, Zechariah, Obadiah

The grouping chosen by Kuliš is hardly corroborated in biblical 
�������� >��� ��� �� �
����������� �������
�� ��������� 	�� �� ����� ��� ��
biblical scholar. Not surprisingly, Kuliš placed at the top of the list the 
book of Psalms that, in effect, represents as complex a genre as Hebrew 
poetry: 

��������������

�	�� ������
���� ���"����� ������� �������
long ago been published, but the Psalter that is now being trans-
lated in the high light of German biblical scholarship. The 
second part will be again lyrics, that is, the Lamentations 
�����	������������������������"�������"�������������������
��

� 	�� ��� 	���� ��� ��	�� ���
�� ����
���� q��� ��� ��� ����
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��	
���������{|�}������������

����������������������Q�	
�������
���

���������	������qÎ�
�����������������

��������
���������
�<�������������������������"���������

���	�����
editor’s narrative commentary (Gillingham 1994, 189). As a highly creative 
individual, Kuliš was charmed by the spontaneity and responsiveness of 
Hebrew poetry to life. Using clear poetic conventions, in terms of form as 
��

������
���������
�������������
��������
������������������������
by the conventions that Kuliš himself maintained in his poetic writings.

One should bear in mind that there is, however, a handful of psalms 
(e.g., Psalms 87, 106, 103, and 136) where the dividing line between prose 
and poetry is not clearly delineated, so that they could be read as continuous 
prose (Gillingham 1994, 191). One can put up with the above special cases in 
the poetry of the Psalms. Yet, as has been mentioned above, it is practically 
�������	
�� �� ���� ������ 	����� ������� ��� ���
���� ���"�� ��� ���� ���
������	������"����	������'����������������"�
������������������������
���������������������
�������������������
�	�����q`�"�
�{}|{���}�~������
One can speak rather about poetry outside the book of Psalms, thus suggesting 
poetic pockets within such biblical categories as Law, Prophets, and Writings.

Y���������������"���`�
�j���"������"���"�������	������O�������
	�� ��� ������������ �
����������� ��� ��� �������� ������ 	����� qdie 
poetischen Bücher), comprised of Psalms, Lamentations, Song, Proverbs, 
���� ��	� qJ��¦��`�������{}������������������������� �������
�� ���-
scended this traditional (analytic) theory by expanding the list of discrete 
poetic books. This is why Kuliš’s grouping may be tentatively taken as a 
poetic/prose continuum of biblical categories, with the book of Psalms 
and the book of Obadiah situated on the opposite poles. 
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Unfortunately, in 1897 the death of Kuliš brought a halt to his work on 
the two different translations of the Holy Bible. Despite a severed 
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;�;������������������&������������
*�q���
�������������;������������������������
����������!����������������
their long cooperation with the British and Foreign Bible Society, 
��
;�;� ���������� >����� =�

���� q�� ���� ��� ������� =�

���� ���� ����
negotiated the publication of the New Testament after 1885) to buy 
the copyright on the prose translation of the Old Testament (Zelens´ka 
���{���{�~�{|�������{���
��{}�{������������������������Q����������
Foreign Bible Society signed a publication contract notwithstanding 
the fact that the translation had not yet been completed in its entirety 
q���������;�{}���� 
���������Q�	
������������������ ������`�
�j���
widow, Hanna Barvinok, 5,000 gulden, as well as a corresponding 
������ �� +�/�;<'�������;�� ����� 	�� ��� ����� ���� �������� ����-

���"� ��� 	���� ��� J���� ��������

��� ��� ��
;�;� ����� �� >�����
Barvinok on 7 May 1901, he had translated the bulk of the deuteroca-
������
� 	������ �� ���� �� ���� �� �������� ��	��� ������� _������ ���
��
���������
����������������
���������������Q�����������{���������
��=����	��������������
��������
;�;���������������
�������������
Apocrypha could not be bought by the British and Foreign Bible 
Society; moreover, they had not been approved by the Holy Synod 
either (Zelens´ka 2001, 317). 

�����
;�;����������������	��"�����������������������������
��
Bible had not been edited and was not yet ready for publication since 
“there were in the text many omitted words and entire verses, there 
were also other shortcomings and drawbacks in the translation itself, 
����������������������"�������������*�q���������;�{}����
�����!����

����������=���{}�����`�
�j������������
;�;������������������������
he had not changed the contents of her late husband’s translation 
qÎ�
����������{����|~��}���>���������������������������������������
the whole text, while comparing it with other translations of the Bible 
in order to correct possible stylistic and factual shortcomings. Among 
them, he complained of missing sections and some murky places in the 
������
;�;� ����� ������
������"��� ���������������`�
�j��� ����
������
which, to his mind, warranted correction, in particular an excerpt from 
Numbers (4:15, 16) where he rightly suggested some changes:
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Kuliš’s Draft Translation of 1896 Puljuj’s Emendations of 1902

{�����«�«��Ú±�¸¯¿µÃ¯�³Âµ�ô±¾¯Ã±®Ë¸� 
Æ�}^'\<|QOG#]'\X�O<\9_4.

{����Ûµ¿»¹¶�È±�%»±¾¯À¯Â¸�
Ô¿¯Âµ®±®Ë¯��È±ÂÄÒ¹��'=4Q, 
³Âµ�²Ä¸Ã »Ä® Ë�Ã¯�Ë¯¶ »Ä®�
³¯Çµ×� �¶¯Â <³Â ®µ² �
³µ¸²¹Å¯²Ä®� �³µ°¯À¯»Ä®¹<
°¯²Ã »Ä®¹�'=4»��Ã¯�
®¯¿»¹¶¯Ã <°±� �®¯¶�Æ²°�
¸ Ã¯» ×±°� �×µ�±²ÄÃÄ�Æ�
²Ä¸¹Ã » ×�¾�³µ²Æ¶<
À®¯Â¹¶¶�··��qMosej, 315)

{�����«�«��Ú±�Ã�Â±Å�À�}^'\<|QOG#]'}'�
O<\9_X��×µ�·Ç�² ®µ¸±�ô±¿¯Ã¯�
®±²Ã �°¯½ÃÄ�

{����â»±¯À¯Â�È±�² ®�ÔÂµ®¯�
²¸¹×±®® Ë¯�°¯Ã °±�¶µ¿»¹¶�®¯¶�
'=4[F�¶»¹�²¸Ã »Ä® Ë¯��Ã¯�®¯¶�
Ë¯¶ »Ä® ° �³¯Çµ×¯° ��Ã¯�®¯¶�
³µ¸²¹ËÅ¯²®µ½�È±ÂÃ¸µ½�
Ç»¼®µ½��Ã¯�®¯¶�° Âµ°��
°¯Ã °±�¶µ¿»¹¶�®¯¶�Æ²°��×µ�Ê�¸�
®¾��®¯¶²¸¹Ã ®±½��¹Ë��®¯¶�
³µ²Æ¶ ®µ½�··��qÎ�
����������{��
338)

Kuliš’s Translation of 1869 Ukrainian Bible of 1903

{�����«�«��Ú±�¼�¶±�Ã¹¿¯Â�² ®¸� 
ô¯¯Ãµ¸ Ç�Æ�G]>O4�G(4|;9OOQ.

{����Ô�®¯�³µ²»Æ¿Æ�â»±¯À¯Â¯��
² ®¯�È±ÂÒ¹�ÝÂµ®¯��¸³¯¶¯Ê�
'=>(<�®¯�²¸Ã»µ��Ã¯�
³¯ÇÆ×±�Ë¯¶ »µ��Ã¯�
×µ¶±®®¯�¶µ°¯�È±ÂÃ¸¯��Ã¯�
³µ°¯ÀÆ¸¯»Ä®¹�'=>(<��Ã¯�
¶µ¿»¹¶�G]>O4� �¸²å¿µ��×µ�¸�
¾��Æ�²¸¹Ã® Ò�� �¸�®¯¶µ¼¯Ç�
��qPentatevx, 110)

{����Ú±�Ã�À�G'@'^O'}'�O<\9_Æ��×µ�
² ®µ¸±�ô±¿¯Ã¯�®±²Ã �°¯½ÃÄ�

{����	»±¯À¯Â�È±��² ®�ÔÂµ®¯�
²Ä¸¹×±®® Ë¯��°¯Ã �°±�¶µ¿»¹¶�®¯¶�
'=�[F�¶»¹�²Ä¸Ã »Ä® Ë¯�Ã¯�®¯¶�
Ë¯¶ »Ä® ° �³¯Çµ×¯° ��Ã¯�®¯¶�
³µ¸²¹Å¯²®µ½�È±ÂÃ¸µ½�Ç»·¼®µ½��
Ã¯�®¯¶�\>^'\��Ã¯�¶µ¿»¹¶�®¯¶�Æ²·Ê½�
�^<\>O'F��®¯¶�Æ²°��×µ�Ê�¸�®·¾��
®¯¶�²Ä¸¹Ã ®±½�¹Ë��®¯¶�
³µ²Æ¶ ®µ½�··��qSP, 133)

�
���� �

� ��� ��� ��������� ����������� ����� �������� ��� ��� ���
�
edition of the Bible that came out in 1903. There was, however, another 
����"���������������������������������������������
��������������-
sion hromadjans´kyj namet was replaced by the more contextually 
appropriate sobornyj namet “the tabernacle of the congregation.”

Much earlier, in the 1869 paraphrase, Kuliš tried to archaize this term 
without changing the vernacular texture of his work. If compared with his 
formulation of 1869, the version from 1903 looks more stylistically neutral, 
though oriented toward contemporary Galician literary practice as a result 
�����
;�;�����������������������	�������`�
�j������"���
�����
�����
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§{�����«�«�������� ���"������ ���	��������� �����������`��<���� ��� ���

tabernacle of the congregation. 

{�������� �� ��� ������ ��� �
<��<��<���� ��� ���� ������<���� ��� ������

pertaineth the oil for the light, and the sweet incense, and the 

daily meat offering, and the anointing oil, and the oversight of all 

the tabernacle, and of all that therein is, in the sanctuary, and in 

the vessels thereof.] (Num 4)

Instead of namet, Kuliš employed in this excerpt skynja (���3!�����) 
“tabernacle” as a possible version of skynija &��*�qÐ�
�����|�������
����
������������
������������������"����������	����
;�;��`�
�j���������
his Pentatevx (Pentateuch) the lexeme olyva “oil” commonly used in 
������������������qÐ�
����������EDU, 4:181) as early as the sixteenth 
century. At that time, the Latin-Italian term olyva was borrowed to refer 
to the olive oil in parallel to the Old Rusian lexeme maslyna q+��/���
{}}��� ��{��� !�� ��� ���������<'���� ���������� ��� ������;� `�������;<
����������;�������������;��
���������;����������������������

����"�
glosses: maslyna drevo oliva and �����!��������������(Kor. and Slav., 
113). Clearly, the lexeme olyva, used by Kuliš, might look obsolete in 
late nineteenth-century language when compared with olija “oil”—
found, incidentally, in his prose translation of the Bible.

�	�����
�����
;�;���������"�����	������
��������

������	
������-
comings, including mere lapsus calami such as I koly vmre mrec´ pry 
jomu, literally, “and when the deceased dies by him” (Zelens´ka 2001, 
��|�����
;�;����
���������������������
�����"������������������������
Church Slavonicisms in the translation of his friend, implying such forms 
as az “I,” slovesa “words,” and hlaholymo (1 pl. pres.) “to speak.” 
+������
����������
;�;�����
��������������������������������������
very precarious since he was making numerous emendations and even 
translating some paragraphs over from scratch (ibid., 339). Despite all the 
�	����� ��������� ������ �������
���������������� ��� ������������
;�;�
�������������������������Q�����>���/�����q{|��~{}{���q�"���������
����������=���;������������������>���
�����
�����!����+�/�;<'�������;����
literary patriarch well-known in both Dnieper Ukraine and Galicia, and 
�
����;��
;����/���� �� 
��"<���������������������
;�;������������
�-
mately assigned the proofreading of the manuscript.
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���;����������������
�������{�������{}�{���>�����Q��������������
could not collate the manuscript with the original held at that time in the 
���������=������������
���Y���
������������;������q�{|}}����

�����
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�������������������������������������
������������������
;�;��������
Kuliš’s draft was allegedly riddled with many synonyms left by the 
translator who, most likely, had intended to tackle them later. Second, 
the sequence of books was somewhat different in Kuliš’s translation as 
compared with the synodal translation. Finally, the amanuensis assigned 
to make a copy for the museum was prone to spelling mistakes. If the 
Ukrainian proofreader was passing over mere typos, what could you 
������� ��������� >���/������ ����� �� �����"�� ���������� ��������"�
"�

��� ������� ����� �� ����� ���� �������� q���������;� {}���� 
����ç�
�����

�������"����� ��������� �� ���������

����������� ������;���� ���
preparation of the manuscript for publication should be taken on by 
only one person (ibid.).

+�/�;<'�������;����������������
��������`�
�j�������
���{|����
qY���;���{}�|	����������������"
���������������������
	������������
���������������������"�����������q��������|����+�/�;<'�������;���"��
��������`�
�j�������������������������������������
���{|����`�
�j�
���	
������������
���
����������+�/�;<'�������;��������
�������������
devoted to the life of the peasantry seemed to have proved Kuliš’s theory 
about the popular character of Ukrainian literature. In the late 1860s, 
�����"�����"������������O�������������������
���
����������'��������-
odical Pravda, Kuliš cherished far-reaching plans about spurring literary 
activities in West Ukraine. These could then be connected with the main-
stream literary process in Russian-ruled Ukraine, largely curtailed in the 
��������������Y�
���������
������{|���
��{|����`�
�j���"�
�����������
the periodical Pravda would be decisive in spreading his literary and 
socio-cultural views among Galician and Ukrainian intellectuals, 
���
����"� ����"� ������� 
���� +�/�;<'�������;� ���� ��������� �� 	��
teaching at that time in the local gymnasium in Siedlce (eastern Poland).

�
�����������"���������������"��+�/�;<'�������;��������������	��
the personality of Kuliš, who did much more for his young protégé than 
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simply introduce him to the literary world. Their friendly relationship  
was known among the Galician populists whose ties with Kuliš were 
	���
��������������������������
���{|�}�����"�����
��{|���q���������;�
{}�����!����������������������
�������{�����	���{|�{��=�
����Q�/������;�
����� �� =���;
�� $���������� ��� �� ���
�� 	�� �� "���� ���� ��� +�/�;<
'�������;�� &��"�������
��� ��

���*���������������
�����
������`�
�j�
(Pavlyk 1910, 45). Quite in tune with his younger correspondent, 
Drahomanov argued in 1873 that Kuliš, who was purportedly a stubborn 
��������������������&������*�+�/�;��������������
��������;�������������
the poor lad began mixing the truth with tendentiousness (ibid., 263).
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�j��������������
���������"�����������"�����"�+�/�;<
'�������;����
�����������������	������q������������{�����~�����_����
+�/�;<'�������;��� ����� Dvi moskovky (Two Muscovites) appeared in 
Pravda����{|�|�q+�/�;�{|�}���`�
�j�"�������������������������������"�
knowledge of vernacular Ukrainian. As early as 1869, in a letter to 
�
��������� Q���������;� q������ {�}�� ���� ��� ��� ������ `�
�j� �������"��"
��
evaluated the contribution of contemporary Ukrainian writers to the forma-
�����������������
������������
��"��"�����������������+�/�;<'�������;��!��
������
���	�������
������̀ �
�j���
����Q���������;�q�	�����{�}~{�����������
authors for his Ukrainian literature reader while offering many dogmatic 
;��"�����������������������������������
�������
��"��"��q'����;�{}|���
{�������������"���`�
�j��+�/�;<'�������;���������������	�������������
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knows all dumys���

����"����
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but also a demanding editor of his literary pieces. Kuliš is known, for 
��������� �� ����� �����
���
�� ������ +�/�;<'�������;��� ����
� 
��!�)��
(The Cocklebur), which was being published in installments in the period-
ical Pravda from February 1868 to December 1868, appearing in issues 
{�~��������|~����Q�/������;���������������	������������������������
�����	��̀ �
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���{}{���{��~{����
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As a matter of fact, Kuliš did not correct only spelling and stylistic 
shortcomings. In some cases he crossed out entire sentences, adding 
instead his own sentences and even paragraphs. Kuliš also insisted on 
adding stress marks (lacking in the autograph) and using quotation marks 
������������
�"���qY���;���{}�|	����������

�������������������������
����`�
�j�����"�������������+�/�;<'�������;����
�����������
��"�����
vernacular Ukrainian. This is why, in the late 1860s, Kuliš sent a draft of 
��������
�����������	����������
�����+�/�;<'�������;�������"�������
look into its language and make as many corrections as possible. 
!�������"
��� +�/�;<'�������;� �������� ��� ��� ���������� ���������
�������������������������������������������������������
���������
of the translation, although some of them were certainly correct. To illus-
���� +�/�;<'�������;��� �������
� ���� ��� ����������� �� �������� �� ����
here, according to Fedoruk (2000a, 282, fn. 19), his most revealing 
corrections. Instead of vydumky lukavi in Kuliš (Psaltyr�� J��;�� {�����
+�/�;<'�������;���������vyhadky lukavi “devices” (Ps 10:2). Instead of v 
horni mene pereplavyv (Psaltyr��J��;��{�}��������""�����v horni mene 
peretopyv “[thou] hast tried me” (Ps 17:3), where (pere)topyty seemed to 
�������������������q����>���/������|�������������������plavyty (ibid., 
194), with its Russian or Church Slavonic tinge. Also in z odra mene ty 
dvyhnuv “thou hast brought my soul from the grave” (Psaltyr��J��;��{����
����������+�/�;<'�������;����������������	���������instead of dvyhnuty 
“to move,” which might have appeared to him as either a Polish or Church 
�
������� ����� q���/�� ���~����� Y������� {������� �

� ��� �

�� �������
����"�� ��� ������ ��� ��� �������
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�j�������
���������������������������������
linguistic elements, from Church Slavonic to western Ukrainian and 
Polish. Fedoruk (2000a, 282) wondered why Kuliš did not take into 
�������������+�/�;<'�������;���������������������������`�
�j����
��
��� ������ +�/�;<'�������;��� ����������� 	������� ���� 
������ �� ����
“too uniformly vernacular” to be incorporated into his encoded language, 
open as it largely was to both internal structural innovations and external 
��O��������

Weak as the relevant evidence can be, Kuliš may have personally 
������� +�/�;<'�������;� �� ��������� ���� ���� ��� ��� ����
����� ��� ���
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Bible. In the late 1860s, while staying in Warsaw, Kuliš was taking lessons 
���>�	����������
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���"���������������
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why. Be that as it may, one should bear in mind that Kuliš’s work on the 
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393) dared to express some reservations about the quality of Kuliš’s transla-
����� Q�� ��� ���� +�/�;<'�������;� ���� ����
���� ���� ���� ��� ���
����
���������������"��	
�������������
��O��
�����!��̀ �
�j�������
������
��������"���+�/�;<'�������;����������������"���������������"������
consistency in the rendition of most biblical names. In some places, as he 
was informed by a copyist working with Kuliš’s manuscripts, Kuliš left 
pairs of the type Abraham and Abrajam for A´-bra-ham (Gen 35:12) or 
Jakob and Jakov �������<��	�q#������{���=������������+�/�;<'�������;���
translation, the copyist also found no uniformity in the spelling of some 
ethnic names such as fylystymljany (Phil´-is-tines) as compared with fyly-
stymci��������
���������������������+�/�;<'�������;�q{}�|���}���������
��
;�;���&�����������������	����"������������������������������
��
deem necessary,” or simply to restore those forms that had been intro-
duced in the translation of the New Testament. 

��������������
����+�/�;<'�������;����������������������������-
ally, would prefer popular forms of ethnic designations as commonly used 
in Ukraine: bohuslavci, korsunci, steblivci, dac´kivci, semyhorci, all 
��������"� �� ��� ����	����� ��� ������
��� ��

�"��� ���� ������ +�/�;<
'�������;�� ���� ��"�
�� �������� `�
�j��� 
������� ���� 
��"��"�� �
���
q�������/�{}�}���{��+�/�;<'�������;�{}�|����{������"
�������������
mentor’s translation one allegedly inappropriate word form, jehypci, for 
E-gyp´-tians (e.g., Gen 43:32). To his mind, one had better use a form like 
jehyptjany, appearing congruent with, for example, kyjany and not kyjanci 
&����	��������`���*�q+�/�;<'�������;�{}�|���}���

��
;�;� q��� ������ �
;����/���� ���� ������ `�
�j��� ����
������ ����
������������������������+�/�;<'�������;����������������������
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��"���� �� ������ ����� ������� !�� ��� ���
� �������� ��� ��� Q�	
�� ���
������������{}���������
��`�
�j���	���
���+�/�;<'�������;���������
were replaced by less appropriate, western-Ukrainian-styled designa-
tions like jehyptiji (SP, 69, Ex 14:27) and fylystiji (SP, 394, 1 Chr 
10:1); these were not even attested in the dictionaries authored by 
Q����� >���/�������������Y�������;�� ���� ������� Ð�
��������;������
last of these, for instance, recorded only ehypetnyk or ehyptjanyn 
&�"�����*�qÐ�
���{��{���� !������

������
���	���������������������
	����
;�;�������
�������������	�	
���
������"���"��������������������
��� �������������"�����������������������+�/�;<'�������;��������
insist on the use of the older desinence -e, which, competing with a 
new desinence -y in such forms as jehyptjany, was gaining ground in 
nineteenth-century written Ukrainian. Most interesting in this respect 
��������������������
���������"�����/���������"�����

����������"�
the use of the forms ending in -e at the cost of the forms in ending in 
-y q����j�����{}�|��{��~{�|��̀ ��������;�{}����������~�����>��������
�����������"�����������=����;��������������-e in the lexemes with 
���������-yn- in the singular was rather common (e.g., ljude “people,” 
ital´jane “Italians,” and so forth [Hrycenko 2007, 26]).

Despite his numerous teaching assignments and service outside his 
������������
;�;�����
�������	����������
��������������

�����	�����
���=����� ���� ��� ����������������Q�	
���>���
����������������������� ���
����"��"������	
����������;��������������
�����������������������������<
language text of the Old and New Testaments came out of press as early 
as 1903 and was subsequently reprinted in 1906, 1908, 1909, 1912 (Vienna), 
����{}���qQ��
����q`���
;���{}�}�������������������;�{}����
��������	��
sure, this was not only a long-awaited publication success, but also an 
epochal contribution to the development of literary Ukrainian, in both its 
upper registers and high style devices. All in all, the appearance of the 
Bible was the realization of Kuliš’s dream to make the Holy Scriptures 
available in Ukrainian in libraries and study-rooms across all Ukraine 
(Kuliš to Hatcuk, 49). 

_������
����������������������������������������Q�	
�����
��
	��������� ��� ��<����
������+�/�;<'�������;�������� 
��"������������
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were notoriously arbitrary, inconsistent, and occasionally based on an 
erroneous understanding of the normalization of written Ukrainian from 
the beginning of the twentieth century until his death in 1918 (Tarnawsky 
��{����}��ç�!��������������������������Q�	
���+�/�;<'�������;�����
���������	���������������������
;�;�����������������
������������	��
Kuliš and himself. This intervention drove a wedge between the two 
regional varieties of literary Ukrainian as practiced in Russian-ruled 
���������<>��"��������������q+��/��������������!���������������-
����� ��� ������ ��� +�/�;<'�������;��� ���������� ���� ����
�� 	���� ���
mind that his contribution to the translation hardly compares with that 
��� `�
�j�� !�� ����� +�/�;<'�������;� ����
���� �� ������� ��� ��� �
��
Testament from the Protestant German Bible, though largely referring, 
��� ��� �������� �� ��� J������� ������
� ��� q+�/�;<'�������;� {}�|��
���~������ ������ ��� ��� ���
��� +�/�;<'�������;� ����
���� ���
following canonical and deuterocanonical books: Ruth, 1 and 2 
�������
����{�����������������+������������������	��������������������
Baruch, Daniel, Proverbs, and 1, 2, and 3 Maccabees, as well as the last 
���
�� ��� ��� 	���� ��� ���
��� q��������� ����
���� 	�� ��
;�;��� _���
��"���� �� ��� ��������������
� 	������ +�/�;<'�������;� ����� ������-
�	
������������
��������
;�;���������	�����������	������
����������
in Russia the Holy Synod would not even consider a translation 
lacking the Apocrypha (ibid., 374, 376). Therefore, in order to dissem-
inate the Ukrainian Bible and help promote the book in the Russian 
Empire, the British and Foreign Bible Society would need to print both 
the canonical and apocryphal (deuterocanonical) books. 

!����
�����������
��{}�{�������������"����������������������������-
���������"�� +�/�;<'�������;� q{}�|�� �|��� ������ ��
;�;� �� �	
�"�� ���
British and Foreign Bible Society to have the Bible printed in Kuliš’s 
phonetic script (���������). He explained that in Russia the etymological 
orthography of letters such as �� was banned, with the exception of 
phonetic orthography, even if such a scheme were different slightly from 
the system of �������������
;�;������������

�"��
������"��������
�����
orthography but also replaced some lexemes and expressions in the trans-

����������	��+�/�;<'�������;�����`�
�j�����&�	��
���������"����
�



PART I � THE BIBLE186

#�
������������*� !���������� �� 
�����
� ��	�����������
;�;� ����������-
nately used parallel forms like cej ~ sej “this,” se ~ otse ~ oce, a confusion 
������������"���+�/�;<'�������;��������������	
��q�	����������

�����������"��������+�/�;<'�������;���q{}�|����{��
�"����������
his own standard represented “a spoken popular language of our time as 
���������

������
���������������������
�����������������������������������
region, Galicia, as well as a small zone of the eastern Polissian dialect.” 
Forms like cej “this,” myni/mini (dat.) “to me,” and 3�������“earlier” were 
commonplace in this language. For this reason, he was following the 
����
���
��"��"��������/������������������`�
�j�������������������������
region (ibid., 455), because the latter made use of forms not attested in 
Central Ukraine. This was a desperate, cantankerous revelation from an old 
�������������������
����
�����������
����"�"��������������"���"�����
the presumed “Galician vogue” in the written language of his time. 

$��������� �� �"�� �� ��� 
���� +�/�;<'�������;� q{}�|�� ���~�����
���� ��� ������
� ����
���� �� ��� Q������ ���� �����"�� Q�	
�� ������� ���
���	���{}�������������������������
;�;������

��
����������������&���
pure Ukrainian language” of Kuliš and himself in the translation of the 
Q�	
��� ��
;�;�� ��������"� �� ����� ����"��� &��� ��
�� ����� ����������
etymological forms of words into Galician forms, for us so provincial and 
strange, but even Ukrainian words with such provincial Galician words, 
as will be totally incomprehensible in Ukraine and look like foreign 
�����*�q�	���������������������������+�/�;<'�������;�q�	����������������
the Bible Society to have the translation of the Bible reprinted not in the 
“Galician dialect” but in the Ukrainian language, while restoring the 
orthography of Kuliš as used primarily in the translation of the New 
Testament that appeared in 1871, 1880, and 1887 as a publication of the 
British and Foreign Bible Society (NZ).

+�/�;<'�������;�����������
��
�������	��&���������������������
���������
� ��������� ����"������ ��� Ð�
��������;*� q+�/�;<'�������;�
1907, 326). Endorsing the regular phonetic rendition of the assimilation 
of consonants like molyssja (2 sg. pres.) “to pray” in Kuliš’s authentic 
���

��"��+�/�;<'�������;� ���
������
�� ������ ��� *���/���� that was 
����"���� 	�� ������� Ð�
��������;� q�
��"� ���� ������� +���
����;�� ����
Malorusko-nimeckyj slovar (The Little Russian-German Dictionary) 
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qÐ�
���{��������'�����"���������
���
�������������������

��"������������
Galicia and Dnieper Ukraine there was, to be sure, a linguistic reason 
	������+�/�;<'�������;���������������"�����������

����������������������������������+�/�;<'�������;�������������
dvojenije allyluja�q&���	
��"����>�

�
�;��*���������������������������
in the letter �� ��� ��������� ��� #�
����� q+�/�;<'�������;� {}{��� ���� ����
should remember that the *���/���� was premised on those Ukrainian 
dialects where the dentals d, t, z, s, and c and the sonorants n, l, and r are 
palatalized in the environment before i from 5�and etymological e, while 
remaining plain in the environment before i from the etymological o, 
whence the opposition of d´id “grandfather,” t´itka “aunt,” ~ dim “house” 
qÐ���	�;������
��{}�}���|�������������
�������������_�������������
(excluding its southern part), namely in much of the Dniester and southern 
�����������Y�
�������������

�����������
;�����
����q+��������{}����{|���
������ +�/�;<'�������;��� 
��"��"�� ��������� ������
��
�� ��� ����������
was modeled primarily on Southeast Ukrainian, it becomes clear he did 
�����������&���	
��"����>�

�
�;��*���������������������*���/����, see 
3�3�§¶ì¶<¨�&"���������*�qÐ�
���{�{|�����������������������������
�"-
ical jat´, ������“aunt” (ibid., 2:967), as opposed to dim (domu) “house” 
(ibid., 1:186), with the etymological o in the genitive case form.

Generally, the use of the letter ��proved a stumbling block to the 
process of harmonization between the two spelling practices cultivated 
in Galicia, Transcarpathia, and Bukovyna on the one hand and in 
$������������������ ������������� ���������Q�����>���/������������
dictionary was premised largely on southeastern Ukrainian orthoepy, 
adduced both practical and pedagogical arguments against the imple-
���������������
�������J������<��
�����������q'��;�����������������
����������������������#�
����������������"���>���/�����������������
use of the apostrophe to distinguish between r’ja and rja, write the 
��O������ �����
�� sja together with the verbs, and drop the soft sign 
before v in words like s´vit &���
�*�q`�������;�{}�}��{|��������
�����
�����������������	����
;�;�������������	
����

�������������������
���������������
;����/���

!�� ���� ��������� ��� ��
;�;��� ��
������ ����������� +�/�;<'�������;�
(1968, 434, 398) was ready to accept Kuliš’s excessive use of archaisms: for 
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despite their occasional disagreements, Kuliš always remained an utmost 
������������+�/�;<'�������;����
��"��"���������q�������/�{}�}�������!��
����������
��������+�/�;<'�������;�����������������	
��������������������
���������������������������������������������������������"����������������
linguistic system. He had long been protesting against excessive and “deep” 
������������������
��"��"�����������
����������������������������������
����"�����������������`����������
������"�����������������"���+�/�;<
'�������;�����������������
����"��	�����������������������
������������
to keep up. Reminded in 1907 of his disparagement of publication of the 
Q�	
����������������+�/�;<'�������;�q{}�|����|�����������������������
his disagreement with the archaizing principle of Kuliš and instead recalled, 
���������������

�������
������'�	��������;������������
����`�
�j���
discard the Galician written language entirely.

����������������������������������������������
������������������
�������
;�;�����	�����������������
���������������
����"��������������
������	
����������������
������

����̀ �
�j������
�����������������������
����"�������������������������������������+�����������������������
��������"��������
������������"���{||{����
���������Q���������;�������
principles of spelling, the orthography employed in the New Testament was 
�������	������	��������������	����
;�;�qQ���������;����������������������
���
��"����	������������������	��`�
�j��������������
�����q���������;�
{}���������~�
��������������`�
�j��������������
;�;����������������
�����
loyally followed his mentor who, during the years of their active coopera-
tion, would often guide his younger Galician friend in language issues. One 
can only assume that, long after Kuliš’s death, working frantically on the 
��

�������������������������������������������"��"������������	
�������
���;������
;�;�����������������

<���������������"��������&J������Q�	
�*�
might have been sidelined under pressure from the regional (Galician) para-
digm of literary language and culture.

ý���������
��"����������������������
;�;���
������`�
�j���������
where, obviously hurt by the criticism of the “esteemed writer,” he tried 
to explicate his stance and the real reasons behind the changes that were 
����������
�� ����������	��+�/�;<'�������;����
;�;� 	�"������� ���
����� ��� ����� ������ ���� ��������"� �� +�/�;<'�������;�� ���� 	����
substituted for Kuliš’s own lexemes, like !��+���“detachment of Tatars 
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��� ��������*� qÐ�
��� ��{������ ��3���*���� ���3�� “to rectify a damage” 
(ibid., 1:475), strebuvaty “to demand,” blahyj “good, virtuous” (ibid., 
1:31), and �����������&���

��
*�qÎ�
����������{���������������;����
�����	��>�����Q�����������������"�����������
�����+�/�;<'�������;�
would prefer ���!��`����instead (ibid. fn. 1). The latter proposition was 
well grounded in the writer’s view on language. Thus, among other 
���
�"����������������� �����
����� ��������� -ist´��+�/�;<'�������;�
propagated the word ���!�����“art” that, however, did not make its way 
into modern literary Ukrainian, as well as other lexemes (e.g., prosvitnist´ 
“enlightenment,” naxyl´nist´ “inclination,” and pryljubnist´ “predilec-
tion” compared to MoUkr. prosvita “enlightenment,” naxyl “inclination” 
[Muromceva 1985, 15], and pryljubljaty &��
�����
���*�§>���/�������|¨��

����
�����"�����������
��������������
;�;������������������
��
������ ��
�� ���� 	����� ��� =����� ���� J���� ���� ���� ���� ����� 	��
�
;����/�����������������������������	
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������ +�/�;<'�������;� ��	����� �� ����
����� �
������ �����������
�
;����/��� ���� ��������
�� ��������� �� ������ ��
�� ��� ������ ���
���

��"� qÎ�
����������{�������� !������
���������
;�;���������� ���
the language of the translation of the Holy Scriptures, including its 
phonetic script, belonged to Kuliš (ibid., 361). He reminded his inter-
locutors that, as early as 1870, while translating the New Testament, 
��
;�;�����`�
�j��������������������������������������������
�������
language, comprehensible both in Galicia and Ukraine. For this reason, 
in their translation, they resorted not only to Ukrainian but also to 
Galician dialectal words, which Kuliš particularly appreciated (ibid.). 
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�������������
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���`�
�j���
�"����
is only one side of the coin. The overall situation regarding the preparation 
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�����������	��������������������-
tions set by the British and Foreign Bible Society for vernacular translations 
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;�;���������
������������������"�������������-
lation of Kuliš, since retaining them would violate the principle of adequate 
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����������>����������� ������+�/�;<
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�������

�� ����� 	����� ������ ����� ��������

�� ��������� ��� ������
q`�������{}���������
������
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;�;���
��������������
������
�����������"������
��������	��������	���_������������������������������
and the prophetic writings (Gillingham 1994, 123). 

��� �� ����
�� +�/�;<'�������;� ����� �� ���� ������ ��� ����� ����� ���
Kuliš’s translation where the poetic rendering appeared too obvious, or 
simply to slightly change Kuliš’s syllabotonic meter so that it would look 
less poetic overall. Yet his corrections were minimal and delicate. As 
+�/�;<'�������;� q{}�|�� �|��� ��������� ��� ���� ��� ���� 
����� �� Q�����
>���/������ ������� ;��� ���������� ��������� ��� &��	���� ����� ������
about correcting the work of the late Kuliš as regards the contents, but 
only in what is pertinent to the form (of the prophet Isaiah).” Naxlik (2007, 
���|{����"���������������

����������������������������
����"�+�/�;<
'�������;�� ���� ���������

�� ���������� �������
� ��������� ��� ������
translation in the prose narration of the books of the Old Testament. To 
give an example of the editors’ intervention, he cited Moses’ prayer (Ex 
{��{~|��� �����
��� ��� �������<��

�	
�� ����� ������ �� ������ �������
(kolomyjka), which, according to him, was intentionally printed in prose. 
In some other places, the original translation, after such an editing, gives 
��������������������������q������������������������������

Leaving aside for a moment the extent of the editors’ intervention, 
one should not disregard prose that might be read, in fact, as poetry in the 
Bible. The genre of prose prayer, such as that of Moses in the book of 
Exodus, is a good example:

Kuliš’s Translation of 1903

{�Í��«�«��Ý¾�²Ä³¸¯¾°µ�È�
Þµ²³µ¶±¸��²»¯¸®µ�¼µ�
³Âµ²»¯¸ ¸²Ä���Ëµ®¹��·À¶±Ò¹�
¸®�³µ¸¸±Â¿¯¸�Æ�°µÂ±�

�����Þµ²³µ¶Ä��² »¯�°µ¹�¾�¸±» Å��
¼Æ¸�°µ·°�Â¹ÃÆ®Ëµ°��¬®�°¾�
ãµ¿���¹�²³µÂÆ¶ÈÆ�¶µ°�¾µ°Æ�
³Â±²»¯¸® ¾��¬µÀ®±²Æ�¾µ¿µ��
³Âµ²»¯¸»½�ãµ¿<µÃÒ¹�
¼»¯¿µ¿µ�

§{�Í��«�«��!���

����"��������'��������� 
he hath triumphed gloriously: 
the horse and his rider hath he 
thrown into the sea.

�����«�����'��������������"������
song,  
 and he is become my salvation; 
he is my God, and I will prepare 
him an habitation; my father’s 
God, and I will exalt him.
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����Þµ²³µ¶Ä�°ÆÈ�¼µ·¸�²ÃÂ¯Ì�®® ¾�� 
®¯�°¹�Þµ²³µ¶Ä�¸®��

����ôµ»±²® Ò·�¸�
¯Â¯µ®¯��³µ»Ë < 
 ³µÃÆ¿ �ãµÈ¯�² »¯�³µÃµ³ »¯��
³µ¸¸±Â¿¯»¯�¸�°µÂ±���¸ ¼Â¯®±�
µÃ¯°¯®®Ê�³µÃµ®Æ»µ�¸�°µÂ��» Ò¹Â�®¯¶�
» Ò¯Â¹° �À¿ ®Æ» �¸�Ø±Â¸µ®°�

����Þ» ¼ ®¹�·Ç�³µ¸ËÂ ¸¯»¯�³µ�¸²·� 
�̧ Å® �ÂµË ��µ¸�Ë¯°®®Ê�³µÃµ®Æ» �Æ�
°µÂ½�¿» ¼µË°�

����Þµ²³µ¶±¥�Ó¸µ¹�³Â¯¸ Ò¹� 
�̧ ²»¯¸ »¯²Ä�¸�³µÃÆÀ��Þµ²³µ¶±¥�Ó¸µ¹�
¶±²® Ò¹�¸µÂµ¿¯�À¿Æ¼ »¯��qSP, 69)

3.  The Lord is a man of war: 
the Lord is his name. 

4.  Pha´-raoh’s chariots and 
his host hath he cast 
into the sea: his chosen 
captains also are 
drowned in the Red sea.

5.  The depths have covered 
them: they sank into the 
bottom as a stone.

6.  Thy right hand, O Lord, is 
become glorious in power: 
thy right hand, O Lord, 
hath dashed in pieces the 
������¨�q���{��{~��

Like the poetic material, prose prayers are cast sometimes in the 
form of petition and reproach and at other times in the form of thanks-
giving or praise. In this way, they are conscious imitations of poetic 
prayer forms, though their literary context is unmistakably prose narra-
tive: they form an intrinsic part of their story, and the poetic features 
���
����"�����

�����������
�������"�������
��"��"����������������

��
ellipses, changes in word order, word-pairing, word-plays, chiasmus, and 
repetition, all of which Kuliš strove to render in Ukrainian. Such prose 
prayers occur throughout the various literary sources of the Old Testament. 
They are found in the Yahwistic account of the Pentateuch, for instance in 
the books of Genesis and Exodus (Gillingham 1994, 29).

As a result, it is problematic to treat Kuliš’s translation of Moses’ 
��������������������	�������=�����q���{��{~{|�������������������
��
twisted by the editors’ changes in syllabic structure. Most likely one deals 
in this case with prose conceived as poetry. If the editors tried to make the 
prayer seem less or more poetic, they could hardly change the overall 
pattern of murky distinction between poetry and prose as accepted by 
`�
�j� ������ ��� ��O������ ��� ������������ 	�	
���
� ����
�������� !�� ����
attempt to classify poetry in Hebrew fails on account of the lack of clear 
boundaries, then any attempt to ascertain the borderline between poetry 
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and prose in the Ukrainian translation of Kuliš would likewise be irrele-
vant. Concerning some tonic accent or rhythmic stress in Hebrew and, 
correspondingly, Ukrainian poetry, we face a similar phenomenon in 
prose. As the 3:3 meter, seen sometimes as six accents for each verse and 
�����������

����������������������	��
����O���	
��������������������
widely throughout the literature of ancient Israel (Gillingham 1994, 54, 
�|~�}������������	�����������������������������������������"�`�
�j���
biblical language. 

This said, one can hardly concur with Naxlik (2007, 2:283), who 
hastily argued that the adaptation of the Bible with the help of syllabic or 
��

�	������ ������������ ��� `�
�j� &����� �� 	�� ������ ������������*� ���
“inertia” of the outdated romantic cult of paraphrases that was replaced 
by vers libre� ��� ��� ������� ����
������ ��� !���� ���;����� ���� !����
¤������<�
;����!�����������	�	
���
�����������
������������O���������
original and creative freedom of its own. Yet, it is obvious that the essence 
of Hebrew poetry is hidden behind the metric model of “sung speech” 
(Gillingham 1994, 52), which Kuliš seemed to have grasped intuitively.

This is best illustrated by way of the same episode from the biblical 
text, rendered in prose, unlike the above account written in verse:

Kuliš’s Translation of 1903

�����É�³Âµ²ÄÃ¿�ëµ¾²±¾�ÂÆËÆ�²¸µ½�
³µ®¯¶�°µÂ±°���³µÅ¯»µ�
¸±ÂÃ¯Ã ²Ä�°µÂ±�Â¯®Ì®Äµ½�
¶µ¼µ½�¶µ�²¸µÊ·�³µÃÆ¿ ��
	¿ ³Ã·�È�°±Ã®Æ» ²Ä�
®¯¸³ÂµÃ �¾µ¿µ���²Ë ¶¯¸�
Þµ²³µ¶Ä�	¿ ³Ã·�¸�¼±Àµ¶®½�
°µÂ²ÄËÆ�

�|���É�¸±ÂÃ¯» ²Ä�¸µ¶ ��Ã¯�¾�
À¯Ãµ³ » �Ëµ»±²® Ò��¾�
Ëµ°® Ë¯�À�Æ²Ê½�³µÃÆ¿µ½�

¯Â¯µ®µ¸µ½��×µ�
³µ¸¸Çµ¶ » �À¯�® ° �¸�°µÂ±��
(SP, 69)

[27.  And Mo´-ses stretched forth 
his hand over the sea, and the 
sea returned to his strength 
when the morning appeared; 
��������<"���<�����O���
against it; and the Lord over-
threw the E-gyp´-tians in the 
midst of the sea.

��|�«����������������������������
covered the chariots, and the 
horsemen, and all the host of 
Pha´-raoh that came into the  
sea after them; there remained 
not so much as one of them.  
q���{����~�}�
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Comparing the two renditions of the same event, one can argue that 
Kuliš’s approach was as appropriate for the Ukrainian translation as it 
was for Hebrew prose-in-poetry. Indeed, understanding the differences 
between prose and poetry had more to do with appreciation and less to do 
with knowledge. In other words, the distinction was so subtle that it 
required a more intuitive and aesthetic approach opted for by Kuliš in his 
later years.

'����
��� ��� ��������������+�/�;<'�������;�� ������� ��������� 	��
����"�������������	������#�
��������

�	�������������������	����
;�;��
could hardly change the aesthetic appreciation of the Ukrainian Bible of 
1903 in years to come. It is also worth emphasizing that, despite the edito-
���
�����������������	����
;�;������
;����/����`�
�j�������
���������
retain its characteristic features and remained attuned to his vision of the 
biblical style of new literary Ukrainian.

The criticism of Ivan Franko, which followed in 1904, can be seen as 
an exception that proves the rule.

THE PRANKS OF IVAN FRANKO 

��
����+�/�;<'�������;������������������
;�;���
����������������������
the central Ukrainian literary standard, Franko published in 1904 a rather 
scurrilous review of the translation (Franko 1982; see also Danylenko 
���}	������� ������������������ ���`�
�j��� ����
������������ ;������
itself at all, despite giving full credit to the translator for his endeavor. 
According to Franko (1982, 275), an ideal translation of the Bible must 
be either popular (intelligible to the lay people) or scholarly, while 
conveying correctly the meaning of each sentence in the original.3 
Unfortunately, as Franko claimed, Kuliš was not versed in any foreign 
language, least of all Hebrew, whence his alleged total ignorance of 
scholarly publications dealing with existing translations of the Bible. This 

3� ����������
���"�Ð������;���qÐ�����;�{}�����}�����������	����������
�����������
New Testament onto the 1903 Bible, it becomes apparent that Kuliš intended from the 
outset to sustain the spirit of the native tongue; moreover, he believed that the Ukrainian 
translation of the Bible had to be written in Dnieper Ukrainian (East Ukrainian) and not 
the Galician dialect. The latter fact might unwittingly be a stumbling block in the appro-
priation of Kuliš’s language in Galicia.
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is why in some places the translator moved slowly, as if testing the waters. 
Instead of setting forth his translation as a model of modern literary 
Ukrainian and using plain and intelligible language, Kuliš resorted, in 
Franko’s opinion, to obsolete Church Slavonicisms like the old aorists 
��!�� and hlahole (3 sg.) “to say,” nouns of the type vojinstvo “army,” 
hlasy “voices,” )�!����“griefs,” and so forth (ibid.).

As a result, Kuliš’s translation, according to Franko, proved much 
less comprehensible for the common people. This made the critic offer 
���� ���� &����
��*� ����
����� ��� �������� {� ���� �� ��� ��� ���� 	���� ���
Moses, premised on a critical reading of the Greek translation and the 
>�	�������"���
�q�������{}|������~������|�~�|��������#�
������������
admitted that his translation was not perfect either, though he claimed it 
was much better than that made by Kuliš:

Franko’s Translation Kuliš’s Translation

�=<(< 1
{���Ñ¯�³µÅ¯ÃËÆ��Ëµ» �ãµ¿�G'_('^>( 

®±¼µ��À±°»½�
����̄ �À±°»¹�¼Æ»¯�(>|>\<�¾�

O9(7'^Q|]'(<O<��74_#\< 
»±È¯»¯�®¯�°µÂ��¶ÆÇ�ãµÈ ¾�
² ¶¸�®¯�¸µ¶¯Ç�

����Ãµ¶�²Ë¯À¯¸�ãµ¿��&Ñ±Ç¯¾�¼Æ¶±�
²¸Ã»µ¥*�É�²Ã¯»µ²¹�²¸Ã»µ��
(Franko 1982, 276)

�'='(< 1
{����«�«��æ�³µÅ¯ÃËÆ�G'_('^>(�ãµ¿�

®±¼µ�Ã¯�À±°»½�
����Ù±°»¹�È�¼Æ»¯�7XG_<��

7XG_'ÈOQ���_9\^Q(<�»±È¯»¯�
®¯¶�@9?'|O9F���¶ÆÇ�ãµÈ ¾�
Ì Â¹¸�³µ®¯¶�¸µ¶¯° �

����É�^9;9�ãµ¿��Ñ¯²Ã¯®Ä��²¸Ã±¥� 
É�®¯²Ã¯¸�²¸Ã��qSP, 5)

[1. In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth. 

 2.  And the earth was without form, and void; and darkness was upon 

the face of the waters. 

���������#���������'�������	��
�"����������������
�"��¨�q#���{�{~��

Apart from numerous textual and critical comments, it is easy to reduce 
Franko’s criticism to alleging that a few lexemes employed by Kuliš were 
unsuitable. First, Franko (1982, 279) denounced the pair pusta ��)�������� 
“void and unpopulated,” since one could hardly tell the difference between 
these two words. It should be noted that Franko did admit to the poor quality 
of his own version, vydyma j nevporjadkovana “visible and unformed,” 
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modeled on the Greek translation of the original Hebrew expression. 
Second, the meaning of the verb �������(m. sg. pret.) “to hover” seemed to 
him especially murky (ibid., 281) in this context. But what is undoubtedly 
revealing for the “popular” character of the critic’s translation is that Franko 
����� ����� 	�� ����� ��� ���
���
� qQ�;���� >����� pit´ma &��������*� q>���/���
��{}������j����/������������j�����>�
����{����Q�
�<+������|�������������
�
Church Slavonic and bookish elements such as the non-pleophonic hlava 
“chapter,” the present passive participle vydyma “visible,” and sotvoryty 
&�������*����������������������������
�����������������������������
Kuliš used in his translation only two Church Slavonicisms, sotvoryty and 
��!�, together with two bookish (Ruthenian) words, bezodnja (Berynda, 6) 
and )��������, ��������������������<�����������������q�������)�������� 
&�����"�������
����§��������
���¨*�§{�}|¨�§���/������+��/��������}¨���
Yet no dialectism or patent regionalism is found in his translation!

In sum, Franko’s critical appraisal looks narrow and provincial since 
even today Kuliš’s translation reads in places like the sonorant King 
������Y�������q'����;�{}|���{�{��'����{}�}���{��������"������
�������
����������������`�
�j�������
������������
�������������
;�;���������
apt counter arguments, which, if taken out of context, may look exces-
����
�� 	���"� ����� q#�;��� ���� �
;����� {}}|�� ������ ����� ��� �

�� ��
;�;�
waived off Franko’s criticism of pusta ��)���������in Kuliš (incidentally, 
������������	����
;�;����������
���������������������
�������������"���-
icant and poorly grounded. He noted that Franko’s emendation vydyma j 
nevporjadkovana resonated with two translations of the Old Testament, 
�� ���� ��� ������� �
������� �
���	��� Q�	
�� ��������� 	�� =���;
��
$��������;����{|�}����������j
��q��
���������
��qBiblija 1862, 1r) and, 
as was admitted by Franko, the Greek text of the Bible:

The Elizabeth Bible  
]%�����;�")�&^_`q

Vetus et novum testamentum 
]�����)�&^_wq

P���������.������&��&���&��
��Q��
����

����������	�
���������


����������

�����
;�;�q{}����{{�~{{������������"����� ����

������ ����
�������
especially those sponsored by the British and Foreign Bible Society, the 
translators used the same semantic collocation (dumka), although with 
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slight linguistic differences (mova): wüste und leer (the German 
Elberfelder Bible of Carl Brockhaus, 1871), wüst und wirre q��������<
German Bible of Ludwig Phillipson, 1874), �����!�Ó���)���Ó�(the Czech 
Bible, 1899), ��������¥��¨�����)�§Å���(the Polish Bible, 1899), +����+��!���
i pusta q������	����Q�	
�����Y�����������õ�`����%�õ��{}�{���sans forme 
et vide (the French Bible, 1900), una cosa deserta et vacua (the Italian 
Q�	
���{}�������������

���'���inanis et vacua. In view of the parallelism 
����

�����	��������
���������
;�;�����
���������������������������
to charge Kuliš with some inconsistency in translating the underlying 
Hebrew terms �í�Û�¨Ã+í�Û “without form and empty,” especially since 
the critic himself was not familiar with this language. Franko was right, 
perhaps, only in raising the problem of those terms since they are attested 
only in this verse and later biblical texts that are clearly alluding to this 
one (Green 2005). Having placed linguistic evidence in the context of the 
stories of creation, Franko, however, failed to persuasively substantiate 
his accusations of crude mistakes by Kuliš in his translation of the Bible 
(Danylenko 2009b). Moreover, he based his alternative translation on the 
Old Church Slavonic version that served as only one possible reference 
for Kuliš.

As one can glean from Franko’s review of Kuliš’s translations, the 
form ��!� was the main bone of contention in his line of criticism. Yet, 
surprisingly, this form was favored not only by Kuliš but also by other 
translators of the Holy Scriptures, in particular Volodymyr Aleksandrov, 
�
��������� +��������;�� ���� =���;
�� '�	��������;�� ����������

���
'�	��������;����������
���������������!��in the future tense meaning. 
Consequently, viewed through the prism of the vernacular make-up of 
the entire translation, this form together with hlaholaty “to say,” also 
occurring in various contemporary translations, could serve in the lofty 
������������������������"���	�

�������qÐ�����;�{}��������

IVAN PULJUJ MAKES HIS RIPOSTE 

��� ��� ���
��� ��
;�;� ����� �� ��

��� ����� �������
��� ��� ������������
that had been applied by Kuliš in his translation of the Old Testament 
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as well as in his paraphrases of the Psalms (Psaltyr´��J��;������������
difference between the two authors was likely to lie in the ratio of 
archaic, folkloric, and vernacular devices borrowed from Southwest or 
�������� ���������� ���� ����� ����"������� ��� ��� ������������"�
portions of the translation. A cursory survey of these translations shows 
�����
;�;��������
�������
�����
���������������������������
�������
��������������"����
���������������
��������
���"��>��	�/�q{}||��
63) saw “a great resemblance, even identity” between Kuliš’s para-
phrases ������
;�;�������
��������������
��������"��	�������������
�
�����q��
�����	�������"���������
������������
;�;�������
����������
can cite the following lexemes: ���!��“fruits” (SP, 506, Ps 1:3), bramy 
“gates” (SP, 509, Ps 9:14), hrib “open sepulcher” (SP, 507, Ps 5:9; 
Ð�
���{�{�}���sxovysko “lurking place” and zapopasty “to catch” (SP, 
��}�����{��|��}��Ð�
�����}�����postil´ “couch” next to ChSl. ��*��“bed” 
(SP����|����������	�����������������������������������Ð�
��������;�
qÐ�
��� {��{{�� ���{|������ zeliznyj “of iron” (SP�� ����� ��� ��}�� Ð�
���
1:297) as a result of old distant assimilation of zalizo “iron.” One can 
also observe a combination of lofty and low elements in the lexical 
series usta “mouth,” serce “inward part,” and pel´ka “throat” (SP, 508, 
Ps 5:9) (Lemk. p’jalka &�������&����*� ��� ���� &"�

�*� §Y���������;�
1902, 459]). Of interest is the sporadic ikavism in narid “people,” 
spimnuty “to recall,” mid “honey” (SP, 510, 511, 513), and other 
lexemes that are typical of Southwest Ukrainian. In other places, 
�����������
;�;����������� ���������������� ikavism (e.g., narod in 
Psalm 59 [PS�����������}�{{¨���>��	�/�q{}||�������������������
;�;�
might have unwittingly overlooked this and some other similar forms 
when consulting the original translation made by Kuliš.

��������"���>��	�/�q{}||�����������������
�"�������	�
���������
����������"��������
������������
��"�
������
������̀ �
�j�������
;�;��
an assumption that is open to doubt. To illuminate the factual state of 
this alleged similarity, it is expedient to compare translations of Psalm 
{����J��;���Psaltyr´, originally published anonymously in 1868 in the 
periodical Pravda (Psal´ma�{������������
;�;�������
�����������	���� 
of Psalms:
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Rataj’s Paraphrase Puljuj’s Translation

�=<�9OO>»��ÇÃµ�ÃÆ¶ �®±�Çµ¶ ÃÄ�
¶±�Â¯¶Æ�Â¯¶¹ÃÄ�O9;9G_>(4,
ÇÃµ�²Ã±ÈËÆ�¿ÂÌ® Ë¸�° ®¯Ê�
²±Â±¶�À»µÂË¸�®±�²·¶¯Ê�
¯�³Â Ç »¹ÊÃÄ<²¹�¶µ�ãµ¿¯�
¸²·°�²±ÂÒ±°��¶µ�¾µ¿µ�?<]'OX,
³Âµ�À¯³µ¸¶Ä�¾µ¿µ�²Ä¸¹ÃÆ½
�¶±®Ä��®Å�²µ¼Æ�°ÂËÆÊ�
É�¼Æ¶±�¸®�¹Ë�¶µ¼Â±�|^9(',
³µ²¯¶È±®±�Ëµ»µ�ËÂ ® Ò·�
×ÿ�¸�³µÂÆ�7='|'\�³ÂµÒÄ¸Ã¯Ê
�» ²Ã�¾µ¿µ�®±�µ³¯¶¯Ê�
áÿ�̧ ®�®·�Âµ¼ ÃÄ��×ÿ�®·�_('^>_#�
�'G7'|#�¾µ°Æ�¶µ³µ°¯¿¯Ê�
Ñ±�Ã¯Ë��®±�Ã¯Ë�»±¶¯Å °�¼Æ¶±�
³µÅ±À®ÆÃÄ��¹Ë�³ » ®¯�¸�³µ»·
¹Ë�¸Ã±Â�³ »�À�À±°»�À°±Ã¯Ê�
Ã¯Ë�²»¶�·Ç�°¯Â®µ�³µ¿ ¼¯Ê�
ÝÃµ<È�®±�¸²Ãµ¹ÃÄ�O9;9G_>(4
³ÂµÃ �@=<}>��»½¶±¾�®¯�²Æ¶·�
�² »¯�}^4ÈO>��³¯®Æ¸¯Ã 
Æ�Â¯¶·�7^<(9|O>��®±�¼Æ¶±�
�'G7'|#�¼µ�7^<(9|O>��¶µÂµ¿Æ
À�®±¼¯�¼¯Å ÃÄ<®¯À Â¯Ê�
¯�7X_#�»±¶¯Å ¾�O9;9G_>(>�
O<�(4]>�(4;O4 7'}>@<[�  
q`�
�j�{}�}����{��~{�|�

1.  �=<�9OO>»�Åµ»µ¸Ë��×µ�®±�
Çµ¶ ÃÄ�®¯�Â¯¶Æ�¼±À¼µÈ® Ç��
®±�²ÃÆ³¯Ê�²»·¶µ°�À¯�
¿ÂÌ® Ë¯° ��¯®·�À¯²·¶¯Ê�®¯�
À¼µÂ¯Ç�À»µÂË¸�

����Ñµ�¸�?<]'O���'G7'|<�»½¼Æ<
ÊÃÄ²¹�¾�ÂµÀ° Ì»¹Ê�µ�?<]'O� 
¾µ¿µ�¶±®Ä��®Å¥

����É�¼Æ¶±�¸®�¹Ë�¶±Â±¸µ�³µ²¯¶<
È±®±�®¯¶�¸µ¶ ²Ã ° �³µÃµË¯° ��
×µ�³Â ®µ²¹ÃÄ�µ¸µÅ�²¸µ·�Æ�
³µÂÆ�²¸µ½���ËµÃÂµ¿µ�» ²Ã�®±�
¸¹®±�� 
�×µ�¸®�Ã¸µÂ ÃÄ��¸²±�Æ¶¯ÊÃÄ²¹�
¾µ°Æ�

����Ñ±�Ã¯Ë�¼±À¼µÈ®��¸µ® ��¹Ë�
³µ»µ¸¯��×µ�¸Ã±Â�ÂµÀ®µ² ÃÄ�

����Óµ°Æ�®±�¸²Ãµ¹ÃÄ�¼±À¼µÈ®�®¯�
²Æ¶��¯®·�}^4ÈO4 X�À¼µÂ�
7^<(9|O>�;

����Ù®¯Ê�¼µ��'G7'|#�³Âµ�¶µÂµ¿Æ�
7^<(9|O>���¯�¶µÂµ¿¯�
¼±À¼µÈ® Ç�×±À®±��qSP, 506)

[1.  Blessed is the man that walketh not in the counsel of the ungodly, 

nor standeth in the way of sinners, nor sitteth in the seat of the 

scornful. 

 2.  But his delight is in the law of the Lord; and in his law doth he 

mediate day and night. 
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3.  And he shall be like a tree planted by the rivers of water, that brin-

geth forth his fruit in his season; his leaf also shall not wither; and 

whatsoever he doeth shall prosper. 

4.  The ungodly are not so: but are like the chaff which the wind driveth 

away. 

�������������������"��
�����

������������;��"���������������������

the congregation of the righteous. 6. For the Lord knoweth the way 

of the righteous: but the way of the ungodly shall perish.] (Ps 1)

Comparing the grammar and the vocabulary (with obvious Church 
Slavonicisms italicized) in the two versions shows an ever more convo-
luted picture of the creative interrelationship between the two translators. 
������
�"���

������������������	
�������
;�;���"�������
��"�
��	���-
���� ����� ��� ����� ��� ���� ������������� ���� �������"� ����� ��� `�
�j���
������� �
������� ���� ���������� ������ q>��	�/� {}||�� ����� �
���"��
������� ��� ��O������� ���� ����� �� ��������� ���� ����� ���
��� ���� �����
paraphrases.

��� ���� ������� ������ ��� ��� �����
�����
;�;� �������
��+��*������
“blessed” in collocation with the vernacular !������� q��������� J��;���
neologism zlorika “a scornful person”), while dropping another Church 
Slavonicism, ��!�������(pl.) “ungodly” for the vernacular +��+�*��, used 
�
�������

�����������������������
������������"
�����
;�;������������
��-
phonic derevo instead of ChSl. drevo “tree” and a vernacular form �!����, 
with word-initial assimilation in place of articulation, instead of pohybaje 
q���"���������&���������*���������������J��;����
;�;��
�������"���rada 
“council,” commonly attested in folklore and Middle Ukrainian texts, 
into zbory “congregation,” a later derivative widely attested cross-dialec-
tally and especially in Southwest Ukrainian, whence numerous derivatives 
zbirannyk “collector,” �+����!���“focus,” �+�����!��“reservoir,” and the 
like qÐ�
��� {��|���� ��� ��� ����� ������ J��;� ���
����� ����� �������
�
��������������������������������
;�;������q��"���blahi ljude “the 
righteous” and ����������!���“forever”). Among vernacular and folkloric 
������ ��� J��;��� 
��"��"��� �� ��� �������
�� ��������"� ���*��� “path,” 
krynycja “well,” kolo “close to,” mirkuvaty “to think,” )�!������� “to 
���������*�qÐ�
�������|��>���/������}��������radu radyty “to be in session.” 
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����������� �����
� ������� ��"������������������	������
the two versions of Psalm 1. To begin with, there are seventeen Church 
�
�������������������������������J��;�������
�������
����������������
��
;�;�������
������������"
������������"�����
��������"��"��������
����
��������"�����J��;��������������������������������
�������������
���
���������������"����� ���
����
� ����
����������	����
;�;��!� ���
tempting to assume that a limited number of Church Slavonicisms in 
��
;�;��������"�������	�������������	��`�
�j�q����������

��	����
;�;�
himself) because the Galician and Transcarpathian Russophiles commonly 
used such antiquated forms in their ����!���. Unlike variegated folkloric, 
vernacular, bookish, and Church Slavonic lexical devices employed by 
J��;�� ��� ����
����������
;�;� ��������������������������������������
��������
������������������������	������
�������	����
;�;��������������
by regionalisms serving as additional archaizing factors from the perspec-
tive of Central Dnieper speakers.

!�� ��
;�;��� ����
������ ��� ���� ���������� ����� ���� ������ �������
�
���������������������������������O�������	������
����������q��"���
Hospod´���!����3��������+���/, “[the Lord] that sitteth in the heavens” 
[SP, 506, Ps 2:4]). But they are not numerous. Among non-Slavonic 
means of archaization in Psalm 1, one can easily discern western Slavic 
(Polish) borrowings like ���!��&�����*����������O����"���
��������kotryj 
“which.” Quite remarkably, the former lexeme occurs only a few times in 
�������
����������	����
���=���/������;��������������������������
Central Dnieper lexeme ����!�inherited most likely from the Ukrainian 
���������������������
�������q�j��;������<��/�������{}||����}�������
relativizer kot(o)ryj occurs, on balance, in parallel with the indigenous 
absolutive relativizer �!�, represented cross-dialectally. In other psalms 
����
����	����
;�;���������������������������������������������������-
ciples, often ending in ChSl. 6�!��, or their substantivized forms (e.g., vsi 
3�����!��+�����������“all ye workers of iniquity” [SP, 508, Ps 6:8], spas-
����!���[m.] “savior,” �������)�����!��“burning arrows” [SP, 508, Ps 7:2, 
13], and +����!�/����[gen. pl.] joho “[them] that fear him” [SP, 519, Ps 
34:7]; here also belongs a substantivized past participle form )��������
[m.] “a dead man” [SP, 517, Ps 31:12]). The above participles compete 
more often than not with relative subordinate clauses introduced with the 
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help of the relativizer �!�� “that” (although without a resumptive 
pronoun), a construction attested cross-dialectally and especially in 
Kuliš’s translation of the Old Testament (e.g., )��������!�����������������
“the chaff which the wind driveth away” [SP, 506, Ps 1:4]).

��

����"�>��	�/�q{}||���������������
���
������������������������
J������� ������ ������ ���������

�� ��� ��
;�;��� ����
����� ����� ��� �����
“goings” (SP�� �{{�� ��� {�����
����

�� &�����*�razvratylys´ (pl. pret.) 
“[they] are corrupt” (SP, 510, Ps 14:1), ����������“to wander up and down” 
(SP, 530, Ps 59:15), and ���!���� “defence” (SP, 530, Ps 59:16). Though 
outweighed by Church Slavonicisms proper, their archaizing effect is even 
����� �	������ ��� ���;������� ���� ������� ����������� ���������� ������
(e.g., ��!��� �)������ “[for praise] is comely for the upright” [SP, 518, Ps 
33:1], bramy “gates” [SP, 515, Ps 24:7], naxovstaty uzdoju “to hold in with 
bit and bridle” [SP���{|��������}��Y��������;�{}������|¨��xovzkyj “slippery” 
[SP���{}�����������Ð�
�����{���¨������!������“to wait” [SP, 519, Ps 33:20]). 

In sum, the above means, varied as they may seem, make the transla-
���������
;�;�
������
����
�������������������J��;����������������!�������
these paraphrases were primarily designed by Kuliš as non-ecclesiastical 
literary works. This is why the presence of Church Slavonicisms lends veri-
similitude and authenticity to the popular narrative without, however, 
violating the discursive demands of the biblical text. In other words, if there 
����������������
������	
�����	������J��;���Psaltyr´ and the translation 
�����
;�;�������""�����	��>��	�/�q{}||������������
��	�����������������"��
��� ����"���������� ��� ������������"� ��
����� ��������� ���������������
statistics. At the time of his death, Kuliš had acquired undeniable authority 
���
������������������

����������������������������
�����������������
encompassing different literary traditions and linguistic elements. As a 
��

����������������������
������
;�;�����"��������������������������
�-
tion, if somewhat mechanistically, two regional varieties of literary 
Ukrainian as cultivated in the late nineteenth century in Dnieper Ukraine, 
on the one hand, and in Galicia, Transcarpathia, and Bukovyna, on the 
�����q���/���������~}{�����
��������������
��<	�����
��"��"�����
�����
in Dnieper Ukraine, the latter variety was premised on the old (Ruthenian) 
literary tradition of the prostaja mova, diffused by the early eighteenth 
century in Church Slavonic (Danylenko 2008a, 2015a).
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Franko’s criticism of the supposedly excessive number of Church 
Slavonic forms in Kuliš’s translation of the Bible appears, therefore, less 
����������������!������
������������
;�;��������"����`�
�j�������
������
some of those forms made their way into the 1903 Bible and were used by 
the writer in stylistically neutral contexts. Such was the case with ��!� (3 
sg. pres.) “to say” (Kuliš 1909, 2:203, 246, etc.).4 It is true that Kuliš could 
not resist combining Church Slavonicisms with vernacular elements, some-
times rendering biblical personal and place names primarily under the 
���������������������"����������������;������������������������������
�����
���� `�
�j� q
���� +�/�;<'�������;�� ��������
�� ����� �����������
���������������������������������������-enk(o) (for the sons) and, to a 
lesser extent, -ivn(a) (for the daughters) (e.g., Syxem, syn Hemmora, 
Evejanena or [Syxem] Hemmorenko [SP, 36, 37], that is, “She´-chem the 
son of Ha´-mor” [Gen 34:2, 4, 6]). Note also Sejir Horijenko (SP, 36, 39), 
that is, “Se´-ir the Ho´-rite” (Gen 36:20) or Mylka Haranivna “Mil´-cah, 
the daughter of Ha´-ran” (SP, 14, Gen 11:29) as compared to �������3�!���
Harana, a genitive possessive construction used �
���	��!�������;���������
!����¤������<�
;���������������
������������Q�	
��q>��	�/�{}||������

One may wonder at this point if the aforementioned case of 
Ukrainianization could have been the main provocation for Franko’s 
scathing criticism of the stylistic devices offered by Kuliš in his transla-
tion of the Bible.

HOW SHOULD IT SOUND?

In order to ascertain the most representative features of the 1903 Bible, it 
��������������;�����������������������������������������
����������
made by Kuliš in 1869 (Pentatevx). This paraphrase was criticized by the 
������������#���������
����
��"��q���������;�{}�������~������������
Kuliš’s efforts to substantiate, in most conciliatory terms, his program-
matic views in the preface to the translation (Pentatevx, 2). As if 
anticipating the clergy’s negative reaction to the vernacular basis of his 

4 It is most interesting to note that, in his translation of Homer’s Odyssey�����	�;�������
���������������������������O����������
����"�������������!� with, however, the 
preterital meaning, along with a parallel form rik (Danylenko 1999, 246, fn. 21).
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translation, Kuliš deemed it necessary to assure the clerics that his was 
not a perfect translation and that he viewed it as mere “galley proofs.” 
Moreover, “every clever person,” versed in the “Rusian-Ukrainian language” 
(rus´ko-ukrajins´ka mova), would be welcome “to correct these galley 
proofs at his discretion and send over his emendations to the editorial 
board of Pravda” (ibid.). The editorial board, as Kuliš promised, would 
collect all kinds of corrections and keep them for a subsequent revision of 
the translation. As he argued, the Galician-Rusian clerics would be most 
helpful in this endeavor inasmuch as with their support it would be 
possible to convene a “council of smart and knowledgeable devotees of 
the Rusian people” (ibid.). Neglected by the literati, the Rusian (Ukrainian) 
people retained their vernacular language, while imploring the intellec-
tuals to share with them “a key to comprehension.” Leaving aside political 
misunderstandings and personal rancor, it was time to meet their request 
(ibid.).

This preface was, in fact, a reprinting of the corresponding section in 
the editorial board’s invitation to the subscription published in issue 46 on 
���$����	���{|�|�q=���������`�
�j�{|�|����{~���������������!����
=�����������
��������

��������������������������
�q���������;�{}����
77), which means that this invitation was authored by Kuliš. He may have 
���������������������
������������
���&$��/���
�����;�����������*�
(To the Readers of the Holy Scriptures) that appeared in issue 12 on 30 
=�����{|�}������+��
��Y���;���������;����

������������������������� 
In this address, Kuliš shed additional light on his translation principles, 
while again stressing that the translation of the Holy Scriptures as published 
by Pravda was a mere blueprint for a future synthesis. For this reason, Kuliš 
added, “the translators” had been purposely resorting to various synonyms 
and different forms inasmuch as “they hoped to learn from the correctors 
���������������������
��
����	���*�qY���;���������`�
�j�{|�}���{{���

One can concur with Fedoruk (1998, 280) that the publication of the 
Pentatevx comprised a provocative double meaning. Among other things, it 
was aimed at instigating debates about the language of a future vernacular 
translation of the whole Bible. Unfortunately, what Kuliš achieved by under-
taking this pioneering translation was the immediate animosity of the local 
clerics and a subdued optimism of the Ukrainophiles about his work. 
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However, the outburst of extremely contentious criticism, especially by 
Franko, was triggered by the appearance of the New Testament in 1871 and 
the complete text of the Bible in 1903, translated in a scholarly manner with 
����
�����������������������
������������$��������
;�;�����������������
������
������������������������	
�����������������������Q�	
�����{}����
this “authoritative version” crowned a long cooperation of several translators 
�������������
��"����������������
����������������������O��������������
way or another by what had been achieved by their pioneering predecessor.

��� 
���� ���� ���� ��� ���������� `�
�j� ���������

��� ���������
according to the eighteenth-century tradition, retained the etymological o 
and e ������
�<�
�������

�	
�����
���"���������������������
;�;���"��
have later restored the old i, as in narid “people” (SP, 59, Ex 5:16) (e.g., 
mylost´ “goodness,” which looked bookish in comparison with nespraved-
lyvist´ “iniquity” [SP, 89, Ex 34:6, 7] and mid “honey” [SP, 88, Ex 33:3], 
which is still attested today in many southwestern Ukrainian dialects, for 
��������� ���Y�
���;����������
;�� §Ð�
���{���{��AUM, 2, map 37]). Here 
also belongs the form hod (SP, 8, Gen 5:3, etc.), hardly borrowed, however, 
from the Xarkiv or Poltava region inasmuch as it is found in early Middle 
Ukrainian texts extant predominantly from western Ukraine (Danylenko 
2006c, 317; AUM��������������Ð�
���{�{���������������������������sandhi 
positions of the type peredo “in front of” and zo mnoju “with myself” (SP, 
74, 7), where the secondary o shows no analogical change into i�qÐ���	�;���
et al. 1979, 283), which was regularly found in western Ukrainian gram-
�����qY���;���{}{{��{{���q���������zijde [3 sg. fut.] “to come down” [SP, 
73]). In Kuliš’s Pentatevx����������������������������������
�������
-
lelism, e.g., ��*3���next to ��*3�� “he stayed [yet]” (Pentatevx, 8, Gen 8:10, 
12), although ikavism tends to prevail in positions of the secondary o as in 
viz´my (imper.) “take [her]!” (Pentatevx, 10, Gen 12:19). 

In accordance primarily with the northern Ukrainian literary tradition, 
���������������{}���Q�	
�������������������	��������i and y like vmiraty 
“to die,” zabiraty “to take” (SP, 74, 66), and the e<��O�������������
���in 
vyhledity “to provide out [of all the people able men]” (ibid., 72, Ex 18:21). 
Hyperistic spellings of the type hrjad “hail” (SP, 64), hrjanycja next to 
hranycja (ibid., 73, Ex 19:23, 24), are primarily retained in Southwest 
����������qÐ�
���{�{������������
�
���=���
���������������

��"�����������
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����������	�����������
���������q�����
���{}�}����|����������
��������
such pairs as ��*���� “male” (SP, 67, Ex 12:48) and muz´kyj (SP, 128, 
Num 1:2). It is noteworthy that, in addition to the form muz´kyj found in the 
paraphrase of 1869 (Pentatevx, 109), Kuliš also employed a western 
Ukrainian form, ��*������ [pohlav¨� q�	����� {��� Ð�
��� {������� ��"��	
�� ���
order to archaize the narrative about the circumcision of “every male among 
the men of A´-bra-ham’s house” (Gen 17:23). 

In the Bible of 1903, of interest are instances of Old Ukrainian substi-
tution of e for Church Slavonic 5�like narekannja “murmurings” (SP, 70, 
Ex 16:7) and rekly “they said” (SP��{}��#�����{}��Ð�
���{��|}���������
����� ��������

�� �����
���� ��O��� ��� jat´ in sedity “to sit” (SP, 19; 
Shevelov 1979, 200) as found already in the Laurentian codex of 1377 
(e.g., sedit´ [3 sg. pres.] “to sit” [Laur. 1377, 141, especially 695]). 
Ð���	�;��� �� �
�� q{}�}�� ����� ������ ��� 
���� ����� ��� �� ����
� ��� ���
confusion of e with y. Yet the latter confusion seems to be discernable in 
the spelling mini (dat.) “to me” as used throughout the text of the Pentatevx 
in contrast to meni in the translation of 1903. Deserving of special atten-
tion is another case of the aforementioned confusion, zymlja “earth” 
(Pentatevx, 8, Gen 8:22), as compared with the regular zemlja in the 1903 
edition of the Ukrainian Bible (SP, 11).

In the authoritative version of 1903, one also encounters parallel 
forms with the “new a,” which is likely intended to convey a semantic 
difference between bohatyj “rich” (SP, 14) and bahac´ko “some more” 
(ibid., 70, Ex 16:17) in some southwestern Ukrainian dialects (Shevelov 
1979, 515). However, on closer inspection, there seems to be no clear-cut 
distinction between this type in most of the forms used by Kuliš (e.g., 
bahatyj “rich” and bohato “many [of them]” [SP, 85, 72, Ex 30:15, 19:21; 
Ð�
���{�����|¨���!���������"�������������������������������
��"��"��
of Kuliš with the generalization of many a-forms in Middle Ukrainian 

������������������������������J��������
���������
����"�Y�
���;���
��
���;��������
�	��� ��������qÐ���	�;������
��{}�}���||��

In examining the morphonology, one should note the preposition id 
(e.g., �3�)����!��“northward” [SP, 15, Gen 13:14]), used sporadically in 
sharp contrast to the regular do “up to.” This is clearly a Transcarpathian 
q>���
����"����
�������������������������<��������"
;������! and 
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blended most likely of ��$� å� �$, commonly taking the dative, with do 
(Shevelov 1979, 689; Bevzenko et al. 1978, 425; DUL, 13:25). The prep-
osition id was likely introduced by Kuliš himself since this form, 
sometimes in parallel spelling, also occurred in his Pentatevx (e.g., yd 
)����!�, yd poludnju “northward[,] and southward” [Pentatevx, 11, Gen 
13:14] or id Sydym-dolyni “in the vale of Sid´-dim” [ibid. 14:3]). In the 
paraphrase of 1869, Kuliš also used the dialectal preposition of direction 
yk (< ��$), attested in Middle Ukrainian from the fourteenth century 
onward (Bevzenko et al. 1978, 425) (e.g., yk poludnju “into the south” 
[Pentatevx, 11, Gen 13:1]). The same Transcarpathian (Lemkian?) prov-
enance can be ascribed to another preposition pro “for” as found in the 
Bible of 1903 (e.g., )����!��“why” [SP, 71]); the latter is semantically 
reminiscent of pro as attested, for instance, in the Catechism of Ioann 
q!�����`����q{|�{��q$���
��������|���}{~}�������{{��

Of utmost interest are some other archaizing features in the 1903 
Bible dating back to the Middle Ukrainian period, for instance, the use of 
uz (< �"�6) with a new optional u- and v- in uz berih riky “by the river’s 
bank” (SP, 56, Ex 2:3) (see also vozxodyty “to ascend” [SP, 30, Gen 
28:12] and voz´my [imper.] “take!” [SP, 89, Ex 34:9]). Such forms are 
conspicuously lacking in Kuliš’s Pentatevx. Among obvious dialectal 
features in the edition of 1903, I will mention the change j > l´ on 
����������	����������q�������
;������������
���;����������������������
��� ��O����� ��� zdorovlja “welfare” (SP, 72, Ex 18:7), as well as the 
exchange of the dental d´ with j in numerals ending in -cjat´, as attested 
in Southwest and North Ukrainian (e.g., tryjdcjat´ “thirty” [SP, 8]). Such 
forms were already commonplace in the text of the Pentatevx and could 
��O������������#�
����������������������"�q=��;������{���}�~�}|���
One can add here partial generalization of e in the oblique forms of 
numerals like po semy dnjax (SP, 10) in the Bible of 1903. Among the 
pronouns, Kuliš consistently used the personal pronoun vin “he” without 
a word-initial n- in the environment after a preposition like u jomu 
“therein” and na jomu “thereon” (ibid., 71, Ex 16:24, 17:12). Generally, 
such forms are typical of the northern Ukrainian dialects, as well as of the 
bulk of southeastern and some northern Volhynian dialects (AUM, 2, map 
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208, 3, part 1, map 51). No wonder it was commonly used in the Central 
Dnieper variety of literary Ukrainian throughout the nineteenth century.

The demonstrative pronoun sej (m.), sja (f.), se (n.) as encountered in 
Kuliš’s work belonged to the same literary standard, permeated with 
northern Ukrainian elements and cultivated by such writers as Ivan 
`�
;��������;�� >������;� `����<������;�������� ���� '������ >��	�����
(Danylenko 2008b). Interestingly, parallelism of sej and cej is observed in 
the works of such Right-Bank Dnieper writers as Petro Hulak-
����������;��������������/������ ���� ��O����"��������	�������� ���
������������+�������������������������������

�������Y�
���;������
����
;��qAUM, 2, map 210, 3, part 3, map 34). Explaining the predomi-
nant use of sej 	�� ���/����� ��� ���� ������� 
������ �������

�� ����� ����
��������������
�������j�����q{}�}��{�}���������������O������������
������ ��������������� ���
����"� =���;
�� =��������/� ���� =���;
��
�/������q{�||~{|������

�������������������������
����
��������
�����
on a northern Ukrainian basis. For the case of sej in Kuliš, however, it is 
possible to speak of his general orientation towards the previous literary 
tradition, while Southeast Ukrainian served as a primary basis for the 
"��������
�����<����������
�������
��"��"���>��������O������������
the type se ~ oce (n. sg.) were also attested in the language of the Pentatevx 
(e.g., 11, 46).

Finally, among neuters of the type zillja (coll.) “herb(s),” the trans-
lator (and the editor) employed only the northern Ukrainian ending -e 
�����
��"���
��
���������������byllje “grass,” nasinnje “seed,” znattje 
“knowledge,” and so forth (SP��������#���{�{{����{�����
�������#�
�����<
Bukovynian group of Southwest Ukrainian where there is no gemination 
before the ending -e qÐ
����������
��{}�}���{����>��������������
����
byllje also belonged to the idiolect of Kuliš. It is no wonder that he used 
them in abundance in his personal letters. To take randomly his letters 
written to Stepan Nis, one comes across forms like �%���������“effort(s),” 
)�!������� “publication, printing,” )�3��**�� “(a married) couple,” 
rukopysanne “manuscript” (Kuliš to Nos, 11, 31, 23). Only one form in -a 
is found in his letters to Nis (i.e., pysannja svoje [n. sg.] “one’s own 
writing” [ibid., 23]), although it might have been a mere typographical 
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mistake. Overall, neuters ending in -e and not -a were commonplace in 
�����������������������	��������������������������������������-
tieth century, neuters with long palatalized consonants ended by -e were 
still attested in the northern Poltava dialects (near Pryluky) and in the 
eastern Polissian dialects where they prevailed (AUM, 1, map 205; 
Hrycenko 2007, 27).

Yet a peculiar distribution of such neuters is observed in the Pentatevx. 
First of all, there are only a few reliable examples of such forms in this text 
(e.g., znattja [gen.] “knowledge” [Pentatevx, 4, Gen 2:17], although �+��!!���
[2x, Pentatevx, 5] as opposed to �+��!!���“face” [ibid., 13, Gen 17:3], also 
�������!!��, literally “borderland” [Pentatevx, 145] and ��+���**���“coast” 
[ibid., Deut 3:17]). On balance, one encounters some neuters here, used 
with the collective meaning of the type otamannja (coll.) “princes” 
(Pentatevx, 10, Gen 12:15) and brattja (coll.) “brethren” (Pentatevx, 46, 
#�����{{��������������������"���������������������������`�
�j������-
ently tried to avoid using deverbatives, introducing instead regular 
vernacular nouns. Their simple morphological forms seem to contrast with 
somewhat bookish neuters in the translation of 1903: byllje travne (SP, 5) 
~ trava, bylyna [zernjana] “grass, the herb yielding fruit” (Pentatevx, 5, 
Gen 1:11), nasinnje (SP, 5) ~ zerno “seed” (Pentatevx, 5, Gen 1:12).

Altogether, the language of the 1903 authoritative edition is more 
bookish and less variegated in terms of its dialectal and vernacular 
features, while the paraphrase of 1869 appears to be, from this point of 
view, more democratic and diverse. 

HOW TO STRING WORDS?

The morphosyntax of the 1903 Bible’s language is largely southeastern 
Ukrainian. The following features look representative. For instance, there 
is a comparatively limited number of impersonal constructions with inde-
clinable forms ending in -to and -no in the predicate and the accusative of 
������ �	;��� ����� ��� vzjato molodycju (acc.) “the woman was taken”  
(SP, 14, Gen 12;15), and in the Pentatevx (10). Relative clauses are intro-
duced with the help of the absolutive relativizer �!��“that” accompanied 
commonly by an oblique resumptive pronoun (e.g., �������� �!�� ��� ����



Here Comes the Bible! 209

��*���“the land whereon thou liest” [SP, 30, Gen 28:13], with the resump-
tive pronoun [na] jij [loc.], next to *�������!��3��������+�������������“the 
woman whom thou gavest to be with me” [SP, 7, Gen 3:12], without any 
resumption). This is one of the litmus tests testifying to the southeastern 
basis of the new literary language as shaped in the second half of the 
nineteenth century. The use of kot(o)ryj in relative clauses at that time 
������O�������	����
������������������	��J�����������������q��
����
{}���� ������ !� ��� ��������� ��� ������� ��� ���/����� ���� ��� ���� ����
���;������������"
���������������;�����

����������������Kobzar. Kuliš 
seems to follow here the mainstream trend to use the Ukrainian �!��in the 
relative function. To take the Pentatevx as an example, kotryj is not 
attested in this translation in a similar function. It comes therefore as no 
��������������������������`�
�j����
������
�����

���������������O����"�
relativizer kotryj &����� �����*� ��� +�/�;<'�������;��� 
��!�)� (The 
Cocklebur) with �!�� together with the resumptive pronoun (e.g., �!�� ��
nym for z kotrym &���� ����ä�����*� ��� +�/�;<'�������;� §Y���;���
1928b, 9]).

In his scriptural translations, Kuliš used particularly often the 
��<��

�������������������������������������	���������������������-
itive and personal forms of the auxiliary jati “to take” treated, however, 
����
�����q$���
������������{}�~�{�����{{�����{�����{~��������"������
random example from the edition of 1903, they are formations like jisty 
me “shall he eat” (SP, 67, Ex 12:44) and ����)������������“thou shalt 
redeem,” used in the same verse alongside ����)�������� ������ “shalt 
thou redeem” (SP, 67, Ex 13:13) with the de-modal meaning. Although 
sporadically, future tense forms with the auxiliary buty “to be” and the 
������������ ��������� ������ ��� `�
�j��� ����
������ ��� 	��� {|�}� ����
1903 (e.g., budete posluxaty “you will obey” [SP, 73, Ex 19:5]).5

The use of the future tense ending in -mu in the biblical translations is 
particularly noteworthy. The areal distribution of this form in Ukrainian 
speaks for its northern Ukrainian provenance in Kuliš’s writing, although 
as has already been pointed out the synthetic future tense is also attested 

5� ��
;�;�������������������������
��������	�����
����������������������������������
part of the translation (e.g.,��!����+�������)����3��� “what can the righteous do?” [SP, 
510, Ps 11:3] alongside ne bude slidyty “[the wicked] will not seek” [SP, 509, Ps 10:4]).
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�����<���
���

��� ���� ���� �������� ��� �������� ����������� >����"�
��	�����������;��������
�����������+��������������������
��{|�����
��
;�;���"�������������������������������������
��"����������������	��
reserved for a new biblical style in the making. In fact, he could hardly 
�������
���	;����������������������������������"�����������������"
��
�������
��������������"����Q�������������;�������>���
����
����qAUM, 
��� ���� ������ ���� ��;��� �������������� ����������� ��� ���� �������
Ukrainian form lies in maintaining the auxiliary clitics, which can occur in 
�
����� ������� ��� ���	<��;����� �������� q=��;��� ���{�� ������ �������
WUkr. mu braty or braty mu as opposed to southern/northern and standard 
Ukr. bratymu�&!���

����*�q$���
�������{{���{��~{������{�����$�����	���
���������������
����������������

��;�����������������
���������������
with the auxiliary buty “to be” (budu braty “I will take”) as allegedly synon-
������qY��������������>����������������������=���;�������������

Overall, due to the northern Ukrainian provenance of the synthetic 
future tense, it is not surprising that in the 1869 edition of the Pentatevx 
Kuliš made use of the corresponding form spelled as a single word (e.g., 
sudytymu &!���

�;��"��*�robytymut´ “they will work” [Pentatevx, 12, Gen 
15:14]). Not surprisingly, similar formations were prevailing in the writer’s 
idiolect. For instance, in most intimate and friendly letters written to Stepan 
Nis, Kuliš resorted more often than not to forms like �)��%���%���“I will 
recall,” )���)����������%��� “I will polish again,” )�!����%��� “I will 
print,” and !����%���� “you will read” next to a rare future tense form 
��+%�%� +�3�� &!� ��

� ��*� q`�
�j� �� +���� }�� {��� {��� {��� �|��� !�� +�/�;<
'�������;����������������
��!�)��(The Cocklebur), Kuliš largely replaced 
analytic future tense forms with the synthetic future ending in -mu (e.g., 
huljatymy instead of ja budu huljaty &!���

���
�*� §Y���;���{}�|	���¨��� 
����������
�#�
���������

��"�����������
������������������������������
�������������������������������������������{}���Q�	
��	����
;�;������
��������"���+�/�;<'�������;�q{}�|��������������������������{}{|��{�����
replaced a lot of Dnieper Ukrainian forms with their Galician counterparts. 
Hence such spellings as ������������&�������

���O��� §���¨*� qSP, 16, 
Gen 15:13), and )�������������� (SP, 58) as compared with ������������
“thou shalt speak” in Kuliš’s translation of 1869 (Pentatevx, 47, Ex 4:15), 
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although see also obrizuvaty metesja (SP, 17) next to poobrizujte v sebe 
“ye shall circumcise” (Pentatevx, 13, Gen 17:11).

Yet more revealing from this point of view are similar corrections in 
the text of the New Testament, which was originally published with spelling 
��O����"� ��� �""
�������� ��� ��� ����
����� �
���� ���� ��� ���������
q$���
���������������~��{����{{���{��~{������������*������(NZ, 6) ~ 
*������ “shall [not] live” (SP/NZ, 5, Mt 4:4), ������������� and ���*�������
(NZ, 7) ~ �����������������(sic) “thou shalt worship” and ���*��������“thou 
shalt serve” (SP/NZ, 5, Mt 4:10). Overall, the difference in the spelling of 
the future tense forms ending in -mu, ����
����������������O�����������
���
was determined by the corresponding system of orthography. Unlike the 
��������� alphabet, which allowed the combination of the auxiliaries 
�"����� ���� ��� ����� 
�������� ��� ������ ��� ������� Ð�
��������;� ���
construed by him for Malorusko-nimeckyj slovar (The Little Russian-
#������$�������������������������

�����#�
����������{|}����������������
����������	���������������
���������������������q����+��/���������{{��

Regrettably, the corresponding spelling in the 1903 publication of 
the Bible was not congruous with the original spelling and, therefore, 
with the meaning of the future tense form ending in -mu as used by Kuliš 
������������"��� ���
����"����	�	
���
� ����
�������������
�������������
����������������������
�����{|�������	�;�� q{}�|����|��������� ���� ���
future tense form ending in -mu (from the auxiliary jati “to take”) an 
inceptive meaning that is not to be found in the analytic future tense with 
the auxiliary buty “to be.” The same differentiation was substantiated 

����q$���;��/���{}�|������������

����������������	�����������
����
q$���
�������{{�����{������~������������������Q������� q{}}����{�~�{���
claims that the future tense with the auxiliary “to be” denotes “a future 
event, [conceived] in general,” without any nuance of inceptiveness, thus 
presenting an upcoming event as “prolonged and gradual,” while the 
future tense in -mu with the auxiliary “to take,” instead, focuses on the 
�������������q������������������������
��������q=��/�
��{}}�����~����
2001; Danylenko 2010c, 118). Consequently, one needs to distinguish 
between the westernmost Ukrainian future tense formation with the auxil-
iary clitics and the eastern Ukrainian with the auxiliary concatenated with 
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����������������
���������	�"������
����"����
��"��"�����#�
������
speakers in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries (Tymošenko 
{}�}��{��~{���� If the westernmost Ukrainian future tense form with the 
auxiliary clitics demonstrates residual de-modal semantics, the eastern 
Ukrainian synthetic form brings attention to the beginning of a certain 
action rather than its duration, whence a stylistic differentiation of the 
������ ����� ������ ������������������������� ���� ����������
;�;�����
��
introducing the Galician spelling in such cases, obliterated inadvertently 
the original meaning of the synthetic future tense form as construed in the 
linguistic mentality of Kuliš.

Among southwestern Ukrainian features, one can also mention the 
comparative and superlative forms of the type /�����!���“more subtle [than 
any beast]” (SP, 7, Gen 3:1). As for forms like /�����!�� with the dialectal 
������6��!6�q=���;���{}}���������������
�������	��������������	��`�
�j�
himself (Tymošenko 1971, 205). Note also that a similar form is found in 
the same verse in the Pentatevx (4, Gen 3:1). Among archaic (northern) 
forms, deserving of attention are the dual locative forms ���!���������“in 
my sight” and ������“in the ears” (SP, 87, 88, Ex 32:2, 33:17), occurring in 
parallel use with new plural forms �����/�and ���!�/ (SP, 87, 88, Ex 32:2, 
33:16). The same dual locative ���!� “in the sight” occurs in the Pentatevx 
(146, Deut 4:6). In addition to the noun phrase )���3��!����(instr. du.) “in 
the sight” (Pentatevx, 50, Ex 7:20) with a regular instrumental dual form 
�!���, one happens on a peculiar noun phrase )���3���!!���(Pentatevx, 48, 
Ex 4:30), which is reminiscent of constructions like MUkr. (Lemk.) spere(d) 
�!���� q"��������� q���������������� ����`��������;�{}����|��������"���-
tive-locative form ��!!���is due to a methanalysis of the locative phrase (u)
�"�+ �!����(e.g., PG�{���~{��{����������
�����!��“eyes,” with a secondary i 
arising from o in a position that did not require this change (Shevelov 1979, 
606). It should be reminded that the locative dual form of oko is not attested 
��������������<���������������������q`��������;�{}����|���

Kuliš also retains the auxiliary verb only in the compound preterit 
indicative 2 sg. form that sporadically competes with a regular preterit 
ending in -v (< l): vdijav jesy “thou hast done,” )����!��)�����������“why 
sadist thou” (SP, 14, Gen 12:18, 19), as opposed to a rare ty vyviv nas 
“thou hast brought us up” (SP, 71, Ex 17:3). In the Pentatevx, such former 
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perfects are particularly representative and serve as archaizing devices, 
especially in “holy narratives,” for instance, of God’s law or the Wisdom 
Tradition. Speaking of other tense forms, the pluperfect forms of the type 
��� +��� �!����� “I have done” (Pentateuvx, 8, Gen 8:21) also have an 
archaizing effect. Statistically, however, the archaizing morphosyntactic 
means are less numerous than expected in the Pentatevx of 1869.

!������������������	�
�������������������������������
���;�����
�
forms, which are as a rule of Church Slavonic origin (e.g., sotvoren 
“made” and prokljat “cursed” [Pentatevx, 8, Gen 9:6, 25], slaven 
[Pentatevx, 9, Gen 9:26], blahosloven next to blahoslovennyj “blessed” 
[Pentatevx 12, Gen 14:19, 20]; consider also nahi [pl.] “naked” [Pentatevx, 
���#������¨��������
�����������������<���
�����������

As in the prose translation of 1903, present active participles are used 
in the Pentatevx����� ���������������"���������
������� ��������������
����3��!���“future” and �����!���&O����"�§������
�����������¨*�qPentatevx, 
46, Ex 3:8), ��3���!��� “seeing” (Pentatevx, 47, Ex 4:11), and �����!���
“mighty” (Pentatevx, 6, Gen 6:4). Remarkably, all the aforementioned 
�������������������
��������������������������������������������Ð�
��������;�
qÐ�
���{�����{������}���������
��������3���!���functions in this case as an 
active verbal derivative, unlike its eastern Ukrainian counterpart revealing 
primarily middle voice semantics, that is, “[which] is seen” (Kvitka, 1:132; 
>���/��� {�{}|�� ����� q����������� ��������� ��� ���� ���� ��� ����� �����"�
��3���� ������ ������� ~ ��3���!�� ������ �������� “the obvious death is 
scary” [Nomys, 8295]). It is worth adding another interesting example: 
3����!����!�“smoking furnace” (Pentatevx, 12, Gen 15:17), a metaphor that 
gets murky in the prose translation, [��!] ��!��)�!���3��������“[a night] 
started smoking like a furnace” (SP, 16). One can add here )�/��!����3����
“sweet incense” (Pentatevx, 81, Lev 4:7), �����*����!���&��������"����*�
(Pentatevx, 146, Deut 4:24), ������!���“[any thing] that creepeth” (Pentatevx, 
146, Deut 4:18), and other similar forms, all supplied with the bookish 
q��������
�������������������������������"�������

!����������������������	
������������������	����
;�;�����
��"��"��
of the 1903 Bible is premised on a southeastern dialectal basis. Church 
Slavonic means in this translation are used sparingly, even if compared 
with the Pentatevx of 1869.
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HOW TO CHOOSE WORDS?

A particular tendency is visible in the vocabulary of the 1903 edition.  
In this translation, while resorting to different style registers, Kuliš tended 
to provide neutral or vernacular alternatives to the Church Slavonic and 
bookish (Ruthenian) forms. Some of the bookish lexemes were adopted 
����������������������������;����������
���
�������
�"���
���
����
while in Hetmanate and Sloboda Ukraine these lexemes tended to be 
replaced by their Great Russian counterparts. Yet borrowing scenarios 
���
��	��������
�����������������"�����������������
������������������
this reason, I will dwell only on some of the most telling examples, 
comparing them with the vocabulary of the paraphrase of 1869.

To adduce a random example, Kuliš opted for the lexeme ljampa “lamp” 
(SP, 85) instead of lampa, which could be viewed as a true Russianism inap-
propriate for the Ukrainian translation of the Holy Scriptures. In fact, 
demonstrating a “light” (Central European) l´, the form ljampa was likely 
to look exclusively Galician already by the time of Kuliš, and especially 
�����"��������&
��"��"����	��*����{|}{~{|}�����������������������

�����������������q�����
���{}�����{~�|���>�������������������ljampa is 
particularly instructive. To begin with, this form was also utilized by 
!������;�#�
;�������;�q{�����q���/������+��/����{��{����������
��"��"��
might have been open to the local (northern Ukrainian) dialect features. 
Second, in his ��������$, Berynda (112) did not distinguish between ljampa 
and lampa, glossing them in two consecutive entries. Thus, under ChSl. 
��5������$, Berynda provided Ruthenian lampa along with a Polonism, 
)�/�3��, while under ChSl. ��5�!�� he made use of Ruthenian ��5!��
“candle” next to a Polonized form, ljampa.6

6 The controversy of this form becomes more obvious in the light of the normalization of 
���������� ���

��"� ����� ��� ���
�� ������� ������� �������� ������ ��� ��� ����
pan-Ukrainian Orthography of 1928/1929, the authors agreed upon two principal 
compromises concerning the rendering of foreign l and g: to use l and h in loan words 
of Greek origin or mediation, and to use l´ and g (for foreign g) in loan words of Latin 
��������������"����������������������������������������������������
�����O�����
the usages in Central Dnieper (Russian) and West (Polish) Ukraine. Accounting for the 
historical political frontier between the two parts of Ukraine, Shevelov (1989, 133) 
concluded that the choice of l or l´ and of h or g was dictated only by Russian or Polish 
��O��������������	��"�����������������������������������������������������{}�|�



Here Comes the Bible! 215

With regard to ljampa in Kuliš and parallel ljampa and lampa in 
#�
;�������;�� ���� ���� ������
�� ����� ��� ������ ��� 	�������"� �����
Greek and Latin. There are grounds for assuming that lampa is a long-nat-
uralized result of the East Slavic (Old Ukrainian) borrowing from Gr. 
����� (ChSl. lampada� §����� ���¨� ����� 	�� ���/����� §>���/��� {�|�}¨���
'����� ������ ��
���� ��O������� ��� ����� lampa(da) might have been 
readapted to the Polish-Latin model, whence ljampa, but not *ljampada; 
the old lampada was apparently treated as an Orthodox Church Slavonic 
lexeme and subsequently retained even in the Galician-Bukovynian koiné 
qÐ�
���{��}�������������
���{}|}���|~�}��

A less convoluted borrowing scenario is observed in the case of 
another purportedly Polish-mediated loan form, cynamon “cinnamon” 
(SP, 85, Ex 30:23). Utilized by Berynda in his ��������$ to gloss ChSl. 
koryca, the lexeme `������$� is reintroduced in the Uniate ��������$ 
���5!$� ���������$� ����������� (A Lexicon, To Wit, A Church Slavonic 
Vocabulary, 1722) as Pol. cynamon (��������$, 61) and subsequently 
made its way into the 
����!�%�� ������� )�����6����������� �� ����3-
no-ruskij (A Handy Polish-Slavonic and Vernacular Rusian Dictionary, 
{|�}�� ��� ������� Y�������;� qY����� ���� ���� ����
����� ������ qÐ�
���
2:1053). This lexeme became stylish in the eighteenth-century written 
language, in particular in the northern part of Russian-ruled Ukraine (e.g., 
`������$� as attested in ��!�+���� [A Book of Medical Charms, 1776] 
[�5!��� ��¨� �����
���� ��������"� �� �
��������� ���	�;��� ��� ���� �����
Romny [today’s Sumy region]). Quite possibly, this could have ultimately 
triggered the choice of this word by Kuliš, despite the existence of the 
parallel lexeme korycja in Southwest Ukrainian (Umanec´ and Spilka, 
��}��Ð�
���{���������������������

��	��Q�����>���/�����������������-
nary of the Ukrainian language.

and 1929 was a radical linguistic experiment since the phonetic system of the other part 
was unknown. Concurring with his conclusion about differences in the corresponding 
phonetic systems, elsewhere (Danylenko 2005) I adduced additional argumentation, 
supported by historical evidence, to demonstrate that the use of g or h in loan words was 
�
����
������������	����������������O���	�������������������	��������������
operative in Southwest Ukrainian and East Ukrainian/Modern Ukrainian.
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Generally, Kuliš’s vocabulary in the 1903 edition of the Bible breaks 
down into numerous word clusters demonstrating moderate synonymy 
���������������������
������������	�;��������
��������>�������Odyssey 
q$���
�������������{|~�����������
�������������"��������`��"�������
Y������������������������������
�����������������������������q��"���#���
19:2, 3, 4, 10, 20:17). Apart from the neutral form dom and a peripheral 
lexeme xata “house” (SP, 19; Berynda, 15), Kuliš used ChSl. palaty “cham-
ber(s)” (SP, 14; Berynda, 86), commonly attested throughout the seventeenth 
and eighteenth centuries (Vynnyk et al. 1983, 408), MUkr. hospoda “house” 
q�	�����Q��������{�������������
���	����
���=���/������;���������������
���
translation of the New Testament, budivlja “house, building” (SP��{}��Ð�
���
1:47), and domivka “house” (SP��{}��Ð�
���{�{}���������������������������
q�������� ���������� 
����� ������ ��
���� ��O������������ ��� ���� ��� 
����
lexeme appears neither in the Enejida ��� !���� `�
;��������;� ���� ��� ���
���������>������;�`����<������;��������������������/�������
���"����
���������	���
������������	�;�������������������������#���������-
ciles (Danylenko 2006c, 321; Bil.-Nos., 121). More oriented in the 1860s 
toward the vernacular as used in Dnieper Ukraine, Kuliš stopped short of 
using the lexeme domivka “house” in his paraphrase of 1869 (Pentatevx, 
51), although it might have been familiar to him.

Deserving of attention is a series of verba dicendi characterized by a 
moderate semantic variance. Thus, in addition to the neutral hovoryty (do), 
kazaty (do) “to say unto” and (pro)movljaty “to speak unto” (SP, 19, 70), the 
translator often used only one Church Slavonic form hlaholaty (do), which is 
paralleled in a Middle Ukrainian pleophonic form holosyty (do) “to speak 
���*� q�	���������� 
���� ���	� ���� ��� ��� ������ ��� !���� `�
;��������;���
Enejida, although in West Ukrainian it retained two basic meanings, “to 
�����*�����&������*�qÐ�
���{�{����Q��������������������
��Q�
�����;<+�������
glossed only the second meaning of this verb (Bil.-Nos., 102). All in all, this 
cluster looks like a Middle Ukrainian entry borrowed word for word from 
Berynda’s ��������$����{����qQ���������������/��������������	�����
������"�
of the verba dicendi� �������
��
����O�����������Pentatevx, for instance, in 
chapter 8 of Vteky (Exodus). Thus, both the obsolete form ��!� (3 sg. pres.) 
and the neutral (s)kazaty &�� ���*� ���� ������ ���� ����� ����� qPentatevx, 
��~�{������
��������	�hlaholaty occurs only one time in this chapter. 
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There are also minor clusters in the Bible of 1903, consisting of 
two or more lexemes that can be used concurrently regardless of their 
stylistic register: pustynja (ChSl. and ORu.) (SP, 15, Gen 14:6) next to 
step “wilderness” (SP, 70, Ex 16:2), rat´ “war” (ChSl. and ORu.) (SP, 
15, Gen 14:2) next to svarka “chiding” (SP, 71, Ex 17:7), zvjaha “strife” 
(SP��{���#���{�����Ð�
���{��}{���nevolja and potala “the [upper] hand” 
(SP, 71, Ex 18:9, 10), horod “city” (ORu.) next to misto “place” (ChSl.) 
(SP�� {}�� #��� {|�������� ��� &
������ ������*� qLLP�� �����������
��������/�����“top of the hill” next to verx hory “top of the mountain” 
(SP, 71, 73, Ex 17:10, 19:20) with ORu. ������� (��� ï���������"�
“behind ï�������"” in The Igor´ Tale) (Sr., 3:1587) probably related to 
ESl. xolm (Vasmer, 3:255, 388) or MUkr. (dial.) xovm not affected by 
the Middle Ukrainian loss of the labialization of l; see also WUkr. xom, 
xomec´ (dim.) “hill” (UDW, 1402). Another possible example is okolycja 
next to dubrovyna “plain(s)” (SP, 15, 18, Gen 13:10, 18:1). 

Many of these lexemes are frequently attested in the Pentatevx (e.g., 
pustynja [11], step [46], horod [144]), with the exception of some Galician 
forms. In some cases, Kuliš preferred central Dnieper lexemes such as 
svara (11) to WUkr. zvjaha. In some verses, one happens on simple nouns 
that were replaced in the 1903 edition by more complex derivatives (e.g., 
dub [Pentatevx, 13] next to dubravyna “oak” [SP, 18, Gen 18:1]). To 
mention another deviating form, the verb vojuvaty as found in the Pentatevx 
(11) was replaced by a somewhat cumbersome expression �!����������“to 
wage war” (SP��{���#���{�������������	����#�
������������q��������
;�;����
�
;����/���������
�����

�����������	
��������������������������

Social terms are rendered in the 1903 edition of the Bible with the 
help of obsolete forms or largely parallel native or loan words, often with 
�������� ���������� ����� ��� ��� ����� ��������"� �����
��� ���� ���
follows: ChSl. and ORu. knjaz´ “ruler,” used in the Church Slavonic 
Q�	
��q�j��;������<��/�������{}||�������������het´man “chief captain,” 
duka “duke” (It. duca from Lat. dux), and lycjari “captains” (SP, 22, 39, 
�}���{��#����{��������{������{�������
��������	�����/�����������������
r removed by dissimilation (compare Pol. rycerz glossed as rycar´ and 
lycar´ ��� �����������������������Y�������;�§Y��������¨���'�������
��
rab and MUkr. kmet (Pol. ����Ï��q���/������+��/����{���|�����������
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dvorjanyn (SP, 16, 18, 65) denotes “servant” (Gen 14:15, 18:1, Ex 11:3; 
���/��� �|��� q�������� ��
�� dworzanin [Vytv., 67]). A stylistic and 
semantic parallelism is evidenced in the pair MUkr. komonnyk (coll.) 
“horsemen” (SP, 69, Ex 14:23), a borrowing from West Slavic (Machek, 
216), and jizdec´ “rider” (SP, 70, Ex 15:21). In the 1903 edition of the 
Bible, one comes across a peculiar collective form otomannje “host” (SP, 
69, Ex 15:4), clearly introduced by Kuliš since this word is also attested 
in his Pentatevx�����������������������qÐ�
���{��|���

Not surprisingly, the Pentatevx contains few social terms extant from 
the Cossack period. For a new literary standard, Kuliš deemed it neces-
sary to incorporate words from an older, eastern Slavic (Old Rusian) 
lexical layer. The following pairs are likely to exemplify differences 
	������������"������������������� 
��"��"���������������O��������
the two translations of the Bible of 1869 and 1903 respectively: )������!�
(Pentatevx, 51) ~ dvorjanyn “servant” (SP, 63, Ex 9:14), urjadovi ljude 
(Pentatevx, 51) ~ dvorjane “servants” (SP, 63, Ex 9:20), !����3�(Pentatevx, 
51) ~ raby “servants” (SP, 63, Ex 9:20),��!����3���+�����(Pentatevx, 11) ~ 
kmeti “trained servants” (SP, 15, Gen 14:14), !����3����(Pentatevx, 13) ~ 
ljude (SP, 18, Gen 17:23). By way of contrast, I will mention here namet 
“tent” (EDU, 4:35) used in both the Pentatevx (10) and the 1903 edition 
of the Bible (SP, 14, Gen 12:8). Yet in the paraphrase of 1869, this form 
is sporadically paralleled by the Church Slavonic and Old Rusian synonym 
������“tent” (Pentatevx��{{��#���{��{����������{�|�~{�|���Y�����������}���
���������!����`�
;��������;���Enejida (Enejida, Index) and in the dictio-
�����������
��Q�
�����;<+�������qQ�
�<+������}�����
���
�����

����"����
old literary tradition, Kuliš avoided the Ukrainianized version of this noun, 
�����, which, along with the bookish ��������������������������Ð�
�������;�
qÐ�
�����{�|������������������
������{���

Overall, the paraphrase of 1869 is characterized by its solid vernac-
ular, even folkloric, foundations, despite a few Church Slavonicisms that 
are mostly clichés or lexical transfers (e.g., xljabi nebesni [Pentatevx, 7] 
found also in the 1903 edition of the Bible [SP, 11]). The text of the 
Pentatevx is replete with colloquialisms like volocjuha “vagabond” 
(Pentatevx, 5, Gen 4:14), babuvaty &�������������������������������*�
(Pentatevx, 45, Ex 1:16), and zbyraty do kupy (Pentatevx, 47, Ex 3:16) 
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next to skupyty “to gather together” (Pentatevx, 48, Ex 4:29), though 
�������������� ��������"� �� Ð������;�� ���� �� ����
����� ��� ��� >�
��
����������qÐ�����;�{}������~�����!�����������������������������������
�
to distinguish from dialectal forms proper to the type !��� “why” 
(Pentatevx, 46, Ex 3:3), molodycja “fair woman” (Pentatevx, 10; SP, 14), 
mandrivka &;������*�qPentatevx, 11; SP, 14), natjahaty vody (Pentatevx, 
46) versus ��!��)������3��“to draw water” (SP, 56, Ex 2:19), popoisty “to 
eat” (Pentatevx, 46, Ex 2:20), �������������*���+��(Pentatevx, 46) versus 
bytysja “to strive [together]” (SP, 56), baba (Pentatevx, 45) versus baba 
spovytuxa “midwife” (SP�� ���� ��� {�{���	��� ������ 	�� ����������
q���������{|�����|���������"������mamka “nurse” (Pentatevx, 45; SP, 
56), sjudy j tudy “this way and that way” (Pentatevx, 46; SP, 56, Ex 2:12), 
teren ta bodjaky “thorns also and thistles” (Pentatevx, 5, Gen 3:18), 
tel´buxy “the inwards” (Pentatevx, 86, Lev 9:19), and byty bojem “to 
smite very hard” (Pentatevx, 143).

Of interest is obuv’ja (Pentatevx, 46) as opposed to obuvje “shoe” (SP, 
57, Ex 3:5). The latter form might have been viewed by Kuliš as western 
����������qÐ�
���{���������������������
�����������
���"�������������������
������
������������=���/������;�������
����������

���������������������-
dard vernacular adverbs attested cross-dialectally, that is, ���3��*���“long,” 
����������“wide,” and �������� “high” (Pentatevx, 7, Gen 6:15), which also 
made their way into the prose translation of the 1903 Bible (SP, 9).

Dialectal forms reinforced the vernacular discourse of the 1869 para-
phrase. Being sandwiched between, on the one hand, a thin layer of Church 
Slavonicisms, and, on the other, a solid admixture of vernacular elements, 
dialectisms tended to serve as a link between the two opposites. To give 
several random examples, one can cite the following dialectal forms: zuzdrity 
“to see” (Pentatevx�����������{�����������
���������
��"��"�����>������;�
`����<������;�����������!�����������q`��������{�������`������{���}���
skotyna and xudoba “cattle” (Pentatevx, 11, Gen 13:2; Kvitka, 3:243, 573), 
okrome “independently” (Pentatevx��{{��`����������{������������
�	����
��������zaky “ere” (Pentatevx���������{�{}��Ð�
���{���|���*������� “spoil” 
(Pentatevx��{����$��������Ð�
���{��{����skoro “shortly” and ����*����“confed-
erates” (Pentatevx�����{{��#���{��{���Ð�
�����|}|��������������_��������������
and u-pryvydky “in a vision” (Pentatevx��{���#���{��{��������	��>���/��������
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pryvydky from Yov (Yov��{|�}��{���>���/������{���q�����
���_�����pryvydok 
“specter” [Kuzela and Rud., 861]). One can add here the expressions koza 
������!�� “a she-goat of three years” and baran tretjak “a ram of three years” 
(Pentatevx, 12, Gen 15:9) Yet such blatant dialectisms are rare in the Pentatevx.

Kuliš’s translation of the Pentateuch also contains some interesting 
neologisms. Apart from the neologisms employed by the writer throughout 
his oeuvre (e.g., pravycja “arm” [Pentatevx, 146, Deut 4:34]), deserving of 
attention are the following innovative forms: /��!����`���“inn” (Pentatevx, 
47, Ex 4:24) as opposed to /��!�����, possibly a Russianism, found in the 
������ ��� >������;� `����<������;������� q`������ ����{��� vydovyna 
jakoho +�!����&������
�������������"���*�qPentatevx, 146, Deut 4:16), 
and �+���!�“slayer” (Pentatevx, 146, Deut 4:42) with a non-productive 
�"������ ������ <À�Á!� q>�������� {}�|�� {�|~{�}�� ��� �������
���� ����
revived in the second half of the nineteenth century (see 3���!� “public 
�"����� �������*� ���� )������3�!� “translator,” �����3���!� “follower,” 
3����!�“engine, mover,” and so forth [Muromceva 1985, 40]). Interestingly, 
neither +�!����with vydovyna nor �+���!�are found in the two regional 
�����������������
���	���������Ð�
��������;�����Q�����>���/�����

In sum, the high style as elaborated by Kuliš in his prose translation of 
the 1903 Bible was largely oriented toward southeastern morphosyntactic 
and phonetic features, with an admixture of various dialectal and diachronic 
elements at all other functional levels. However fragmentary, the foregoing 
analysis demonstrates that the vocabulary tended to contain some archaic, 
primarily southwestern Ukrainian lexemes, although with a limited number 
of obvious regionalisms. In fact, the vocabulary does contain Church 
Slavonic and bookish forms, both native and borrowed from/mediated by 
Polish during the Middle Ukrainian (Ruthenian) period. All loan forms had 
	���� 
��"�
�� �����
����� ��� ��� ������ 
��"��"�� ���� ��
������ ��� ���
western and subsequently the northern and eastern parts of Ukraine from 
the late seventeenth century onward (Danylenko 2008b).

Generally, it is possible to agree with Fedoruk’s (1998, 279) conclu-
sion that the translation of the Pentatevx was poetic, free, and included a 
liberal use of dialectal and vernacular vocabulary, thereby revealing 
Kuliš’s intention to make his translation “entirely popular.” One can 
hardly agree, however, that the poetic translation underwent “excessive 
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����������������*� ��� ��O������ �������
��� ��� ��� ����
������ ������� ���
vocabulary and the remodeling of personal names Ü� �� moujik. On the 
contrary, the popular basis of the language of the Pentatevx was well 
balanced as a result of the introduction of bookish elements, although 
with a minimum of Church Slavonicisms. Only later, after a revision of 
the translation as recommended by Franz Miklosich, did the Church 
Slavonic forms make their way en masse into the language of the New 
�������������������������������{|�{�

Taken as a whole, the prose translation of the Bible, which went to 
press in 1903, was likely to be treated, both ecclesiastically and linguisti-
cally, as an achievement in comparison with the poetic paraphrase of 
1869. True, the prose translation acquired a kind of photographic preci-
sion and closeness to the Hebrew original through constant reference to 
western European biblical scholarship and a meticulous editing of the 
���	����
;�;����������������������{}�������������
���������������
�����
the old prose translation possibly burnt by Kuliš in the late 1870s, was a 
quality that Miklosich would have rightly praised. However, the 1903 
Bible irrevocably lost a good portion of the poetic charm so characteristic 
��� ��� 
��"��"�� ��� ��� ����������� ��� {|�}�� ���� ���� ��������� ��� ���
vocabulary and even spelling. As we shall see, the latter held an important 
place in Kuliš’s linguistic program.

HOW TO SPELL WORDS?

Since the language of the Pentatevx constituted a complex system, one 
can wonder to what extent this paraphrase epitomized the phonetic prin-
ciple adopted by Kuliš for his innovative system of spelling, dubbed in 
Galicia ��������� or, as Kuliš himself preferred, ���������� q������/�
1937). It is no wonder that, due to its phonetic nature, Kuliš’s spelling 
system was received in both Russia and in Galicia with hostility, espe-
cially by the Russophiles who were propagating instead the so-called 
etymological spelling used “by analogy with the other Slavic languages,” 
����������������#����J�������q>�
�������;�{|����

Yet the position of the Russophiles and some other critics of the 
����������system was not unique in this respect. A similar stance was taken 
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���{|���������J��������������	��=���;
��=��������/�������������
the etymological principle for Little Russian spelling, which substantially 
��������������&����������������
������*�q=��������/�{|�{��{�����!��
particular, he retained the bulk of traditional Russian/Church Slavonic 

���������
�����������"�����������������;��������������>�������������
place a kind of )�����$� above letters rendering “sharp” Little Russian 
pronunciation, such as â, ê, �, û, î�q=��������/�{|�}��������������������-
tions of the unstable orthographic rules for written Ukrainian at that time, 
=��������/�����""�����������������������������	
������������������
this case, the Great Russian reader could easily identify the etymological 
o and e pronounced differently in various “Little Russian dialects.” That 
device was subsequently borrowed by the Russophiles in Galicia, espe-
���

������������#�
�����������
�"����������=���;
���������q{|��������
edition, 1864; 3rd edition, 1876), who tried to synthesize the phonetic and 
����
�"���
��������
����������"������������

����������
;�����������;���
grammar of the Ukrainian language designed for elementary schools 
(Skurzewska 2007). It comes as no surprise that the so-called maksy-
����!����� survived in Galician schools until the appearance of the 
government’s decree concerning the introduction of phonetic spelling in 

���
����������q`���
������;�{}����}���}�~}���

Before going into detail on the development of Kuliš’s phonetic spelling, 
one should be reminded of a compromise orthographic system used by 
�������;�=�
������;�q{|{�~{|�������������

�����������
�����"���Dumky y 
)5��������!��3�6�!��(Dumky and Songs and Something Else, 1839), as well as 
in later publications, especially in the almanac ��*���� ¬������� �+�����$�
(Southern Russian Collection) that appeared in Xarkiv in 1848. In fact, he 
���������������������������������	�������
�"���
��������������������
���
in Ukrainian orthography. He strongly believed that “a middle way between 
the vagaries of pronunciation and excessive concern for the retention of roots” 
���������������	
�����������������

��"�q=�
�����;�{|�|��{�~{��������
������������������������
����&à* q�������
��������
���������������q�$�����
“meat”), the letter “u” instead of jat´, and the old letter i; he also offered to 
substitute the letter “u” ����&¡*���������������
��
����&Ê* to denote palatal-
ization of the preceding consonant. The only diacritic sign in his system was 
associated with “u” �����&����
��������������
����*���������&í* (ibid., 18). 
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In the 1850s and 1860s Kuliš could hardly accept any compromise 
system at odds with his far-reaching plans for translating the Bible and 
��;��� 
������� ������ ��� ������� ������� ��������� ������� ����� ���
_�

���� ������������� #���"�� #������ Q������ ������� _�
�"��"� ����
Goethe, Heinrich Heine, and so on into (vernacular) Ukrainian. The 
���

��"� ��� ����� ����
������ ���� �� ��O��� ��� ������ ��� �������
���
Ukrainian as closely as possible. While in Galicia, Kuliš enlisted the 
support of those who had been already long before him defending 
�������� ���

��"� ��� ��� ���� ���"� ���� ��� 
���
� �������
��� ������
�����&�����
����*����&¡*�q%������&à* q�����q'��������;�{|����'��;���
��������~�����!������`�
�j������������������"�;���������������������
populists with the Russophiles, he consistently implemented the 
phonetic script in the periodical Pravda in the years 1867 and 1868, 
although the editorial board could not yet stop using the back jer 
����<���

�����
�����|����	���{|�}���������������������������������

����&à* ���

��������������

���	
������������������������
�

!��{||�����������;�q{||�����}�������	�������������������������
relationship with Kuliš, wrote in his review of Kuliš’s translations of 
Shakespeare that Kuliš had neither invented nor introduced phonetic 
���

��"�� ����� ���

��"� ���� �������� ��� ��������;� ��"����� 
��"� 	������
`�
�j�����J��������#�
������������&����=���������j����/*����
�������
���������
�����������������������;�����
���������������&�����
�-
onic variability” and “a lack of philological knowledge” demonstrated 
recently by Kuliš, that any “stupid, heterogeneous, convoluted spelling” 
could be called ���������� (ibid.). Leaving aside discussion of the true 
���������	����������������"���������q���������;�{}���������������"�
�������
�����������������������������������;�����"����������"�������
may appear, Kuliš was indeed accustomed to use various spelling systems 
����
������������	
��������!�������������������O���������������

��"�
principles, from the traditional (etymological) to the phonetic one, although 
this orientation did not work out in some cases. For instance, in his early 
works Kuliš resorted to ���������!���� or, in his own terms, kotljarivka, 
with the back jer�����������O���������q)�����$) above some letters, the 
letter jery “¡�*������������������

��"���������q������/�{}�����|���
Among early publications, most representative is the historiographic poem 
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Ukrayna q���������{|��������������������������
�������

����"�
�����
in the original spelling characterized by the use of the traditional back jer 
and jat´, the )�����$�over the etymological o, and the Russian letter ��to 
denote palatalization of the consonant before o. 

ë¯»µ� ¼Æ»µ� Àà� Ë®¹ÀÄËñ¸à� Ãµ¿µ�� ×µ� ËµÈ®µ°Æ� ³µËñ¾® Ëà�
³¯®µÃ±ÒÄ� µ¶Ë¯À¯¸à�� ¯� ¸²¹Ëµ°Æ� ÇµÃì»µ²Ä� ²Ã¯ÃË � ¾� °¯±ÃË � Æ�
¼Â¯Ãñ¸à�³µµ¶® °¯Ã �� ²¯°µ°Æ�®¯�¬ËÂ¯ ®ì�³¯®µ¸¯Ã ��ÚÃ¯» �
Ë®¹ÀÄË �¸µå¸¯Ã ²Ä��«�«�«��q`�
�j�{|������

[The princes found what they inherited from their late father 
very small, and everybody wanted to take away possessions and 
estates belonging to his brothers, and rule by himself in Ukraine. 
So the princes began waging wars.]

A similar mixture of different orthographic elements are found in 
three poems of 1890 that were reproduced in 1908 in a collection of 
`�
�j���������������	��!����̀ �������q{|��~{}�{�������
��&����;�j/����
Y�� =�� Q�
���������*� q$�������� �� Y�� =�� Q�
�������;��� &$�� >�����
Q�������*� q��� >����� Q���������� ���� &Q�;������ Î����
�*� qQ�������
Intents). Spelling in these poems is characterized by the retention of the 

�����&¡* ����& *�q��"������3��������%���[instr.] “holy people”), the use 
��� ��� J������� 
���� &'* at the beginning of words (e.g., ò��������$�
“enthusiasm”), and the traditional jat´ �
��"� ���� ��� 
���� &å*� ��� ���
3��+�5�����%�&����q���

������*�q`�
�j�{}�|����|����}�������

Most interesting, in this respect, is the fact that Kuliš employed some 
elements of the ���������!���� (kotljarivka) in his later works. Thus one 
can easily note synthesis of etymological and phonetic principles in Kuliš’s 
manuscript of Xutorni nedoharky (Homestead Candle-Ends) that was initially 
prepared in the so-called ���%*���q������/�{}�����������"����������q�����
the letter jery &¡*����������"������J��������
���	����������������������<

��"��"����	
����������������"�������J�������������������{|���q+��/���
��������~���� ���� ��������_��� �����������������"� ��� ���`�
�j� �������� ��
etymological spelling in such poems as “Mahomet i Xadyza” (Mohammad 
����̀ ����;��������&=����;��Q����
����* q=����;��Q����
���������������-
���������������������	�������������������������!����̀ ������������
����
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cited two lines in the original spelling excerpted from the dedication of 
“Mahomet i Xadyza” to the author’s wife, Hanna Barvinok:

è¯¶ Àµ�²¸Ãà�µÅ±¾�ÁÂµÂµË¯�ë¯¿µ°±Ã¯�
Ù¸À¶¯�Áµ'À ��¸®±ÒÄ�¹²®¡¾�Áµ'Ã¯¥�q`�
�j�{}�|��{���{��

[Xadyza, a light of the prophet Mohammad’s eyes
A star of poetry, a bright crown of the poet!]

������������������������������������"��������&¡*��
��"�����
&���������*������

�����������������J�������
����&'*�������������
��
����
����������
���������������������������������������"�������O����-
tions, observed throughout Kuliš’s creative life could be easily expanded 
q������/�{}����7

In this context, it is interesting to note the orthography of some of 
`����<������;�������������������������������	
�������	�����	�;�����
the late 1880s. For instance, based on the author’s protograph held at that 
����������
�	�����������`�������!������
���������������	�;��������

��
����������� `����<������;��������� ���

��"� ��� ��� ����� &Q�%�� ���* 
(God’s Children, 1887), while introducing slight emendations in the 
punctuation only in order to emphasize the unusual morphosyntactic 
patterns of the author’s Sloboda idiolect. The Russian letters were skill-
fully used by the editor to render Ukrainian sounds with a minimum of 
������
���������"������������
����&¡* denoted the Ukrainian sound y, 
���
�����
����& * referred to the vowel i irrespective of its origin; the 
letter “i” was used in compliance with the old tradition. As in Kuliš’s 
������������
���{|��������J�������&å* marked a palatalized consonant 
before the o in the initial or medial position, and the back jer was used at 
�������<���
�������������������"���
������������������������
�	��
��
and r (e.g., ljub’jazno &����
�*��� ���� J������� &'* was used at the 

7 This orthography is reminiscent of the typical ����*������������
������������������
�����
����������������������������"���`�������;�q{}�}��{|{��������������*�� (initially, 
����*������
���"�����
���"��������"�������
������������

������������q	���������
Decree of 18 May 1876), referred to a system of orthography that was not totally alien 
to the Ukrainian phonetic system. While rendering Ukrainian sounds “pretty well,” 
writings in this orthography “could be easily read” by many Ukrainians (ibid.). It was 
������������"�������"�����������������������>������;�`����<������;���������������
>��	�������������������/�����	�"�������"��
������������J��������
���	��q����*��) 
������������
������������������������q�	�����+��/�������������
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beginning of words. The above peculiarities that, as will be shown below, 
were incorporated into the early ���������, are represented in the following 
��������"������������������������	��`����<������;�������

áµÈà�Ù¯Ç¯Â¾�Àà�²¸µ °¡�¶ ÃÄ°¡ç�%¿±¥�Ü�²¡ÂµÃ¯°à�ãµ¿à�
³µ²»¯¸à� Ã¯Ëµ¿µ� Åµ»µ¸¡Ë¯� À¯°¡²ÒÄ� ¼¯ÃÄË¯�� ¯� È ®ËÆ� å¿µ�
À¯° ²ÒÄ� °¯Ã±Â¡�� ¼µ� µ¼µ±� ¶µ¼Â � ¼Æ»¡�� Ã¯Ëà�  �  Çà� Þµ²³µ¶Ä�
°¡»µ²±Â¶®¡¾��À¯� Çà�¶µ¼Â±�¶ »µ��¼»¯¿µ²»µ¸¡¸à�Æ<¸µ�¸² °à��
q�����(;�������{||�����

§��������Î�����;������������
����ç�_�

¥�����#���"�������
orphans such a man instead of a father, and his spouse instead of 
a mother, since both of them were kind, so they were blessed by 
the merciful God for their kind deed.]

������ 	�� ���	�;��� `����<������;��������� ��� �����
�� ������-
tency in using Russian letters, which, if applied systematically, could 
quite satisfactorily render Ukrainian phonetics. Any systematic interfer-
ence of Russian phonetics in this case could be removed from the 
����"�����������������������������	�;����������������������������
`����<������;�����������������������̀ �
�j��������������������
����

�������������/�����������"���������������������������
�����

��	�����
on the letters that were employed in literary Russian, and he used them to 
mark roughly the same sounds as they denoted in Russian. In general, the 
������������
����&¡*�������������������������
�i that is written today 
as “u,” while he employed “u” ����������������&�*�qJ����������{��~{�����
>�����������������������������/����������"������������������{|�����
1860, the poet’s orthography was a much more complex system of corre-
spondences than ���������. Unlike Kuliš, who was modernizing Ukrainian 
spelling throughout his life, the poet was singling out Russian letters rather 
randomly and, one must admit, intuitively, partly in accordance with the 
older literary tradition. To begin with, the vowel i, irrespective of its prove-
��������������������	�����/��������������
��������
�����&��*�&�*����
&¡�*��
���"�����
����&�*����������������������������
����&�* occur-
ring in the environment before the following vowel and j or sometimes in 
the word-initial position. Moreover, this vowel could be traditionally 
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marked by jat´ as in !����5�$�q=����
�����{}�|��{��~{�������������
�y, 
���������������������"������������	���������������	�����
�����&¡* or 
“u” as in �%��$�compared to ����$�and, although exceptionally, ����$ with 
an “i” (ibid., 164). Overall, since the poet employed letters found in literary 
J���������������������������������������������/������������"��

���� ��� �	���� �������� ��������� Q����� >���/����� ���� ����� ���
����*��, although “not very nice,” accomplished its mission, while 
	���"��"��������	������
����� �� ������������� ���������������
�� ���
peasantry. Being schooled with the help of Russian script, the broadest 
audiences of Ukrainian speakers were capable of grasping texts printed in 
����*��, with Cyrillic letters rendering Ukrainian speech purportedly as 
well as the Russian one. At the same time, the ����������spelling system, 
which was not commonly taught in schools, was likely to appear less 
���

�"�	
������������������
��q`�������;�{}�}��{|{����������������
�����������������������������������"���������������
�`�������;����
����*��, elaborated on by the literati in Russian-ruled Ukraine long before 
���������
�����������{|��� ������������
���������������������������

In view of the long-standing tradition of using the elements of ����*���
in tsarist Russia, one should give credit to Kuliš who, as an authoritative 
������������	
����"������������������������"���������������

��"��

������
Ukraine, both in Galicia and Dnieper Ukraine (Naxlik 2007, 2:393). As 
early as 1856, he outlined his vision of Ukrainian orthography in a preface 
to his ��)���������*����¬����q+���������������J�����{|��~{|���������"�
other suggestions, following from the orthographic practice of his prede-
��������� ��� ��������� �� ����� ��� 
���� &¡*� ���� �� ��� instead “the soft 
southern u,” while introducing the letter “i” in reference to “the sharp u” 
���������������������"���q`�
�j�{|��~{|�������~������{|��������!�����������
`�
�j�������������������J�������
����&å* to render a palatalized conso-
nant before the vowel o either in the initial or medial position (e.g., ������
“his” and )�6������� !������ “to read in his native language” [ibid., 3]). 
Moreover, he resumed using the back jer at the end of a word and employed 
it, though not consistently, after the labials and r in order to mark split 
�������������q+��/���������|~}���!����

������
����&Ê* was used after 
palatalized consonants, for instance, in neuters of the type zillje “herb(s),” 
while the letter “e” occurred in all other positions, mostly after letters 
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��������"� ���������� q`�
�j� {|��~{|���� ������ ���� �������� ������� ������
Remarkably, this letter is encountered in the Pentatevx in the beginning of 
words and after vowels (e.g., Jever “E´-ber” [Pentatevx, 10, Gen 11:17], 
svojeji [f. gen.] “one’s own” [Pentatevx, 10]).

$����"�����
����`�
�j�������������������������

��"���������
��-
lessly. The year 1862 became a turning point in the formation of a new 
Ukrainian orthography when some of his works were published with the 
��
�� ��� �������� ���

��"� ��� ��� ���� ��;��� ���������� ;�����
� Osnova, 
������	��Y���
��Q�
��������;�q��	����������
���������Q�
��������<`�
�j��
�"���������`�
�j��=���
��`���������������
���������`��;��������;��
Assisted by Kuliš, who remained its spiritus movens and main contributor 
q'����;�{}|���{��������;�����
�������������

���������������������
-
opment of a vernacular-based Ukrainian literary language (Huzar 1992). 
In fact, Osnova served as a wide forum for representatives of different, 
primarily populist, theories about the formation of literary Ukrainian, 
���
����"��������������"����;��������

��"������
���=���
��>����������
created two versions of a highly sophisticated orthography (one based on 
the so-called ¦��*3�����and the other one on the Church Slavonic script) 
argued for the retention of the Church Slavonic system (supplemented by 
�����������������������������������

��"������	���������;�=�
������;��
'�����Q������������;�q{|�|~{||}�������`�
�j�q#������{|����

Despite Hatcuk’s criticism, publications in Osnova may have trig-
gered further experiments with phonetic spelling. In general, one can 
concur with Mykytyn’s (2000) view that Kuliš’s orthography in the 
;�����
� Osnova was most suitable for vernacular Ukrainian since his 
language was characterized by northern and primarily southeastern 
Ukrainian dialectal features, including characteristic assimilation across 
morpheme and word boundaries. Among such features, it is worth 
mentioning a lack of neutralization of the obstruents at the end of words 
and across morpheme boundaries. For instance, there is the retention of 
the voiced z���������������bez- and roz-�����"�����
�����������������
in Kuliš’s language of that period in two variants, either with the voiced 
-z- or voiceless -s- in the environment before k, p, and t (e.g., ���)��!�� 
[1 sg. fut.] “to loose” and rosteklysja [pl. pret.] “to spread” [Osnova 
{|�{�� }����� =������ ������ {��~{��¨������� ������ z- is realized as a 
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voiceless s- before the voiceless obstruents k, p, and x, whereas z- 
happens before a voiceless s, as in zsypaty “to pour.” At the same time, 
�������	�������������������������	����������������	;����������
-
ization at the end of words and before voiceless obstruents (e.g., ��3$�
“family, kin,” ���*��� §��� �"�¨� &������
�*� sterehty “to guard” [Osnova 
{|�{��}���������}�¨��������������������
������������������������

��"�
�������������	������������������od-, commonly found in North and 
Southeast Ukrainian, in contrast with the Galician form vid-.

������
���������
���������������;�����
�Osnova, although not all 
��� ��� ����� ���� ����������� ����
��� ������ =������ ���� ��� ���� ����
example of dentals assimilating before hushing sibilants, a phenomenon 
������ ��� ������ ��� `�
�j��� �������������� !���� `�
;��������;�� �
����;�
���
������;�� ���� ���
�� Q�
�����;<+�������� =������� ��������� ������
many examples of using sibilants in place of hushing sounds as in zaporozci 
“Cossacks” and sxylyssja (2 sg. fut.) “to bow” (Osnova�{|�{��{{~{��{����{���
Interestingly enough, the latter change, depending on what obstruent 
occurs in the environment before the sibilant, is poorly represented in 
works of Kuliš’s predecessors.

In Sloboda orthography as practiced by Kuliš, assimilation across the 
	�������� ��� ��� ��O������ �����
�� -sja with a preceding obstruent is 
attested abundantly inasmuch as, unlike Southwest Ukrainian, the south-
����������
��������������������������������
�������������qÎ�
�����;�
1969). Yet Kuliš marked only the corresponding change of the consonant 
in the particle, such as vbyvaetcja (3 sg. pres.) “to grieve,” yzdrihnetcja  
(3 sg. non-past) “to tremble,” and the like, as opposed to rare spellings with a 
soft sign of the type rozmynat´cja “to miss, come late” (Osnova 1861, 
{{~{�����}����

�����������
������������������������������
�������"����
the historical-etymological foundations of Kuliš’s orthographic system.

The phonetic principle was appropriated and advanced by the editors of 
the Southwestern Branch of the Imperial Russian Geographic Society, who, 
������������������������
����&à* ����<���

������	�"�������"����
����
&·�*�����������	�����	���������`�
�j�������"������������{|���������. 
=������
������#�
�������������Ð�
��������;�q�
��"������������+���
����;��
offered in Malorusko-nimeckyj slovar (The Little Russian-German 
$�������������{||�~{||����������������������������������

��"�q`�������;�
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{}�}��{|���+��/���������{�~{{���Q����� 
��"�
������������������������
�������� ���

��"� ���� �
��� ���
������� 	�� Q����� >���/����� ��� The 
Dictionary of the Ukrainian Language����{}��~{}�}�q`���
������;�{}����
98, 102, 105). Overall, according to Naxlik (2007, 2:394), the so-called 
���������� created solid foundations for modern phonetic orthography as 
practiced today in literary Ukrainian.

Yet Naxlik’s conclusion is somewhat impressionistic and worth further 
discussion. With respect to modern Ukrainian spelling, one should remember 
�����������"���������	�������������;����������
�������������������
���
that of phonetics, reaching back to the orthographic tradition developed in 
Old Rus´, was successfully cultivated from the fourteenth to the sixteenth 
centuries. Thereafter this principle was replaced by the etymological 
q��������
<����
�"���
���������O�����������������
��������������
����
early nineteenth century (Pivtorak 2000b, 477). What is remarkable about 
this periodization is that, during the period from the sixteenth to the eigh-
����� ���������� �� ���� ����� ��� ��;������ ��� ��������
� 
����� �������
vernacular pronunciation took shape. As a result, modern Ukrainian orthog-
raphy is premised on phonetic (e.g., the letter “o” rendering both etymology 
and the new sound o) and morphological principles (e.g., the use of uniform 
���������������������������������������������������������	
��������
�����
or dissimilation). The latter principle is called sometimes phonematic, as it 
provides direct correspondences between phonemes and letters (Bilodid 
1969, 416). The traditional-historical (etymological) principle (e.g., the use 
������
�����&¹�*�&½�*�&Ê�*�����&×*�����
������O�����
������������������������
so-called differentiating principle, determining capitalization, hyphenation, 
������������������
�������
��������������������"������q�	������{�~�{���

All in all, contrary to Naxlik, the contribution of Kuliš to the formation 
of new Ukrainian orthography appears minimal (Danylenko 2012b). One 
can also hardly agree with Tymošyk (1998) that “Kuliš’s orthographic 
norms outstripped the rules that, beginning with The Major Rules of 
Ukrainian Orthography (1990), became normative in the Ukrainian 
language.” What prevents giving him full credit as a precursor of modern 
orthography is that Kuliš utilized only the phonetic principle: 

Little Russian spelling must be premised on a most radical 
phonetics, to wit, on such [phonetics] that shows how the author 
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pronounced. Nobody can tell which pronunciation, either the 
��
���<��������� ��� #�
�����<J������� ��� ����
���� ���� ��

�
adopt. Let it be even with such orthographic monuments as 
Kyivan spelling: »4»4 or jiji, or ��], \'4< and so forth”. 
qQ���������;���������{�

Although based on the phonetic principle as applied by some of the 
normalizers in Dnieper Ukraine and Galicia, Kuliš’s claim seemed to be 
inherently innovative since his “vector of phonetization” was opposite to 
that of his predecessors. In order to ascertain this vector, it is useful to 
recall here the motto of the publishers of the almanac ¬���������5���������
(The Nymph of the Dniester) who, as early as 1837, posited in the preface 
the fundamental rule of spelling in Rusian (Ukrainian): “Write as you 
hear, and read as you see” (RD, v). In accordance with this motto, the 
��	
�������������������
�������
�����&��*�&)�*�&¡�*�&à�*�����&Ä�*����
��
introducing their phonetic correspondents; the jat´ was, however, retained 
and used, replacing the etymological o and e or even the modern � incon-
�����
��q��
;����������|����!�O�����������
���
��	���������"�������
�������
������Y���̀ ����%�õ�q{�|�~{|�������j����/���������������"���������
&��*��������������<��

�	����������������������������������������v, and 
borrowed from Serbian a special sign for the Ukrainian affricate, rendered 
in modern Ukrainian as 3*�q=���;���{}}�������

Kuliš’s line of phonetic reasoning accounted for dialectal differences in 
various parts of Ukraine and his way of spelling was oriented not so much 
toward phonetic perception as toward the phonetics of articulation. To 
reframe the recommendation of the publishers of the almanac Rusalka 
��5���������(The Nymph of the Dniester), Kuliš’s motto could be rephrased: 
“Write as you say, and read as you see,” thus drawing the locus of phoneti-
zation from speaker to interlocutor. Consequently, the extent of phonetization 
����������������������������������������������������
�����	��`�
�j�
from 1882 onward, especially in his collections Dzvin (The Bell, 1893), a 
���������������������������������{||��q+��
������������|��������
���!����
kobza (The Borrowed Kobza), published in the year of his death, 1897 
q������/� {}����� >�������� ��� ��� ���������� ����� ��������� ���

��"�
experiments undertaken by Kuliš especially during these six years, his 
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orthographic system (���������) was created grosso modo between 1856 
����{|���� !�� �������
�� ������
������������������/�q{}�����}����"�����
contributed to the formation of modern Ukrainian orthography.

The morphological aspect of spelling was practically neglected by 
Kuliš, who based himself on naïve criteria for choosing a particular form:

I heard some people who say ulycja, vulycja, julycja and other 
people who say hulycja [“street”]. The latter form appeals to me 
much better [since] I see that hulycja derived from hul´nja 
[“carousing, having a good time”], while I have no idea from what 
ulycja �������
������"����������������qQ���������;���������{�

As follows from the above, Kuliš’s spelling was premised not on the 
morphonological structure of a particular word but on how this word was 
sounded by an individual speaker. 

Kuliš devoted minimal attention to those linguistic criteria that he 
associated with the etymological principle. In his view, these were not 
������
��
�� ��
����� ���� ��� �������������� 
������������������_������
eye to fostering its norms, different from all other Slavic languages 
including Russian, Kuliš could not help but strengthen the phonetic prin-
ciple of spelling and thus distinguish written Ukrainian primarily from 
J��������!����
�������{||{���Q���������;�q������{}}��������"�����������
one removes tt in the word rosxottesja (2 pl. imper.) “break up, disperse!” 
(MoUkr. rosxod´tesja), then there is no place for dd in viddatysja “to give 
oneself up” or ss in the word smijessja (2 sg. pres.) “to laugh” (MoUkr. 
���������). Having designed such phonetic spelling, he continued, one 
could hardly please philology. Yet, he also added, it was worth reckoning 
with philology least of all (ibid.).

Strange as it may seem, the legacy of Kuliš in Ukrainian orthography 
looks less pioneering from the perspective of the current system of spelling 
rules, although one cannot deny his serious contribution, especially in 
work dating from 1856 through 1862, to the formation of modern orthog-
raphy. To fully understand the innovative character of Kuliš’s phonetic 
spelling and its implementation, it would be expedient to place his orthography 
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in the cultural and historical context of Galicia in his time. In this respect, 
��������
������

�����������������������
��"���������	
�������������
vernacular translation of the Pentatevx in 1869. The level of animosity of 
the church hierarchy toward the translation and orthography of Kuliš was 
��"������������
��������������������������������������	
���������{��
March 1869 in Pravda� 	�� ��� ������� +��
��Y���;������ ���� ���� 
���
��
`�
�j�qY���;���������̀ �
�j�{|�}	������������
���������������
��"<����-
ipated anathema against the translation of the Bible had been called off. 
Still the overall attitude of the Greek Catholic church to the translation did 
not change thereafter. In addition to the use of vernacular terminology, the 
conservative clerics and Russophiles accused the translator of using such 
names as Musij (Moses), Xrat (Eu-phra´-tes), Oron (Aa´-ron), Ovram 
(A´-bram), and other “allegedly voluntarily changed words” (ibid.). As one 
of the counterarguments, the members of the editorial board of Pravda 
brought to the attention of the critics the use of the form Musij in folk 
songs. They also cited the form der Frat as used in the book of Genesis 
q��{��������
����������Illustrierte Pracht Bibel für Israeliten in dem maso-
retischen Text and neuer deutscher Übersetzung q'�����"��{|����qY���;�����
and Kuliš 1869b): “und der vierte Strom ist der Frat (Eufrat)” (Pracht 
Bibel, 4) (see also Xrat [Pentatevx, 4] compared to Evfrat in the 1903 
edition of the Bible [SP, 6; Biblija 1862, 1v]). Moreover, they encouraged 
�������������������������������������Q������������

���������&$%�����*�
������������������

�������&Ð��;��*�!�����������������

�����������
���������������������������������
�����Y���;���������`�
�j�q{|�}	���
why does the “phonetics of our language have to produce a-forms in the 
case of the words Oron, Ovram, and the like?”

In effect, the introduction of o instead of the initial a in personal and 
geographical names might have looked like a radical vernacularization of 
Church Slavonic forms. However, this kind of change was deeply rooted in 
the transcription correspondences dating to the period of active contact 
between the East Slavs and Byzantium. Among other correspondences, the 
short Greek a was rendered by o in East Slavic (Vasmer 1941, 290). Also of 
paramount importance are regular correspondences as attested in Old 
Rusian and, especially, Middle Ukrainian texts, including o-, je- and the 
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clusters ia-, ie-, io-, and ioa- in the word-initial position (Ostaš 2000). 
Similar correspondences found in the Pentatevx are likely therefore to 
testify to the archaic basis of the vernacular rendition of personal and 
geographical names. In general, the tradition of substituting o- for a- was 
operative through the entire Middle Ukrainian period, up to the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries. Despite the resistance of the church, which used 
Greek-based Church Slavonic forms of Christian names, variants with o- 
have been current throughout the aforementioned period (Shevelov 1979, 
86) (e.g., q�3�5� [1392], �����$�q������3����!$� [1457] next to �����$ 
�������3����!$ [1459] [Rozov 1928, 47, 166, 171]). Remarkably, in their 
����
�����������+������������`�
�j�������
;�;�������������
���������
Slavonic forms of Christian names like Andrej (NZ, 87).

There are many similar o-forms used in the translation in place of 
Church Slavonic variants beginning with a-. The following pairs, excerpted 
from the Pentatevx and the synodal Bible of 1862 (Biblija 1862), are high-
lighted by parallel forms in the 1903 edition of the Bible (SP): Ovram (10) 
~ �����$ (5v), Avram (SP, 14), Odam (4) ~ �3��$ (2r), Adam (7), Omorij 
(9) ~ Amorrej (5r), Amorij (SP, 12), Orukij (9) ~ Arukij (5r), Arkej (SP, 
12), Osur (9) ~ �����$ (5r), Assur (SP, 13), Orxaksad (9) ~ ������3$ (5r), 
Arfaksad (SP��{������������
��������������f�Ovymajlo (9) ~ �������$ 
(5r), Abymavel´�q{�����������

���Osyr (45) ~ ����$ (27r), Asser (55), Oron 
(85) ~ �����$ (52r), Aron (103), and many others.

Changes involving the clusters ia-, ie-, and io- seemed to have been 
vernacularized less consistently. It is worth citing here only the most repre-
sentative correspondences from the Pentatevx and the synodal Bible of 
1862 (Biblija 1862) as compared with the 1903 edition of the Bible (SP), 
although some deviations are deserving of special attention: Jektan (9) ~ 
������$� (5r), Joktan (SP, 13), a change which is not discussed in Ostaš 
(2000), Jevusij (9) ~ ��������(5r), Jevusij (SP, 12), Jarax (9) ~ ����/$�(5r), 
Jerax (SP, 13), Iovav (9) ~ �����$�(5r), Jovav (SP, 13), which is lacking in 
Ostaš (2000), Jakov (45) ~ �����$�(27r), Jakov (SP, 55), and Iosyp (45) ~ 
����$� (27r), Josyf (SP, 55), with a regular change of io- into jo- but no 
replacement of f by p as is the case in Iosyp, which retains the initial io-. All 
in all, and this is surprising, both the Pentatevx and the 1903 Bible reveal 
consistency in vernacularizing the above clusters. One can explain this, as 
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was mentioned above, by the archaic basis of the vernacular rendition of 
�������
� ���� "��"�������
� ������� ���;����� q{}�}��� �~��� ��"����� ����
rightly so, that the use of j in word-initial clusters like ia-, ie-, io-, and ioa 
in the scriptural translation was deeply rooted in the language of the Old 
Testament, which did not tolerate such clusters. In other words, the use of i 
�������<�����
���������������	�	
���
�������������O�������	�����#�����

���������������q�������;�����{}����

One needs, however, to add that, from the point of view of historical 
phonology, the treatment of i in word-initial syllables was dependent on 
various factors. In most of the examples, the treatment of i was a result of 
the loss of length in ôÀ�Áö, hence ity ~ jty “to walk,” an alternation that 
encompassed some personal names introduced with Christianity (e.g., Ivan 
~ Jvan [Shevelov 1979, 269]). However, the form Josyp/Josyf (< �����) 
is another case where the initial j was lost as expected without any change 
����������
�������������

�	
���������Osyp (MUkr. Josyp, as attested in 
Kuliš’s earlier translation, either has a prothesis or is a blend of the popular 
Osyp with the church-sanctioned Josyf as found in the 1903 Bible).

Some peculiar phonetic traits found in the language of the Pentatevx 
were ostensibly discontinued in the authoritative edition of 1903. I have 
already dwelt upon the counter-etymological xw q�
��������	��=���/������;��
that was consistently applied in the Pentatevx 	���
��������	����
;�;����
the 1903 version of the Bible. In addition to the examples cited in previous 
sections, one should mention Kaleb Jefunenko (SP, 172) in place of Xalev, 
syn Jexvunijev &���<
�	�������������<�����<���*�qPentatevx, 143, Deut 
1:36), Jafet (SP, 12) instead of Jaxvet (Pentatevx, 8, Gen 9:18), and lystja 
smokovne (SP, 7) as a substitution for xvyhove lystja &�"� 
�����*�
(Pentatevx�� ��� #��� ������ !�� ���� ������ �� ��� ������
� �� ��������� ����
����
����O�������������
��������������������
���������<����
�"-
ical xw by f inasmuch as the latter phoneme was operative in Church 
Slavonic, as used in Galicia and Russia at that time.

Speaking of the inventory of letters in the system of ���������, it is 
worth mentioning the Roman letter “g” introduced by Kuliš in Zapiski o 
��*����¬����q+���������������J�����{|��~{|�����������
�������"�������
his Hramatka of 1857 (Hramatka, 7). He employed this letter consistently 
in most of his literary works, in particular in the novel ��������3��(Black 
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Council, 1857). In this respect, one may wonder why the translators and 
editor(s) dropped the “g” in the 1903 edition despite its presence in the 
Pentatevx��_�������������
���������O�����������������
�����������"-
raphy, where no letter like “g” ���&*�* ���������"�����&Ë¿�*����������ç�

In the Pentatevx�����
����&**�qg) is attested in a few long-natural-
ized words as well as in forms originating in special phonetic 
����������������"������������
������������"��������
����������������
cite graty “bars” (Pentatevx�� {���� $��� ����� Ð�
��� {�{����� ������ ���
replaced by zasuvy in the 1903 edition of the Bible (SP��{�����J�O��������
����������������������������������������������������	������������
������������O���g of the voiceless phoneme/preposition k. Alongside the 
Polish borrowing ku and its phonetic continuation gu (Bevzenko et al. 
1978, 425), the preposition g and its primary counterpart k are encoun-
����� ��� ����� ������� ���������� ���
���� qY��������;� {}���� {�����
Behaving as stylistically marked devices, the g-forms occur in the 
language of the Pentatevx (e.g., ¦�����������������“by the way of the 
Red Sea,” ¦� )����!�� “northward,” and g pustyni “by the way of the 
wilderness” [Pentatevx 143, Deut 2:1, 3, 8]). The same preposition is 
�
��������������������������������	���������	�q{|�}��g syrij zemli 
“to the soggy ground” (Yov, Pravda, 43). No less interesting is the 
phonetic variant yg of yk, attested in records extant from the fourteenth 
century onward (Bevzenko et al. 1978, 425). Kuliš used yg in his intro-
������� �� ��� 	���� ��� ��	� ��	
������ ������ �������� ������ 	�� ���
periodical Pravda (Yov, {|�}�������+��/���{}�}������

Almost all other letters introduced in the ����������from 1856 through 
1857 were retained in the Pentatevx, though with some innovations 
q`�������;�{}�}��{|�~{|{����������������
���������������	����jer in the 
����<���
���������	����������"�����������������������
���������������
of hard and labial consonants of the type ��$���“name” (Pentatevx, 4, Gen 
2:14) and z�javyvs´ (m. sg. pret.) “to appear” (Pentatevx, 46, Ex 3:2), 
although some inconsistencies are possible, such as �����$��� (sg.) “hills” 
(Pentatevx, 142, Deut 1:7) versus uzhirrja (Pentatevx, 143, Deut 1:41). 
��

����"��
����;����
������;�qGrammatika��{~����`�
�j���������
����&�* 
to render the corresponding vowel irrespective of its origin: vin “he” (i < o), 
*�����“wife” (i < e), zmij “serpent” (��ø�5) (Pentatvex, 4). Instead of the 
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����&¡*�q%�������������&ì*�����&à*�����������
�"���
�����"���������
=���;
��=��������/�q=��������/�{|����{|�{��{��~{����{����{�{���̀ �
�j�
resorted to the letter “u” ���������������������������������
�������������
distinct from the Russian %�(e.g., /�3�������“thou shalt go” [Pentatevx, 4, 
Gen 3:14] next to mini “to me” [dat.] [Pentatevx, 4]). Kuliš borrowed the 

����&å*������J����������������������������
��
���������������������
(including j) before o as in ������(gen.) “all” (Pentatevx, 4, Gen 2:2), ����
(acc.) “him” (Pentatevx, 5, Gen 3:23), and the like. He much expanded the 
��������������
����&Ê�* which was used not only after palatalized conso-
nants as in �+��!!���“face” (Pentatevx, 13, Gen 17:3) but also in all other 
��������������������<��

���;����������
��������������������������������
orthography (e.g., jesy [2 sg. pres.] “to be,” +$��� [3 sg. pres.] “to smite” 
[Pentatevx, 4, 46, Ex 2:11], and tvoje [n. sg.] “thy” [Pentatevx, 46, Ex 3:5]).

+���
������������

�����	��������
��������������
��������	����
;�;�
in the 1903 edition of Kuliš’s translation. Instead, he made several changes 
��� �������� ���

��"� ��� ����� 
��	����� 	�� +�/�;<'�������;� ����� ���
appearance of the 1903 translation. Thus, in accordance with the *���/�����
��������������#�
�����������������
;�;��������������
����&·* for the 
��O���������������
�"���
�e and 5�(e.g., ���3������“seventy” [SP, 137, 
Num 7:49] from ESl. and OChSl. ��ù3þ�# “seven” [Vasmer, 3:608] and 
��3�����[m. sg. pret.] “set [the land before you]” [SP, 171, Deut 1:8; see 
also ChSl. 35�����“to share” in Vasmer, 1:337]). The letter “i” was employed 
������������������O���������������
�"���
�o as in rid “people” (SP, 11, 
Gen 11:6) from ESl. and OChSl. ��3"�(Vasmer, 2:527). !���������&å* in 
��� ����������� ����� �� ��
��
����� ���������� ��
;�;� ���������� ���
��"�����&Äµ�*�!�������������
;�;�	�"���������"������
��
�����z, c, and s 
in the environment before v, as in s´vit “light” (SP, 5, Gen 1:3) and z´vir 
“beast” (SP�����#���{������'�����"�������������������������������
;�;�
stopped short of marking the assimilation of consonants in morpheme and 
word boundaries, which was a signature feature of his ���������.

Indeed, there are numerous cases of assimilation of consonants as 
��O���������������"������������Pentatevx. Instead of suggesting a strict 
�
��������������������������������������
��
�����"�������������������-
tive, in place and manner of articulation and examples of assimilation, as well 
as at assimilation in voicing. In some cases, Kuliš’s spelling is likely to render 



PART I � THE BIBLE238

a combination of different types of assimilation. One can begin with the use 
��������������s and z, which alternate depending on the following consonant. 
������������"������������������

��"���������������;�����
�Osnova (Mykytyn 
������{��~{���������������s occurred before voiceless k, p, and x, with z in 
the environment before a voiced consonant or s in the beginning of a root (in 
order to avoid gemination?). Some examples include the following: spustyvs´ 
“I am come down” (Pentatevx, 46, Ex 3:8), spalyt´ “[he] shall burn” 
(Pentatevx, 82, Lev 4:10), sxamenuvs´ (sg. m. pret.) “to come to one’s sense,” 
sxotily (pl. pret.) “to want” (Pentatevx, 82, 143), zrozumily (pl. pret.) “to 
know” (ibid., 4, Gen 3:7), zrobylas´ (f. sg. pret.) “to become” (Pentatevx, 47, 
Ex 4:3), and zsyple (3 sg. non-past) “to put” (Pentatevx, 83, Lev 6:10).

The same distribution is observed with the preposition s alternating 
with z as in s xudoby “of the cattle” (Pentatevx, 51, Ex 9:6), zerno s 
povnoho kolossja “corn [beaten] out of full ears” (Pentatevx, 81, Lev 
2:14), and s toho mista “[get thee] out of thy country” (Pentatevx, 10, 
Gen 12:1), compared to z skotu “[offering] of the cattle” (Pentatevx, 80, 
Lev 1:2), z slovamy “with words” (Pentatevx, 144, Deut 2:26), and 
���

��z horodiv “[the spoil] of the cities” (Pentatevx, 144, Deut 2:35). 
In the environment before a voiceless affricate, the preposition s is 
sounded (and accordingly written) as a voiceless fricative � (e.g., ��
!���3��“[offering even] of the herd” [Pentatevx, 80, Lev 1:2]). Yet this 
type of assimilation across word boundaries seemed to be unique.

����������roz- is realized in two variants depending on (the natural 
class of) the following obstruent. As in his writings published in Osnova 
(Mykytyn 2000, 155), Kuliš seemed to use the variant ros- before k, p, t, 
and, while the variant roz- was attested in all other environments, even 
before a voiceless consonant (e.g., rozdobuvajte [2 pl. imper.] “to get you 
[straw]” [Pentatevx, 48, Ex 5:11], rozhledjat [3 pl. non-past.] “to search 
out” [Pentatevx, 142, Deut 1:22], and rozsypavs´ [m. sg. pret.], here “[the 
people] were scattered” [Pentatevx, 48, Ex 5:12] as compared to a to vony 
rosplodjaccja “lest they multiply” [Pentatevx, 45, Ex 1:10]).

Most characteristic was assimilation (in place and manner of articu-

������ ��� ��� ���������� ������� ������ 	����������� ����� ������
�����
��"�
��
������������������������
������������O���������	��q��"�� dijdeccja 
[3 sg. non-past] “[a war] falleth out,” ���!�``���§���
�����<���¨�&��;���*�
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[Pentatevx, 45, Ex 1:10], staneccja [3 sg. non-past] “it shall come to 
pass” [Pentatevx, 47, Ex 3:21], and zrobyccja [3 sg. non-past] “shall 
become” [Pentatevx, 49, Ex 7:9]). Expressing such assimilation was 
commonplace in late eighteenth and nineteenth century spelling in 
$�������������������������
������������������!����̀ �
;��������;���
����;�
���
������;���������;�=�
������;�����������������������������
�	��� 
�������� q=����
����� {}�|�� {�~����� ������ ����� ��� ��� ������� ���
“radical phonetization” was also observed in nominal formations (e.g., v 
ricci [sg. loc.] “in the river” [2x] [Pentatevx, 50, Ex 7:20], a form that was 
also attested in Kuliš’s writings in Osnova [Mykytyn 2000, 157], occja 
[gen.] “of thy father” [Pentatevx, 46, Ex 3:6]).

��
���������������������
������������������	���������������O�����
in Osnova� q=������ ������ {��~{�|��� ��� 
��"��"�� ��� ��� Pentatevx 
��������
��������"����������"�����������&�����������*�����������������
!������������������������
������������������������
����

��"����Osnova’s 
publications (e.g., zovetcja [3 sg. pres.] “to be called” or dobrat´cja “to 
reach, get to”). Generally, lack of consistency in rendering assimilation in 
this position was typical of the writings generated at that time in Sloboda 
Ukraine (Moskalenko 1958, 23). Yet, seven years later Kuliš had already 
normalized this position from the point of view of phonetic spelling.

In view of the above peculiarities, one wonders again as to what 
extent Kuliš’s “radical phonetics” proved pioneering in the history of 
Ukrainian orthography. Leaving certain deviations aside, Kuliš seemed to 
have followed a long-standing tradition of rendering vernacular sandhi 
����������� �������

�� ������� ����� ���� ������ 	����������� ��� 
�������
records. Taken diachronically, assimilation in place and manner of artic-
ulation was triggered in East Slavic by the fall of jers, although this might 
have developed differently in various dialects marked by distinctive 
������"�����������������������q�
����{}}���{��~{�|��������"��������-
size elements pertaining to different dialects and literary traditions, Kuliš 
might have imitated some forms found in the Middle Ukrainian records 
that he studied, in particular, in private archives in Warsaw, peering over 
�����������������
���������q'����;�{}|���{��~{����

To explicate instances of complete assimilation in Kuliš’s practice, 
for instance, ��!���3��“[offering even] of the herd,” it is expedient to dwell 
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	���O�����������
��������������������������������
�����
����������
onward in various Old Ukrainian texts extant from different dialectal areas 
qÐ���	�;������
��{}�}�����~������$�����������������
�����������������
tendency toward complete neutralization (with a gradation of subtypes) 
before all obstruents, as opposed to other cases. Such a tendency is 
observed in most western Ukrainian dialects, including western Polissian, 
Volhynian, Dniester, Podolian, Bukovyna, and southwestern Ukrainian 
dialects (Flier 1994, 147). For instance, in the eighteenth-century copy of 
Aleksandrija made in Subcarpathian Rus´, one happens on regular neutral-
ization like prutko “fast” (10) and )���+%�(gen.) “request” (240), and cases 
of assimilation of the type +��**�� &�
����*� q�}�� q��������/� {}���� {����
Remarkably, in the same record, the preposition �$� was used not only 
before voiceless consonants, but also in the position before the cluster sv- 
q�	�����{|���������������O���� �������������� ���������`�
�j���������
same morpheme. Similar assimilation in place and manner, though across 
��������������	�������������	����������**�������(< �*�������3 pl. pres.) 
“to devour” (PG�{���~{��{��{�|��������!��$�&���������"*�qÎ�����;����
254) from ����$�!��$, and also �!���%�(1394) next to �!�3���(1459) (Rozov 
1928, 72, 154) (MoUkr. ���!�3���“descendants”). However, it is worth-
while mentioning another consistency in the language of The Acts and 
Epistles of Krexiv, written probably between 1563 and 1572 (Shevelov 
1979, 403). Sharing largely Belarusian and northern Ukrainian features, 
������������
������
��������
�������	�������

��	��������������������
and word boundaries for the following morphemes: s, z, ros, and roz. In 
some cases, different variants occur side by side in the same sentence, 
such as �$�*�3���&������������*��
��"�����s pohanov “from the pagans” 
q��{�� q���;�����{}����{��|}������������������������� ���"�� ��������
quite rare (e.g., �����*����~ rossudyty “to arbitrate” [ibid.]).

Deserving of attention are cases of assimilation in place and manner, 
reminiscent of the same type of assimilation in Kuliš’s language. In addi-
������������
������������������	����������
����*�*�3��$�&������������*�
(634) and �������������&	�����������������*�q�����q���;�����{}����{��||��
����������������������������������������
������������������	�������������
the type )����%������(pl. pret.) “to exceed” (346) and ���%�����“tallest” (24, 
�����������������q�	�����{��}{���_�������
�����"��������	�������J��������
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(Polissian) text is that, despite the etymological principle in spelling, its 
translator could not help but reveal another feature of his native phonetics, 
������������
��������������	������������

�	
�<���������<���
���������
(e.g., sjat [2 sg. imper.] “sit down!” [ibid., 1:293]). In congruence with the 
�
����������� ��� �
���� q{}}��� {����� �

� ��� �	���� �������� ���� �����
� ���
those Ukrainian, including Polissian, dialects that show the marks of a 
phonemic voicing system with complete neutralization.

Not surprisingly, a similar phenomenon is observed in eigh-
teenth-century texts with northern Ukrainian features, for instance, in 
��������"�����!����+����j���/��occe (voc.) “father” (9), �!!�����(voc. 
dim.) “holy father” and occja (gen.) “father” (12), and the like. What is 
remarkable about all these forms is that they are found in stylistically 
marked, colloquial contexts, for instance, in the confession of a female 
peasant and the author’s letter to a close friend. In all other contexts, 
such forms do not occur, since phonetic spelling might have looked too 
vernacular or stylistically low.

Overall, choosing the phonetic principle for his orthographic system 
was not random. Forms with neutralization and assimilation in place and 
manner seemed to be typical of non-lofty genres (charters, epistles, 
�������
���� ����� ����
���� "����
�����

� ���� ���� 
���
�� �� �� ��

� ����
Kuliš’s language program, in which his vernacularizing practice was 
traceable to the written tradition as cultivated in the Middle Ukrainian 
period. One may wonder at this point what Ukrainian dialect(s) Kuliš 
decided to choose as a basis for pursuing this vernacularizing tendency. 
>�������������������
��������
���������������������������������
���
�
����� ��� ������
����� ���� ��O����� ��� `�
�j��� ���� ����
����� ��� ���
������������������"�������������
���������������
����q{}}���{��~{�|��
$���
����� ������� {|}~{}���� `�
�j��� ���

��"� ��"��
�� ���� ����������
toward East Ukrainian, as one encounters no sandhi evidence of neutral-
���������� ������� ���������� 	�����������
���� ���������� ������� ������
boundaries (Mykytyn 2000, 156). At the same time, the neutralization of 
voiced consonants in the position before voiceless obstruents across 
������	���������� q��"���z- and roz-), as discussed above, likely reveals 
Kuliš’s tendency to follow the southwestern Ukrainian pattern. All things 
considered, one seems to deal in the case of Kuliš’s spelling practice with 
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the crossbreeding of segmental sound features typical of different 
Ukrainian dialects. In other words, in matters of spelling, the writer delib-
erately tried to synthesize different sound patterns and their changes taken 
��� ���������� ���� ����������� ��� ��O����� ��� ������
��� ��� ��� �����
���
excerpted from Middle Ukrainian literary records.

If viewed in the wider historical perspective of positive efforts toward 
������
���
�<���������������
���
���������������������������������was 
introduced because the phonetic principle was likely to differentiate literary 
Ukrainian from Russian. But its introduction was also the result of a histor-
ical coexistence between the older linguistic, democratic tradition in the 
normalization of local written language and a more conservative written 
tradition long practiced in the eastern Slavic lands (Danylenko 2006c, 
{��~{�{����{�	���!�����������`�
�j�����"����������������"����
�����������
a new system of spelling accommodating the aforementioned tendencies.

������>@Q[��\4"�\Q��/�/x@{{����
BACKSTAGE

!����+�/�;<'�������;���"������������������������������
�����������
1903 Bible from the German translation authored by Emil Kautzsch. 
However, this fact could hardly explain the conspicuous differences 
between the language of his translation and the language used by Kuliš. 
The difference between the two vernacular-based written languages was 
��������������	���������/�q{}�}�����	���"�����������"�����������������
though this difference, especially in vocabulary, was likely to appear 
������������"���������������������������"����������/�q{}�}����~�����
`�
�j���������

����������������
��"��"��q+�/�;<'�������;�{}�����}|��
����+�/�;<'�������;�����������������������������
���������������
�-
tionary approach, while trying to introduce newer, often incidental 
linguistic forms. Since a comparison of their languages might appear 
crucial for assessing the contribution made by Kuliš in the formation of a 
����
�������
��"��"���������������
�����
����"�	���O��������������-
�������������������+�/�;<'�������;���
��"��"���

���	�"��������������������+�/�;<'�������;���������������
������
the cross-dialectal alternation u- : v- (e.g., uv Aroeri “in A-ro´-er” [SP, 388, 



Here Comes the Bible! 243

1 Chr 5:8], do vvixodu “unto the entering” [SP, 388, 1 Chr 5:9], and the 
like). Yet it is not clear if the corresponding principle of euphony was 
"�����

�� ���
���� 	�� +�/�;<'�������;�� ������ ���� ���
�� �����"�� ��� ���
reveal a consistency in the maintenance of the alternation u- : v-. 
Incidentally, one should mention here numerous corrections made by 
`�
�j�����
����������������������������"���
����+�/�;<'�������;�������
�

��!�)�� (The Cocklebur) (e.g., vstupyv v xatu changed by Kuliš into 
vstupyv u xatu &§��¨����������������*�§Y���;���{}�|	���~�¨���!�������"
���
+�/�;<'�������;������������`�
�j��������������������������������������
�
northern Ukrainian feature: ’d Davydovi “to Da´-vid” (SP, 395, 1 Chr 
11:15), ’k pivdnju i ’k sxodu “toward the south, and toward the east” (SP, 
778, Dan 8:9). Ikavism����+�/�;<'�������;���
��"��"�����
��"�
���������-
eastern Ukrainian origin, whence narod “people” (SP, 395, 1 Chr 11:15) 
with the limited change of o into i q=���;�������	�������!����
�����������
some sandhi positions of the type nado mnoju “above me” and peredo 
mnoju “before me” (SP, 772, 778, Dan 8:15) with no analogical change of 
the secondary o into i. Such forms are commonly attested in Middle 
Ukrainian records and are still found in some (primarily archaic) Ukrainian 
���
���� qÐ���	�;������
��{}�}���|���+��/���{}�}���|��� !� ��� ���������
�
����	
������������������������������������������
�����	��+�/�;<
'�������;������
��

The sound f was already commonplace in the phonetic system of 
+�/�;<'�������;�������������
������������������
��������������!������-
tion to numerous personal and place names with this sound (e.g., Jafet for 
���<�����§SP, 383, 1 Chr 1:4]), I would name also an old borrowing fylja 
&O���*�qSP, 782, Dan 11:22) (Pol. fala, Gr. Welle��qÐ�
�����{����������
���
{}�}�� ������ ������ ��� ����� ����"� ����� &�������"*� ������ 	�� +�/�;<
'�������;� ��� ���� ��������� ��
�����
� ������ ��� {}��� ��� ��� ���� ���
����������������������������q+�/�;<'�������;�{}�����{���

���������"������������
;�;�������#�
�����������������"�����������-
vertently employed regional forms in the revised version of the Ukrainian 
Q�	
����������
���
����	�������������+�/�;<'�������;���Sprachgefühl. 
For instance, we see dijament “diamond” (SP, 782, Dan 11:38) next to 
3������À$Á�(Berynda, 172; Vytv., 433) (dijament §Ð�
���{�{|�¨������+�/�;<
'�������;�����������
��
����������	��������������������������

��"����
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the demonstrative pronoun cej (m.), cja (f.), ce (n.) “this” and its deriva-
tives like ocej “this one” in the Ukrainian Bible of 1903, since he employed 
in his translation forms with -c- �
����q+�/�;<'�������;�{}�����������
;�;�
seemed to have opted for using the parallel forms cej (SP, 768), si “these,” 
se (n.) “this” (ibid., 771, 394), and even a mixture of the two phonetic 
forms otse next to oce “this is” (ibid., 395), despite the fact that the two 
forms represented two distinct literary traditions and dialectal areas 
q����j�����{}�}��{�}~{{����+�����	�������������������������������	��
��
;�;�q+�/�;<'�������;�{}�|������������"�����������
����������������
the form vid�����������������������	��+�/�;<'�������;�q+�/�;<'�������;�
1907, 19). To look at several random pages from the novel ��������3��
(Black Council, 1857), one happens upon numerous examples of od in 
Kuliš (�¬��{�|��{�}~{{����>��������������
�����{|�}��`�
�j�	�"���"����-
ally giving preference to the form vid, thus introducing this “Galician 
����*�����
�������+�/�;<'�������;��������������od qY���;���{}�|	�����

!�� +�/�;<'�������;��� ����
������ ������� ������ �������
��� ��� ���
type �����!���“[saw the angel of the Lord] stand” (SP, 403, 778, 1 Chr 
21:16) are deserving of attention. Some of them are used concurrently 
������;��������������
����������������)�����!��������&�����O���*�qSP, 
777, Dan 7:9) alongside�)�����!��)�!�(SP, 771, Dan 3:15) ~ ���)������)�!�
&	�����"�������������*�qSP, 771, Dan 3:11). One should emphasize those 
active participles that show a closer connection with their base verbs, thus 
presenting a static feature in a dynamic mode: ������!�����!���� “lamps 
������*�qSP, 782, Dan 10:6) (from hority “to be alight”), ���������!���������
“archers” (SP, 392, 1 Chr 8:40) (from streljaty “to shoot”), 3�+�����!��
��!��“[men] that drew sword” (SP, 403, 1 Chr 21:5) (from dobuvaty “to 
draw [a sword]”), that is, “men able to draw swords, if called to arms.” A 
similar categorical meaning is rendered in some other places with the help 
of relative clauses introduced by the relativizer �!��(e.g., ��*����!���������
�!�������!�“men able to bear buckler and sword” [SP, 388, 1 Chr 5:18]).

Interestingly, in his 1907 essay about the status of contemporary 
����������� +�/�;<'�������;� ������� ����� ��� ���������"� ��� ������� ���
present active participles in the “contemporary written language” in Ukraine 
q+�/�;<'�������;�{}������������������������������
����������������������� 
to occur in all genres of the author’s writings, including polemical and phil-
osophical works as well as belle lettres. To take his treatise Svitohljad 
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ukrajins´koho naroda (World Outlook of the Ukrainian People, 1868) as an 
�����
�����������������)�����!���“ruling,” �����!���“standing,” ���+���!���
&��		��"�*��������
����q+�/�;�{|�|���{�����������������"���������"�����
opinion of all Galician forms deviating eventually from vernacular 
Ukrainian prompts us to assume that the bulk of such participles in his 
translation of the Bible might have been introduced (or at least not replaced 
	�� �� ��
����� �
������ 	�� ��
;�;�� >�������� ����� ���� ��
��� "������� ����
�������"�����������������������"���

�������	��+�/�;<'�������;������
������
��
������
"�����������������
������������������������������+�/�;<
'�������;����������������
��!�)��(The Cocklebur), where Kuliš consistently 
replaced them with separate relative clauses or simply dropped them. Still, 
some participial forms did appear in the text of this novel (e.g. ��/�3��!��
ljudy “people [who are] coming out” or, in the same sentence, +����������!��
voda &�����§�����¨�������"����*�§Y���;���{}�|	���|¨��

$��������	������� q��������
�������� ������� �����������������
���
�������������������;�������q��"��������)��!�� “watcher” next to nevsy-
)�!�� [SP, 772, 773, Dan 4:13, 23], that is, “that who always watches,” 
���������
����
����������������

���������
�����;��������������������
of verbal features [Kurylo 1960, 16]). Sporadically, past active participles 
serve as an archaizing device in the vernacular-based text: ����������������
(pl.) “a mouth that spake” (SP, 777, Dan 7:20), �������������3�“[our God] 
that hath brought thy people” (SP, 779, Dan 9:15), or �����)��������������
“[those that] went out to the war” (SP, 388, 1 Chr 5:18).

���� ��� ��� ���� ������������� �������� ��� +�/�;<'�������;���
morphosyntax is the use of pluperfect tense forms irrespective of the 
narrative context (e.g., buv vyris “came up” [SP, 777, 1 Chr 7:20] and 
)�������+���“came” [SP�������{���������¨���!��"�����
��+�/�;<'�������;�
�����������
�����������������������`�
�j��������O����"���������	
���
a common trend in Dnieper Ukrainian in the last part of the nineteenth 
century (Tymošenko 1979, 125). It is interesting to note that obsolete 
perfect tense forms like xvalyv jesy “[thou] hast praised” (SP, 775, Dan 
������ ���� 	���
�� ������ ��� ��� ����
����� ��� +�/�;<'�������;�� ����
demonstrating its peripheral status with a Church Slavonic tinge 
q����j����� {}�}�� {��~{�������� "���� �� ����� �����
�� ��� �� ��
�����

��
�������q��������
����������������+�/�;<'�������;��������������slaven 
jesy “blessed be thou” (SP, 411, 1 Chr 29:10). Likewise, quite a few 
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��������
�������������������������������	�
�������+�/�;<'�������;���
translation (e.g., nebesa “heavens” [SP, 400, 1 Chr 16:26]). At any rate, in 
the scriptural translations of Kuliš there seem to be more Church 
�
�������������������������
����������	��+�/�;<'�������;���
���
���
���� ������ ��� +�/�;<'�������;��� 
��"��"�� ���� ����� �������
��<���-
���������������������������������������������������
�������������
����

In fact, the situation with Galician and Polish forms seems to be 
�����
�����!�����������������
��	����
;�;����ä����
;����/������������
����������	��������������������������q���������
��� ������;���-
tion pozajak “inasmuch as” [SP, 771], castigated, and rightly so, by 
+�/�;<'�������;�����������
�§+�/�;<'�������;�{}����{|¨�������������

��
the so-called “Galician/Polish locative” as in na hillju “in the boughs” 
[SP, 772, Dan 4:12] instead of na hilli, also v kraju “in the land” [SP, 
388, 1 Chr 5:11] in place of v kraji�§+�/�;<'�������;�{}����{�~{�¨���!��
not corrected by Kuliš, who used to edit his young protégé’s language, a 
����
���
����������������������������+�/�;<'�������;�������
��"��"��
(e.g., �$� �+�������� &��� ����"�����*� §+�/�;� {|�|�� ��|¨��� �����

�� ���
locative forms ending in -u might have been retained in Southwest 
�������������������=���
�������������������qY��������;�{}����{����

Nouns ending in -e like ljude “people” and lystje “leaves” (SP, 780), 
including Church Slavonicisms spasennje “saving” and vsespalennje 
“burnt offering” (ibid., 399, 412, 1 Chr 29:21), were also at variance with 
+�/�;<'�������;����������������������������"���������������������!����

��������{������	���{}������������	������;�q{|��~{}������������-

��
����;������������
�"���
����

��"����������������"����-e (nasinnje 
“seeds”) inasmuch as these forms were sounded as ending in -a (nasinnja) 
q+�/�;<'�������;� {}�|�� ����� ������ !� ��� �������
�� ����

��"� ��� `�
�j�
consistently used the forms ending in -e, thus purportedly trying “to bring 
��� 
��"��"�� �
����� �� �
�� ���������� 
�������*� q+�/�;<'�������;� {}����
�{~��������������������������������"
�����������������{��������
����!�����
prohnannja “by driving out” (SP, 401, 1 Chr 17:21), instead of !�����
prohnannje��������"���������������������������
�����
�������;�������
�������������	��+�/�;<'�������;��������������������#�
����������
��

There are numerous constructions with forms ending in -no and -to 
���������������������������������������	;������+�/�;<'�������;�q��"���
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������� *� ��!�� ����������� `����� ÿ��3��������� �+���� “In that night was 
Bel-shaz´-zar the king of the Chal-de-´-ans slain” [SP, 775, Dan 5:30]). 
������������������������
;�;����
���������������������������������-
tions on his own, as two factors could interact in this case. First, there 
were numerous impersonal constructions with predicative forms in 
ending -no and -to in the text. Second, such constructions occurred 
without any auxiliary, though with a clear perfect meaning (Shevelov 
{}�}��$���
�������������{�~�������

�������"��������
������������
their southwestern Ukrainian origin. However, the use of such construc-
tions in the language of other eastern Ukrainian writers of that time, 
������
��
�����������=����;�q>���������������|������
���
���������������

���
������������������
��"��"�����+�/�;<'�������;�

The vocabulary of his translation is particularly representative, espe-
cially as compared with Kuliš who was always open to borrowings and 
���
�"������ +�������
��� +�/�;<'�������;� ���
�� 	���
�� ����� #�
������
and Polish borrowings in Ukrainian. This fact indirectly proves that some 
central Ukrainian lexemes as used by this writer might have been replaced 
���������
���������	��#�
�����������������
������!���`�“deadline” (SP, 
����� Ð�
��� ��|�{�� ���� brama (sg.) “gates” (SP�� ����� {� ���� ������ Ð�
���
1:42), as opposed to the indigenous vorotar “porter” (SP, 393, 1 Chr 9:21; 
Ð�
�� {�{�{��� dveri “door” (ibid.), and porohy “gates” (SP, 393, 1 Chr 
}������ $������ ��� �������
� ����������� ��� ��
;�;�� ��� ����
����� ���
+�/�;<'�������;����������������
����������������
�
��������q��"���posud 
zolotyj, sribnyj ta midjanyj “vessels of gold and silver and brass” [SP, 
401, 1 Chr 18:10] and +���������!�������������“the image’s head [was] of 
����"�
�*�§SP, 770, Dan 2:32] next to zolotyj idol “an image of gold” [SP, 
770, Dan 3:1]). The following verse looks like an excerpt from a typical 
Cossack chronicle, with representative lexemes and patronymic names 
ending in -enko:

�µ¯¼�Ú¯ÂÆÊ®Ëµ�¿±ÃÄ°¯®Æ¸¯¸�®¯¶�
¸¾²ÄËµ°���µ²¯�¯Ã�È±�
ÔÇ »Æ¶±®Ëµ�²³ ²Æ¸¯¸�¶·�� 
(SP, 402)

§�������<�	�����������Î�<��<
i´-ah was over the host; and 
��<�����<�<��������������
A-hi´-lud, recorder.] (1 Chr 
18:15)
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��������
�������������������������

�����+�/�;<'�������;�������
�-
��������"����������	��������������

��������������������������

�����
synonymous triad narody, plemena j jazyky “people, nations, and 
languages” (SP, 771, Dan 3:4, 7), where the latter lexeme is employed in 
one of the antiquated (Old Church Slavonic and Old Rusian) meanings 
&����
�*�q�������{���~{��|��������	�������
�����������������het´man 
“prince” (SP, 783, Dan 11:22), benket “feast,” �����*��“lord” (SP, 774, 
Dan 5:1), and radnyky j otamany “the counselors and the captains” (SP, 
775, Dan 6:7) date back to the Middle Ukrainian period and are perme-
ated by historical myths and allusions. Not surprisingly, almost all of 
these lexemes, or their derivatives, are attested in the language of the 
¤��������������>������;�`����<������;�������q`������{��������{����
258, 351) and in ��������������������������������6�����!������������������
(The Dictionary of the Little Russian or, Southeastern Russian Language) 
������
��Q�
�����;<+�������qQ�
�<+����������{��}���������

��������������
���+�/�;<'�������;�������	�
������������������
Ukrainian at its core. Yet one comes across northern and southwestern 
lexemes in his translation, which, as was assumed, might have been 
added by the editor(s). This is why in most cases one deals with 
obvious regional alternatives: )������!��� qÐ�
�����������������
���	��
Kuliš (SP, 58), ~ )��!����“occasion” (Bil.-Nos., 301) as attested in 
one and the same verse (Dan 6:4), postelja (SP�������$������}��Ð�
���
2:718) ~ ��*���“bed” (SP, 772, Dan 4:5; Kvitka, 2:76), or /��!�“provi-
sion” ~ strava “portion of the king’s meat” ~ )�*����“meat” (SP, 768, 
Dan 1:5, 10, 13). The latter lexemes are found in the language of 
`����<������;�������q`��������������������������������)�*��� is 
"
���������&����������*�qQ�
�<+������||���!���������
��������+�/�;<
'�������;��)�*��������
���
����������������������������������qÐ�
���
����}�� ���� ��� �
��������� ���`�
�j����������������� ���	������� ��	�
(1869). Among contrasting regional forms, it is worth citing WUkr. 
���*��“loins” (SP�������$��������Ð�
���{���}������������������pojasnycja 
in Kuliš’s paraphrase of Psalm 38 (Psaltyr, J��;�� {�{��� poperek 
&
����*����`����<������;�������q`���������|����������������!�������
“to happen” (SP, 774; Kvitka, 2:83; Bil.-Nos., 214).
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�����

��+�/�;<'�������;���
��"��"�����������������������������
toward the vernacular as spoken, to use his words, in “the whole of 
Central Ukraine,” whence a minimum of Church Slavonic, Galician, or 
Polish forms, introduced in his translation of the biblical books most 

���
��	����
;�;�q����
;����/�����Q����������`�
�j��������	�	
���
�����-
lations created a multilayered system of heterogeneous elements pertaining 
to various dialects and even literary traditions. Thus, the language of 
+�/�;<'�������;��������	������"��������	������
���

���������������-
ically. Its homogeneity seems to be even more solid when compared 
��������������
��������������=���/������;�������
�����������+���
���������������������������"���������"��������������
;�;��������-
body else responsible for the preparation of the manuscript for 
publication had the right to introduce corrections in the translation of 
+�/�;<'�������;��������������������������������������������������
��� ���	
��� 
��� ��� ��� ����� ��� ��� ���������� ��� �������������� ���
regionalisms as in the choice of a stylistic framework for the whole 
����������Q�	
�������
�������������"�����
;�;��������	��������������
������"��������������������	��`�
�j�������
;�;���������;��������-
lation of the New Testament in the 1870s. This is why the translation of 
+�/�;<'�������;����
������
�������	�	
���
����������������������"��
style of new literary Ukrainian. 

INTERPRETING HEBREW POETRY

Already in his Tovytovi slovesa (the book of Tobit) of 1893, Kuliš demon-
���������������������������������q������������������ of the Bible. Not 
���������"
��� ��� �� 
���� ��� |� ��
�� {|}��� `�
�j� �������� �� ��
���� ����
���
�������������������������������������������
�������������
��{|}����
the overall idea of his future poetic translation, which would differ both 
structurally and creatively from the prose one. He believed that feelings 
���
����������������������������������������������������
���������
the fact that remnants of primitive poetry were purportedly fossilized in 
���>�	��������������qY���;���{}�|����{����!�������&����������>�	����
������ ���� ���*� ����� ��O����� ��� ��� 	����� ��� ��� >�	���� Q�	
��� ���
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particular in the Psalms. For this reason, the translation of the Psalter 
�����������#�
����������������������`�
�j�������
��������;���q�	������

!�� ���� 
���� ��� |� ��
�� {|}�� �� ���
��� qY���;��� {}�|��� �{���� `�
�j�
contended that the full title of the translation of the Holy Bible into Ukrainian 
����
������������O�����������������������������������������

����

ÚÃ¯ÂµÂ�²ÄË ¾�Á±ÂïË»¯¶
ÚÄ¸¹Ãÿ¿µ�Á ²Ä°¯
ÚÃ¯Âÿ¿µ�¾�Ñµ¸ÿ¿µ�Ù¯³µ¸#¶Æ
Á±Â±Ë»¯¶"¸�È±�å¿ÿ
ôÆ»#Ì�Ý»ï»ÄËµ¸ Å�Á¯®ÄËÿ
Ø¯²Ã ®¯�¶ÂÆ¿¯��Þµ»µ²®Ä®,«¹� �Á²Ä®¹�Á²±®Ä

[The Old Rusian Translation of the Holy Scripture of the Old 
���� +��� ��������� ����
���� 	�� `�
�j� �
�
�����/� ��������
Part 2: Lamentations and The Song of Songs]

On the title page of the manuscript prepared by Kuliš for Pavlyk 
(who promised to have Lamentations and the Song of Songs published in 
Lviv in 1896 or 1897) the translator added:

Á±Å¯Ã¯®µ�¸¸�éÄ¸µ¸
Â��ã��{|}�
Ù¯�¶µ¿»¹¶µ°�Á¯¸» Ë¯�ë Ç¯¾»¯�qHolosin´nja, 2r)
[Printed in Lviv in God’s year of 1897 under the supervision of 
���
���=���;
�¨

In a separate note, which is attached to the protograph held today at the manu-
������������������������>�����/�����!�������������������'��������������
National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine, Kuliš asked Pavlyk to also print 
on the half title page “the Old Rusian Translation of the Holy Scriptures.”

The title, proposed by Kuliš, underscored his vision of the Holy Bible in 
�����������!������������ ����������
����������������������������������-
nymic names, Kuliš made use of a folk etymological form zapovíd 
“Testament” (compare zápovid´�� q>���/���{��{|��Enejida, Index, 60), with 
���������������
���

�	
������������������������
�"���
�6���" as attested in 
Old Church Slavonic and East Slavic (Vasmer, 1:193) (Rus. ���á� and Ukr. 
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[dial. and obsolete] odvít “answer”). Obviously, this was an attempt to revive 
the oldest lexical layer, as used in his translation in contrast with the Great 
Russian version. 

However, most telling in this respect is the distinction of starorus´ka 
mova “Old Rusian” from novorus´ka mova “New Rusian [Great Russian],” 
as discussed by Kuliš in the aforementioned letter to Pavlyk. Having made 
several translations of the Bible, the Russians were purportedly incapable 
�����������"��������������������������������	����������	�������������
�������������J�����������&����
����������"������*�qY���;���{}�|����{|���
Deprived of what could be bestowed upon them only by God, the Russians 
���
������������������O���	
��
��"��"�����&�����
��J������*�`�
�j������
��
could hardly translate the Bible in verse into novourus´ka mova (Russian) 
in the same way as he was doing with Ukrainian (starorus´ka mova) (ibid.). 
Although somewhat controversial, this thesis nevertheless illustrated the 
creative enthusiasm that Kuliš was experiencing at that time and his sincere 
expectations that a new version of the Ukrainian Bible, comprised of the 
poetic and prose parts, would be a truly innovative work among all other 
Slavic Bibles, especially in comparison with the conservative and some-
what rigid style of the Russian translation(s).

With the appearance of a six-volume study of the Bible by Eduard 
J��¦�q��	
���������������
�����{|}�~{|}���qJ��¦����������������
�-
���� ��� ��� Q�	
�� 	�� ���
� `������� q{|}�~{|}��� q`��������� `�
�j�
declared that he was ready to undertake “a poetic translation of the lyrical 
pearls” of the Old Testament, which would be a second part of the overall 
����
��������;���������Q�	
��qY���;���{}�|����{����!�������
������������
work on the Ukrainian Bible, Kuliš promised to concentrate on a transla-
�������&�����
�"�������
��>�	�������
�������*����
��J��;���Yov q��	���
��	
������������
�����{|�}����'�������������������
��������������������
the poetic translation of Hebrew philosophy (ibid.).

Though sketched in broad strokes, the above plan ushered in a 
new period in scriptural translation in Ukraine and, what is more 
��"�������� �� ���� ��������
������� ��� ��� �������
��� ����
����� ���
��� Q�	
��� ������������ ���� �� ��������� ������ ��� ������ ����
�����
was conceived of by Kuliš as the most comprehensible and adequate 
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medium of God’s word for laymen, who are capable of grasping the 
����� ����������� ���� ���� ����������� ��� �� ������������ q���;�����
{}�}�����}~����������������������"�������������������� ���������
rendition of the Bible echoes The Idea of Biblical Poetry by Kugel 
(1981), according to whom, if Hebrew prose can be read as poetry, the 
reverse should also be the case. In other words, the suggestion that 
Hebrew verse is simply a developed prose style with rhetorical tenden-
�����������
���	
����`�
�j���������������������Q�	
�����������������
framework, rather than to his wish to follow closely the original 
(Naxlik 2007, 2:279). Otherwise, it is not clear which original Kuliš 
was supposed to follow.

Overall, one must give credit to Kuliš for his intention to offer a new, 
metric interpretation of prose as found in the Hebrew Bible through the 
�����������������!�������̀ �
�j������������������������������
�	�����
on a metrical vernacular as used to render the model of “sung speech,” 
which was as appropriate for Hebrew poetry as it was for Ukrainian folk-
lore. In this respect, his metrical vision of the Bible in Ukrainian looked 
much more congruent with the nature of Hebrew poetry than Ivan 
���;��������������������� �����<��

���&��������"������*�qrytm moly-
tovnyj��������������������	��'����q{}�}����������������������
��"��"��
������;�����������
�����������>�
�����������������������������������"�
&�������������������*��������������������;�������
��"��"�������;�'����
described his translation as “plain and solemn” at the same time. 
��������"���'�����������
��������������������
�&���������*�q����"��
��� ����� ������� ��� ���;������� ����
�������������"� ���� ��� ��� ��"��
place, while the use of the predicate at the end of sentences added addi-
����
������������������������q�	���������;�����q{}�}	����~�{����"����
that the Bible was replete with poetic parts that one could render only 
���������
��������������������
�����

���������������	���'�����������;����������������������
������
understanding of the preponderantly poetic disposition of the ancient 
���������#���������������>�	�������������������������
�����������
rhythm. Yet Hebrew poetry is also marked by stress and sonority, being 
dependent simply on rhythm for its conventions. Moreover, neither of 
these is identical to rhythm or, more broadly, meter. Each can be found 
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where there is no meter, although obviously the reverse cannot hold 
q#�

��"����{}}����{~����

As a result, one can hardly agree with the modern appreciation of 
���;������� ����
����� 	�� �����<��������/� q������ �{|��� ���� ����
��
������������&����������������
��"��"��§������;����¨�������������-
tion in the translation of the entire Holy Scriptures into Ukrainian.” Kuliš, 
����������������������������������������������������������������������
����
����������������������
�����������;�����������
�����	�������<
��������/� ���� ���� �������������� ���
����"� ���;����� �����
��� 	�� ���
meter comprising several vital components such as rhythm, stress, sonority, 
and the like.

THE BOOK OF JOB

����������������	���������	����������������������������������������
stress. Like the Psalter, Lamentations, and the Song of Songs, this book is 
literary poetry at its best, though it comes as close as possible to poetry-
as-story, thus contrasting with the erotic imagery of the Song and the 
communal lament in Lamentations (Gillingham 1994, 102). At the very 
����� ��� ���� ����
��������;����`�
�j� 	����������� ����������	�� ���
	���������	��������������	������������������"�������������
���<������
in the Hebrew, with its distinctive accentual system and dramatic unity. In 
1869, he had a poetic paraphrase of this book published immediately after 
the appearance of the Pentateuch (Pentatevx) and before the whole Psalter 
in Ukrainian came off the press in 1871 (Psaltyr�� J��;��� !�� ��� ���
��
1890s, when he began a new translation of the Bible, Kuliš planned not 
����
��������������{|�}�����������������	�	���������������������������
interpretation of the poetry of this book, inspired largely by the latest 
��������� ������� ��� ������� ���������� ���
����"� ������������ ������
�
scholarship by Emil Kautzsch and his students. In addition, at that time 
Kuliš had at his disposal the English Revised Version of the Bible, which 
���� ��	
������ � ��� {||{~{||��� ���� ������������� ��������"� ��� {|}��
q`�
�j���Q�
�	��������}�����

�����

���������������������������������	�

���� ����� ����������� �� ������� �������� ���� 
������� ������������ ���
�������������������������������
�����	����������������
���"�����
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�������

��
�������������������������������
���������	�	
���
�	������
���
the draft of Hyjob q��	��������������	����������������

��� �

������ �������� ���� 
��"������ ������������ 	������ ��� ����
������������������{|}���������������������������������������������
�����������
���� ������� ����������������� ����
���������"���� ���
mid-1890s:

Translation of 1869 Translation of 1896

Áµ¿ ¼® �¶±®Ä��×µ�¹�®¯�²¸Ã� 
ÖÂµ¶ ¸²¹�
Ü�Ã Ç¯�®Å��×µ�³ÂµÂ±Ë»¯�� 
Ö&À¯Å¯¸²¹¥*
Ý��×µ¼�Ãµ¾�¶±®Ä�ÆÀ¹¸�¹� 
Ö_9\O'_'F,
áµ¼�®±�²¸Ã ¸�Þµ²³µ¶Ä�®¯�å¿µ� 
ÖÀ¸±ÂÇÆ�
Ü�²¸Ã�®¯¶�® °�®±�À¯² ¹¸�¸µ� 
Ö¸Ë ¥
Í9�<»�å¿µ�¿Æ²Ã ¾�µ¼¾°±� 
Ö\'^'],
Í9�<»�å¿µ�¸¯ÈË¯�µËÂ Ê�Ç°¯Â¯�
Ü�7'\9^]>� ²³µ¸®¹ÃÄ�å¿µ� 
Ö²ÃÂ¯Çµ°¥�qYov, 42)

ÁÂµË»¹Ã ¾�¶±®Ä��×µ�¹�®¯�²Ä¸Ã� 
ÖÂµ¶ ¸²¹¥
ÁÂµË»¹Ã¯�¾�®Å��×µ�³ÂµÂ±Ë»¯�� 
ÖÙ¯Å¯¸²¹¥
Í9�<»�Ãµ¾�¶±®Ä�¸µ¸Ë �Ã±°® ¾� 
Ö¼Æ¶±¥
Ü�ãµ¿�O9�<»�³Âµ�å¿µ�®±�À¿¯¶¯±�
Ü�²µ®±ÅËµ�O9�<»�®¯¶�®°�®±� 
Ö²Ä²¹±¥
Í9�<»�å¿µ�®¯À¯¶�³µË» Å±� 
Ö\'^'],
Ü�_9\^Q(<�å¿µ�³µ¸Ë�µ¼¾°±¥
Ü�²ÃÂ¯ÇÃÄÃ±�O9�<»�å¿µ�»¹Ë¯±¥
(Hyjob 1327r; Kuliš to  
ÖQ�
�	��������}{�

[3.  Let the day perish wherein I was born, and the night in which it was 

said. There is a man child conceived. 

 4.  Let that day be darkness; let not God regard it from above, neither 

let the light shine upon it. 

 5.  Let darkness and the shadow of death stain it; let a cloud dwell upon 

���
�����	
���������������������������¨�q��	����~��

The two translations are characterized by a folkloric iambic pentam-
�����������������"�������������������
�����������������������������
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vernacular stylistic devices. Leaving aside theological issues, the transla-
tion of 1896 seems to be premised on slightly more rational tenets, whence 
a somewhat scanty pool of morphosyntactic patterns and lexical elements 
as compared with a more loose texture of the language of the 1869 trans-
lation. In the morphosyntax, it is worthwhile mentioning the uniform 
	�"�����"��������������
������������������������������������������
particle nexaj &
�*� q��� ��������� �� ��� ��� ��� ���� ����
������� !�� ���
vocabulary, the language of the 1869 translation looks more archaic and, 
at any rate, more bookish (e.g., temnota, morok, pomerky “darkness” 
§Ð�
��� ��}���� {������ �}�¨�� ��� ����������� ���� ��� ����
����� ��� {|}��
where morok and temrjava are accompanied by a diminutive ����!���
“sun” (also the bookish form yspovnyt´ [straxom] [3 sg. non-past] in Yov 
compared to a vernacular form ljakae [3 sg. pres.] “to scare” in Hyjob). 
��"��	
���`�
�j���
��������������
�����������Q�	
����"��������������
his search for a uniform vernacular standard that would be comprehen-
sible to all the Ukrainian people.

To gauge the difference between the years 1869 and 1896, one should 
also remember Kuliš’s early admiration for the French philosopher and 
������������J�����q{|��~{|}����������
����������������
����������-
ical studies of biblical material in his time. This fact rationalizes Kuliš’s 
choice of particular stylistic means in the paraphrase of 1869, heavily 
��O�������	����������
�����������
���������������
��������� ���Q�	
��
into French. Thus, in its separate publication in 1869 under the imprint of 
the newspaper Pravda�������������������
�����������	���������	�����
����
�����������������������������&_�������Q���������	�_���_�����*�
with a modest note saying that this study was based on “excerpts from the 
latest scholarship on this issue” (Yov, 1869, iii). On page xiii of the 
preface, Kuliš mentioned seven authors, with Renan listed last, who had 
all purportedly inspired his study. However, a closer inspection of Kuliš’s 
preface and Renan’s Study on the Age and Character of the Book of Job 
reveals striking para llels, not only in argumentation but also in stylistics. 
A selection of several random passages in Kuliš’s preface demonstrate 
almost total dependence on Renan’s text and look in some places very 
closely appropriated.
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Renan’s Le livre de Job Kuliš’s Translation of 1869

Au primier coup d’œil, en effet, ce 
��å���������������
��
�ï������
��	��·�������������������������
ï���
'����������"��������"������������
�����������
��
�������
����������������
de la Palestine. (Renan, xv)

'��
��"������
����������	����
��ï	����
le plus limpide, le plus serré, le plus 
classique. On y trouve toutes les 
qualités du style ancien, la concision, 
la tendance à l’énigme, un tour 
énergique et comme frappé au 
marteau, cette largeur de sens, 
éloignée de toute sécheresse, qui 
laisse à notre esprit quelque chose à 
deviner, ce timbre charmant qui 
semble celui d’un métal ferme  
et pur. (ibid., xxxvii)

Ñ¯�³±Â¸ ¾�³µ¿»¹¶��Ë® ¿¯�Üµ¸¯�
À¶¯ÊÒÒ¹�¸�â¸Â±¾²ÄË¾�
²»µ¸±²®µ²Ã�¿±ÃÄ�µ¶ ®µËµ½��Ûå¸�
»½¶±�²Ê�³µ±° �®±�â¸Â±·��²¯°¯�
¶¹���®±�¸�Á¯»±²Ã ®�� 
(Yov, 1869, iii)

ëµ¸¯�Ë® ¿ �Üµ¸¯�®¯¾¸ Â¯À®×¯�
â¸Â±¾× ®¯��®¯¾²ÆÃÆÈ®×¯��
¸ÀµÂµ¸¯��Ù®¯Çµ¶ °µ�¸�¾�Æ²�
³Â Ë°±Ã �²Ã¯Âµ²¸ÒÄËµ¿µ�²Ã »½��
ËµÂµÃËµ°µ¸®²ÃÄ��®¯Ç »�¶µ�
À¯¿¯¶Ë ��³µ¸µÂµÃ �±®±Â¿ Ì®��
°µ¸�Ëµ¸¯®®¹�°µ»µÃµ°��Ì Â ®½�
¶Æ°µË��¼±À�Æ²¹Ëµ�²ÆÇµ²Ã ��Ã¯ËÆ��
×µ�Àµ²Ã¯¸»¹Ê�®¯°�¶±<×µ�
¸¶¿¯¶Æ¸¯Ã �� �ÃÆ�»½¼Æ�
¶À¸®Ë²ÃÄ��¹Ë¯�¼Æ¸¯�¸�°±Ã¯»»�
°Ò®µ°Æ� �Å ²Ãµ°Æ� (ibid., ix)

Although a comparative study of the language of Renan remains beyond 
����������������������������������������������
����������
�����	�����
two translators. The overall impression of the two texts is their stylistic trans-
parency, with a choice of predominantly low-key linguistic elements, 
interspersed with lofty forms, thus creating a distinctive poetic system.

This kind of stylistic similarity tends to stand out in comparison with 
Kuliš’s poetic translation of 1896, which, as the writer pointed out, was 
largely inspired by Kautzsch’s scholarship and translations. Not surpris-
��"
�����;�����
�����������������������
��"��"����������������������
��������
1896 in comparison with the language of Renan’s French text are quite 
evident. Rather, one can easily discover parallelism between Kautzsch’s 
language and Kuliš’s translation of 1896. Leaving stylistic subtleties aside, 
����������������������������������������������������"�
�����������
������������"����������Q���̀ �����������̀ �
�j�������	;����������������
the verb “to be,” correspondingly Gr. sei and Ukr. bud´ ([bud´] prokljatyj 
den´ “let the day be cursed”). Remarkably, in Reuß’s German-language 
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edition of the Old Testament, one happens on a slightly different construc-
tion Fluch (“curse,” nom.) dem Tag (“day,” dat.). 

Finally, the Ukrainianized form of Job in the translation of 1896 is 
slavishly modeled on the German form Hiob (Kautzsch and Weizsäcker, 
922), while the name Yov������������
���{|������������
���
����O�-
enced by the French form as well as the native adaptation of this biblical 
������������ ��������� �����

������ �����;��� ����
���������J������
Reuß, and Kautzsch, the translation of Kuliš was likely based on the text 
�������
�������
�����������

��

���������������
���"���
������������	�
�����O���������������������
���� and the hymn.

!� ����
��	��	����� �������� ����������� ���	������� ��	������������

��"���������������"���������"���"����
�"���	��������	������������������
As in the Hebrew Scriptures, Kuliš is skilled in using linguistic means to 
distinguish between laments and hymns, in particular in his translation of 
{|}�������
�����������
���������������������	�����������������������
usually attributed to his friends. Correspondingly, the translator tries to make 
��	���
������
���������������

�������������������������������
�������������
�

����"�������
����������������
�����������
����������	����
�"����������
��� ���� �	������ �����
��� ��� ��� ���������
� ���������� ��� ��� �������� ���
�������� ��� ������������<
��<����� q��	���}~{���������������	
���
�� ���
creative power of the God who upholds the earth and the heavens. Trying to 
achieve a sense of unity within diversity, Kuliš aptly combines various 
stylistic devices appearing, nevertheless, anchored in a strong narrative 
content that tends to illustrate the glib traditionalism of E-li´-phaz’s thinking 
(Gillingham 1994, 100). In Kuliš’s translation of 1896, one feels that this is 
literary poetry of the caliber of the Hebrew original, thus evoking a response 
not only through its ideas, but also primarily through its form of expression.

Nevertheless, one can also agree with Kuliš that his 1869 paraphrase 
was “a nice translation” and perhaps no new translation was necessary in 
the late 1890s (Kuliš to Biloborodov, 90). The only excuse for a new trans-
lation, according to Kuliš, lay in the latest achievements in biblical studies 
and the need to incorporate them somehow in a new Ukrainian translation 
of the Bible: “I had previously only Renan as a translator, and now the 
whole of German-speaking Europe is at my disposal” (ibid.). A comparison 
of parallel excerpts from the 1869 and 1896 translations (see below) 
demonstrates their stylistic attunement to giving the liturgical poetry a 
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����
������������������
������������������������;��������"���������
the translations made by Renan and Kautzsch prove Kuliš’s dependence on 
���������
�������������������������������������
�������������������������
instance, Renan’s expression la face de la terre as emulated in 1869 by 
Kuliš in lyce zemli “the face of the earth” compared to zemlja “earth” in the 
1896 translation, corresponding with Kautzsch’s Erde “earth.”

���������������������

�����������������}~{���������������������	����
paraphrased by Kuliš in 1869 and 1896. Excerpts from the translations of 
Renan and Kautzsch are placed below corresponding paraphrases of Kuliš.

Translation of 1869 Translation of 1896

¬±» Ë±�¸®� �®±²Ë¯À¯®®±� 
ÖÃ¸µÂ ÃÄ�
¬®�¼±À»Å®µ�¶ ¸¯�²¸µ�¹¸»¹Ê�
�>�9 ?9\=4�µËÂµ³»½Ê�¶µ×¯° �
Ü�®¯�³µ»¹�³Æ²Ë¯Ê�À�®±¼¯�¸µ¶Æ�
�\>^9OO'}'�¸µÀ®µ² ÃÄ�®¯� 
Ö¸ ²µË²ÃÄ�
º>?9^O'}'� À�®ÆÈ¶ �¸ À¸µ»¹Ê�
�9?@'�O>]<\�³²ÆÊ�»±¶¯Å�Â¯¶ �

Ü�®±�¶¯Ê�ÂÆË¯°�Ç�À»¯�Å ® Ã �
�X]<('}' =X]<(G_('\�å¿µ�»µ¸ ÃÄ�
Ü�Ç ÃÂµ¿µ�Æ�Ç ÃÂµ×¯Ç 
ÖÃÆ°¯® ÃÄ�
æ�¶±®Ä�¸µ® �¹Ë�²±Â±¶�®µÅ� 
ÖÇµ¶¹ÃÄ�
Ü�7'=<7]>�ÌÆË¯½ÃÄ�µ�³µ»Æ¶®�
Ó °�¼¶®µ¿µ�Ç�°±Å��XG_<��° ®¯Ê�
ã±À² »Ä®µ¿µ�®±�¸Çµ³»¹ÃÄ�² »Ä®� 
ÖÂÆË �

¬±ÂÃ¯ÊÒÒ¹�®±×¯²®µ°Æ� 
Ö®¯¶¹�
Ü�À¯ËÂ ¸¯�®±² ÃÆ�79=#]X�À»µ¼¯��
(Yov����~|���

��}���¬±» Ë�¸®�¶»¯� �¶ ¸ �Âµ¼ ÃÄ�
Ö����Ü�¼±À»Å� Ç�� �ÇÃµ�¼�È±�Ãµ� 

ÖÀ¼¯¿®Æ¸� Çç
{����Û¯±�¶µ×�À±°»� �¸µ¶Æ�7<ÈOQ\,
{{���ÁÂ ® È±® Ç�Æ¿µÂÆ�³¶¾°¯±��
Ö����Ù¯²°ÆÅ±® °�¶¯±�¶µÀ®¯Ã � 

ÖÈ;<G#_Q.
{����ÕÆ¾®Æ±�¸®�¸²�À¯¶Æ° �9�>|O>�,
Ö����áµ¼�ÂÆË � Ç�®±�¸Ëµ » � 

Ö9�>|G_(<.
{����ÁÂ±°Æ¶Â Ç�¸®� Ç�Ç ÃÂµ×¯° � 

Ö»µ¸ ÃÄ��
Ö����Ü�Ç ÃÂµ×�=X]<(>\�®±� 

Ö(|<F�#�Q.
{����æ¶±®Ä�¸µ® �°µ¸�7'O';4  

Ö¼»ÆË¯½ÃÄ
Ö����Ü�7'=<7]>�ÌÆË¯½ÃÄ�µ³µ»Æ¶Ä®�
{����Õ¹ÃÆ±�Ã¯Ë�¸®�µ¶�°±Å¯��À� Ç� 

Ö79=#]>
{���º>?9^O'}'�¸�7'_X�O'}'�²� 

Ö7'_<=>.
{����ã±²² »®µ°Æ�Ãµ¶�@=>È;>_#  

Ö®¯¶¹��
Ö����Ü�¸�»½Ãµ¿µ�À¯ÃÆ»½±ÒÄÒ¹� 

Ö79=#]<. (Hyjob��{��}�~{�����
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Renan’s Translation Kautzsch’s Translation

[Dieu] qui fait de grandes choses  
Ö�����������������������
Des merveilles qu’on ne saurait  
Ö�������
Qui répand la pluie sur la face  
Ö���
�������
Et fait couler les eaux sur la face  
Ö�������������

ý�����
����
������	
���
Et sauve ceux qui sont dans le  
Ö����
�
Qui dissipe les conseils des  
Ö��������
��
������ê������������
���
����� 
Ö���;����
Qui prend les habiles dans leurs 
Ö��������������
Et fait manquer les desseins des  
Ö����������������
$��;������
���������������������� 
Ö
���ï��	����
En plein midi, ils tâtonnent  
Ö�������������
Ainsi Dieu préserve le pauvre du  
Ö"
��������
����	������
Ainsi Dieu sauve le faible des  
Ö�����������������
Alors l’espérance revient au  
Ö��
���������
Et l’iniquité ferme la bouche. 
qJ��������~�{�

9.  [Gott] der große Dinge  
thut, die unerforschlich, und 
Wunder, die unzählbar sind:

10.  Der der Erde Regen schenkt und 
Wasser auf die Fluren sendet,

11.  der Niedrige hoch emporhebt, 
und Trauernde erfahren  
hohes Heil.

12.  Er vereitelt die Pläne der 
Listigen,

Ö�����¦������>-����������
Beständiges schaffen.

13.  Er fängt die Klugen in ihrer 
eignen List,

Ö�����������Î�����
�"�����
Unschlag überstürzt sich.

14.  Am hellen Tage stoßen sie auf 
Finsternis

Ö���������������+�������������
sie am Mittag.

15.  So rettet er vom Schwert, aus 
ihrem Rachen,

Ö���������������#���
������������
den Armen.

16.   So geht dem Schwachen 
Hoffnung auf,

Ö�����������Q���������
��¦�����=��
�
�Ö�q`�����������_����-������

}��~}���
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[9.  [God] Which doeth great things and unsearchable; marvelous things 

without number: 

{����_���"���������������������������������������������������
����

11.  To set up on high those that be low; that those which mourn may be 

exalted to safety. 

12.  He disappointeth the devices of the crafty, so that their hands cannot 

perform their enterprise. 

13.  He taketh the wise in their own craftiness: and the counsel of the 

forward is carried headlong. 

14.  They meet with darkness in the daytime, and grope in the noonday 

as in the night. 

15.  But he saveth the poor from the sword, from their mouth, and from 

the hand of the mighty. 

{������� ��� ����� ���� ������ ���� �������� ������� ���� �����¨� q��	�

��}~{��

Granted the similar artistic values of the 1869 and 1896 translations, one 
is not surprised that in 1896 Kuliš employed the same forms as in the 
paraphrase of 1869 (e.g., polapky &"�����"
�*� §>���/��� ���|�¨�� pel´ka 
&�����*� ������ �����<���
���

�� §�	����� {{��� Ð�
��� �����¨�� ���� ��
long-naturalized Church Slavonicism lukavyj “crafty,” occurring also in 
���/����� §>���/��� {�}{�~}{�¨��� ������ ��� ����������� 	������ ��� ���
translations appears very elusive. In the vocabulary, the number of Church 
Slavonic or bookish elements is almost the same (e.g., neskazannyj 
“unsearchable,” smyrennyj “low,” +��+�*��� “ungodly,” lukavyj “crafty,” 
and usta “mouth,” all found in the 1869 paraphrase, compared to exydnyj 
“spiteful,” exydstvo “maliciousness,” premudryj “wise,” and lukavyj 
&������*������������{|}������
�������!�����������"�����������������
Latin borrowing, mediated by Polish and attested in East Slavic (Vasmer, 
2:133), myzernyj “miserable” (Pol. mizerny; Vytv., 135; Bil.-Nos., 224). 
In 1896, Kuliš added one more of his favorite Polonisms, )���*����
“mighty.” As a possible Russianism one can treat )Ó�����&��
�*��������
penultimate stress, as is the case in East Ukrainian (Bil.-Nos., 274). It is 
not therefore accidental that )Ó���� is not attested in the dictionaries of 
Q�����>���/����������������Ð�
��������;��
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Despite statistical symmetry with Yov� q��	�����{|�}���������

�� ��� ���
lofty vocabulary, the paraphrase of 1896 reveals a broader range of stylistic 
devices. In addition to the aforementioned Church Slavonic and bookish 
forms, Kuliš used in 1896, for instance, pel´ka “mouth” (2x), potala 
“mistreatment, abuse,” and the adverbs )���!��“in the night” and polapky 
“gropingly.” This contrast is also strengthened by the phonetic spelling, 
rendering various types of assimilation of consonants, that was alpha and 
omega in the later period of Kuliš’s linguistic creativity. Thus, assimilation in 
place and manner of articulation is observed in �!�������(gen.) “happiness,” 
+���!��� (3 sg. pres.) “to shine,” and vdajuc´cja (3 pl. pres.) “to manage, 
succeed” (note also s potaly “from the hand of the mighty” with a neutraliza-
tion in voicing of z in the environment before the voiceless p). Overall, a 
combination of contrasting forms in phonetics (spelling), vocabulary, and 
morphology brings about the effect of a masterfully-designed stylistic fabric 
overshadowing, in some places, nuances found in the paraphrase of 1869.

LAMENTATIONS

$�����������������������������������������	���������	��'����������
����������"�������"����������������	��`�
�j�����������
�������������
being assigned a second position (after Psalms) in the poetic hierarchy of 
��� 	�	
���
� 	������ ��
���� ���� {|}�� ����
����� ��� ��	�� ������ 
��� ����
���������
������"��`�
�j����������� ����
���������'��������������
the Song of Songs, preparing them for publication in Lviv in 1897. Unlike 
the Song of Songs, paraphrased in the late 1860s, the book of Lamentations 
��������
����������������������{|}���

In a preface to the text of his translation of Lamentations (Holosin´nja), 
`�
�j�����������
���"�����������������������������������������������
���������������
�������������������	������������������������������
��
���
�����������&���"�*�����������������������
����������������"����
������� ��� ��� �������� ��� ������
��� 	�� +�	<�<����<����<���� ���� ���
devastation of the Temple by the Babylonians in the sixth century BC. 
Since they are genuine cultic songs, without any narrative framework, these 

���������������"���`�
�j�����
��	��������������&�
�"���*�qHolosin´nja, 
��~�����!��>�	�������������������������������
������������������������
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did not meet the standards of literary language, as is the case of vernacular 
Ukrainian in Galicia and Dnieper Ukraine. Having set the Psalter “as a 
tuning fork of Hebrew,” along with Lamentations and the Song, at the 
������������������Q�	
���`�
�j��������������	���������	���������������
assured his readership, would be followed by both poetic and prose parts of 
����������
����������q�	�������~����Y���;���{}�|����{�~�{���

With the above programmatic message of Kuliš in mind, the vernac-
ular foundations of Holosin´nja stand out stylistically among other 
translations made by the writer in the 1890s. The language of this transla-
tion is replete with vernacular and, strictly speaking, folkloric elements 
that are less often attested in his translations of other biblical books. 
Among such expressions, deserving of attention is repetition or recurrence 
of synonymous predicates (verb serialization) and of some other features 
(e.g., *���/����6��`������ [3 pl. pret.] “to woo” [Hollosin´nja, 6r], 
+�*���6���������§���
�������¨�&��"���O��*�§�	�������¨��*����6)����������[3 
pl. pres.] “to pursue” [ibid., 7r]). Note also v tisnoti-honyt´vi (loc.) “in the 
��������§���¨���O�����*�q�	�����'���{�����zlydniv-nedoly (gen.) “miseries” 
(Holosin´nja, 7r), slas´ni ta solodki “delicate and sweet” (ibid., 16r), and 
many others. Very commonplace are tautological expressions of the type 
���!������!����q���
���������&��	����O�����	����
�����*���������*��������
(3 sg. m. pret.) “to grieve, to be in bitterness” (ibid., 6v), povybyvav (3 sg. 
m. pret.) boem “hath trodden under foot” (ibid., 8r, Lam 1:15).

Many other forms are likewise modeled on the oral narrative style. 
Having long ago tempered his enthusiasm for the Cossacks, Kuliš resorted 
occasionally to ethnically tinged lexemes inherited from the Cossack times 
and widely retained in folklore, whence such words as branka “prisoner” 
(Holosin´nja, 6r), jasyr “booty, captives” (ibid., 6v), otamany “chieftains” 
(ibid.), and !��+���“detachment of [Tatar or Cossack] cavalrymen” (ibid.; 
>���/�����}����Ð�
�����{�����������������������Judyna panna “the daughter 
������<���*�����panna Zyjons´ka “the daughter of Zi´-on” (Holosin´nja, 8r, 
Lam 1:15, 17). In order to strengthen the vernacular foundations of his 
translation and make it more appealing to the common people, Kuliš intro-
duced a few dialectal features that are strongly associated with northern 
Ukrainian folklore. I will mention only two morphological forms. First are 
neuters ending in -(j)e����O��������
���	������
��
������������������������
by Kuliš in his earlier translation of the New Testament. Second are plurals 
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with the desinence -e, attested in older folkloric texts extant from northern 
�������� q����j����� {}�|�� {���� =���;��� ���|�� }|�� q��"��� nas´lid´dje 
“legacy” [Holosin´nja, 6r], �+��!!�� “face” [ibid., 7r], )����$�� &O���*�
[ibid., 7v], kamin´nje [coll.] “stones” [ibid., 15v, Lam 4:1], )��!����
“pilgrims” [Holosin´nja, 6v], ljude “people” [ibid., 7v], and so forth). 

The colloquial tinge of the translation is relatively moderate, without 
conspicuously vulgar forms that would appear out of place in a lament 
���������������"�������"������������

�� �����������{���������������
generally resembles a funeral dirge for the fallen city. However, some 
verses look intrinsically colloquial, thus presenting suffering and perse-
cution as deeply personal and intimate:

The above fragment is very characteristic in its lexical make-up. 
Aside from the bookish jazyk “people” and rabstvo “slavery,” the text 
is riddled with colloquial forms that were commonplace at that time in 
the two historical parts of Ukraine. The only exception seems to be 
zakovulok, which, as a possible Russianism, is not attested in either 
�������Ð�
��������;������Q�����>���/������ dictionaries. Of interest 
also is the innovative form ��*������“very heavy, hard” cited in the 
�	������������������������`�
�j���
�������������qÐ�
���{�����>���/���
1:163). 

���������

��� ��������"� ��� ���������� ���� ��� ��
�� ��� ������
��
bookish, or Church Slavonic elements serving as devices of stylistic 
embellishment typical of the baroque tradition. This becomes more 
obvious in comparison with the prose translation of 1903, edited by 
��
;�;�

Holosin´nja of 1897

ÊX|<�³µË ®Æ¸�'_<�#]9  
Ö�®¯²»¶Ä¶Ê�«�«�
�OX|�9O>» ?=>|OQ\>�¾�Â¯¼²Ã¸µ°� 
Ö¸¯È±®® °�
ÚÄ¸Ã�À¯�µÅ °¯�³µÅ¯¸�GO'(>|<�>
ÁÂµ°È�¹À Ë¯° ��³µ¸±®�ÃÂ±¸µ¿ �
Ô�¸µÂµ¿ ��³µÀÄ¼Â¯¸Ì ²Ä�|']X7>,
æ�?<]'(X=]<��å¿µ�À¶µ¿¯®¹» ��
(Holosin´nja, 6v)

§�������������"����������������
	������������O�����������
because of great servitude: 
she dwelleth among the 
��������������������������
all her persecutors overtook 
her between the straits.] 
(Lam 1)



PART I � THE BIBLE264

[20. Behold, O Lord; for I am in distress; my bowels are troubled; mine 

heart is turned within me; for I have grievously rebelled: abroad the 

sword bereaveth, at home there is as death.] (Lam 1)

In this excerpt, stylistic effect is achieved through contrasting the bookish 
)�!���“grief,” Church Slavonicisms premnoho “a lot of,” utroba “womb,” 
and okajan´ni (pl.) “cursed” with such dialectal forms as hrudix “breast,” 
with the eastern Ukrainian locative ending -ix (also Holosin´nja, 9r), and ’d 
��!� “from the sword,” with a typical northern Ukrainian (eastern Polissian) 
type of apheresis. This kind of contrast also occurs in other verses where 
colloquial and dialectal forms occur alongside Church Slavonic or bookish 
lexemes: stohnu-pobyvajus´ (1 sg. pres.) “to sigh, suffer” next to vozvese-
lylys´ q�� �
�� ������ &�� ��;����*� q�	����� }��� ���� )���3� ��!!��� “before 
���*�
����

���&	������§����¨�����*�q�	�����}��'���{��{����� derived from 
the former genitive dual��!����&����*�������vozdavav (3 sg. pret.) “to do 
unto someone,” although similar lofty elements are much fewer than in other 
biblical translations. Finally, in spelling Kuliš adhered to what he dubbed in 
the early 1880s as a “most radical phonetics.” The following phenomena 
come into consideration: anaptyxis in yl´ljuc´cja (3 pl. pres.) “to pour down” 
(Holosin´nja����������
���{}�}����{~�����=���;������|��}���������
�������
in voicing (e.g., peret[d] toboju “before thee” [Holosin´nja, 9r]), and assimi-
lation in place and manner of articulation as found in miz§%¨� carstvamy 
“among the provinces” (ibid., 6r, Lam 1:1) or at a word-internal boundary, 
vic[d]curalys´ (3 pl. pret.) “to repudiate, forsake” (Holosin´nja, 8v).

It becomes clear why Kuliš’s translation included in the 1903 Ukrainian 
Bible differed from the original one he completed before his death in 1897. 

Holosin´nja of 1897 Prose Translation of 1903

Þµ²³µ¶±¥�Ù¿»¹®Ä²¹�®¯�°±®±�¸�79;<=4:
Ú±ÂÒ±�°µ±� �X_^'@<�³¯»¯±�
ÛÆÇ�°¾�Æ�¿ÂÆ¶Ç�ÃÂ±°Ã ÃÄ��°Â±�¸¶� 
Ö¿µÂ¹�
Ù¿¯¶Æ½�¼Æ®Ã �°µ �']<QO#O4.
¬�³µ»��¶�°±Å¯�³µ»¹¿»µ�®¯²�7^9\O'}',
Ûµ°¯�®¯²�¿Æ¼ ÃÄ�À¯Â¯À¯�¿µ»µ¶®¯��
(Holosin´nja, 8v)

Ù¿»¹®Ä²¹��Þµ²³µ¶ ��¼µ�¹�¸�
_�GO9;4; (OX_^'�°µÊ�
®±²³µË¾®±��²±ÂÒ±��®±®¯Å±�
³±Â±¸±Â®Æ»µ²Ä�Æ�°±®·��º�¼µ�
Æ³Â¹°µ�³ÂµÃ ¸ ¸²¹�Ãµ¼��¸�
³µ»�À¯¼Â¯¸�°±Å�¶·Ã �°µ·��¯�
¶µ°¯�q¿µ»µ¶µ¸¯��²°±ÂÃÄ� 
(SP, 713)



Here Comes the Bible! 265

��
;�;��
���
�������Q���������������"��Q�	
�������������
������
�����������
innovative character of Kuliš’s work, which was at odds with the guidelines 
set up by the Bible Society. Comparing Kuliš’s original translation with that 
����
��"�����������������"�	����
;�;������
;����/����������������������
����� `�
�j��� �����
� �
��� ���� �������� 	�� ��� ������������� ��� ����� 	���
aesthetically and intellectually, the poetic translation of Kuliš outdoes the 
1903 revised variant, which lost much of the writer’s intention to versify 
����������������������>�	����Q�	
���&���������������'�����#�����������
�
���������������������>�
�������������
������	��;��"����������������
��"�������������*�qY���;���{}�|��������

In sum, with Church Slavonic, bookish, and Galician (or Polish) 
forms reduced almost to nothing, “the Old Rusian language” of Lamentations 
appears conspicuously vernacular-oriented. If somewhat reminiscent of 
Kuliš’s poetic paraphrases of the late 1860s, the stylistics of this transla-
tion demonstrate a radical detour in the writer’s understanding of literary 
���������� ��� �� 	�
���� �������� �� ���� ��� ��

��� &§��
;�;��¨� #�
������
distortion of the New Testament” in the 1870s and 1880s (Kuliš to 
Biloborodov, 89). 

THE SONG OF SONGS

�����	�	
���
�	��������������"��	�������<����
���������������"��-
ered together around the third century BC, was translated by Kuliš in the 
same fashion, that is, with a particular focus on poetic devices. In a 
preface to his translation Kuliš noted that, while following in the steps of 
Eduard Reuß, his main concern was “not so much biblical scholarship as 
the native tongue, employed throughout the Holy Scriptures with the help 
of biblical studies” (Pis´nja, 21v).

!���������������`�
�j��������������
��������������"����������������
paraphrase of this book, similar in stylistic design to his 1868 translations of 
Moses’s songs, was likewise completed in 1868. On 29 November 1868 
`�
�j���������������������!����¤�
�/������;������������
�������
�������
Song of Songs, which, he expected, would be forthcoming along with his 
���������������	�	
���
�	�������{|�}�q`�
�j���¤�
�/�����;��}{������������-
lation, however, did not appear in 1869, and, because of a tenuous relationship 
with some local populists, including members of the editorial board of the 
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periodical Pravda, neither did it appear later (Franko to Drahomanov, 95). 
Only ten years later did Kuliš have a chance to publish this translation, 
although with revisions resulting from new circumstances in imperial Russia. 
In order to elude censorship imposed by the Ems Decree of 18 May 1876, an 
early paraphrase of the book entitled Xutorjanka (A Farmstead Girl) was 
partly incorporated into his book ÿ���������� ²����²��� (Homestead 
Philosophy, 1879), which included large sections of poetry in Ukrainian. 
Since this biblical book could be stylized like a drama, being performative 
poetry of a literary nature, the text of Xutorjanka was presented as “a theat-
rical performance” allegedly compiled and staged by a certain blind priest 
������������"�������������������
��Q�	
��	�������q`�
�j�{|�}����~����
{��~{�|��+��
����������������

In his intention to create a complete translation of the Bible from 
scratch, Kuliš offered a new interpretation of this composite work, full 
of sensuous and suggestive allusions to a couple enacting ancient myths 
of the love between a god and a goddess (Gillingham 1994, 111). Aware 
of the unashamed eroticism of these songs, the translator offered, never-
theless, a balanced perception of female love, with its sensual meaning 
not superseded by the spiritual message. In place of a thoroughly folk-
loric basis for Xutorjanka, one deals in the Song with a stylistically more 
complex texture, as observed in the following parallel verses:

Xutorjanka The Song of Songs

º�²°Æ¿»¹¸¯�Ã¯�¸Âµ¶» ¸¯��
¶µ»±�°µ¹�®±×¯²» ¸¯¥
¿¯Â®¯�°µ¸�Ë¯» ®¯�¸�»ÆÀ�
°µ¸�®¯�® ¸�Ëµ»µ²�³µ¸® ¾�
Ñ±�¿µÂ¶Æ¾Ã±��×µ�¹�ÅµÂ®¯�
°±®±�²µ®Ò±�µ²°¯» »µ�
Ñ±�À»½¼ » �°±®±�¼Â¯ÃÄ¹�
² ® �°¯Ã±Â �°µÊ·�
²Ã¯» �¸�²³±ËÆ�³µ² »¯Ã 
¸ ®µ¿Â¯¶Æ�¶µ¿»¹¶¯Ã �
²Ã±Â±¿»¯�¹��¶µ¿»¹¶¯»¯�
²¸µ½�¸µ»±®ÄËÆ�¸Ã±Â¹»¯�� 
q`�
�j�{|�}����~�{�

º�²µ¼�» ÅËµ°�²°Æ¿»¹¸¯��Ã¯�¿¯Â®¯�
Þ¯Â®¯��³¯®¹®µÅË �âÂÆ²¯»±°²ÄË�
ëµ¸�Ã�®¯°±Ã �Âµ²ËÌ®� 
Öô±¶¯Â²ÄË�
ëµ¸�Ë »±° �¸�Úµ»µ°µ®¯�¸� 
Ö³¯»¯Ã¯Ç�
¬ �®±�¶ ¸Ã±²¹��×µ�¹�²°Æ¿»¹¸¯�
Úµ®Ò±�¸�È¯ÂÆ�²±�°±®±�µ²°¯» »µ�
Õ¶Ä®�¼Â¯Ã �®±³Â Ç »Ä®�¶µ 
Ö°±®±��
ëÆ² »¯� °�²Ã±Â±¿Ã �¸ ®µ¿Â¯¶�® Ë�
¬»¯²® ¾�È±�¼Æ¸�®±²Ã±Â±È±®�Æ  
{°±®±��qPis´nja�����~����
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[6. Look not upon me, because I am black, because the sun hath looked 

upon me: my mother’s children were angry with me; they made me the 

keeper of the vineyards; but mine own vineyard I have not kept.] (Song 

1:6)

Written almost entirely in trochees, the text of Xutorjanka is heavily 
����
��������
�
��������"���������������������!��
��"��"�������������
�
Dnieper vernacular with a few Church Slavonicisms like ��*��“bed” or 
premudryj “wise” (Kuliš 1879, 37, 41), despite the fact that the text is 
���������	�����������������
�	�������������������
������������������
is evidenced in the fragment of the Song quoted above, this book was 
translated by Kuliš in dactylic tetrameter, the verses having the rhythm of 
Greek elegiac poetry. The same dactylic meter was employed by Kuliš in 
���������
����������������
������������&
��"��������"������*�	�������
���
���������������_�������������������������������������
���������
Ukrainianized as ����������������qY���;���{}�|��������8 

In addition to a different rhythmic scheme, the language of the Song 
(Pis´nja) looks more complex than that of Xutorjanka. Leaving aside a few 
bookish morphological forms like �������*���“[have I] not kept” (Song 1:6) 
in the above excerpt, the lexical make-up is thoroughly colloquial (e.g., 
tovarystvo “company [group of shepherds],” kobylycja “horse,” korali 
&��������;���
��*�§Pis´nja, 22v, Song 1:10], ��*�� and lihvo “bed” [Pis´nja, 
25r, 26r], s´vitlycja “room,” hospoda “house,” kramnycja “shop” [ibid., 
25v], and many others). Borrowings are very rare in this text. I happened, 
for instance, on the Church Slavonic form palaty “chambers” (ibid., 23r), a 
long naturalized Polonism benketuje (3 sg. pres.) “to feast” (ibid.), and a 
possible Russianism ������“rafter” (ibid., 23v, Song 1:17). Some neolo-
gisms also occur in the text, such as nevmiraky “valiant men” (Pis´nja, 25v, 
Song 3:7), vynarnja “banqueting house” (Pis´nja�� ����� ���"� ����� Ð�
���
1:80), and stojalo “leg” (Pis´nja, 30r). Unexpectedly, Kuliš introduces 
some archaic forms in morphology, including dual forms like ruci (du.) 
“hand” and nozi (du.) “leg” (ibid., 29v, 30 r).

!�� ��� ������� ����
����� ��� ��� ���"�� ���� �
��� ����� �������������
forms borrowed from different dialects. To adduce a few examples, in the 

8� !������������������������������	
�������	��=���;
�����
����̀ �
�j������������
�"�
��
��������������������������Jysus Syratenko (Zelens´ka 2000, 357).
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���
���������������������������`�
�j�����"���)�����into prosju (1 sg.) “to 
ask” (Pis´nja, 23v), commonly attested in East Ukrainian, while using a 
rare southwestern Ukrainian form xovm “hill” (ibid., 26v) with [w] from l 
before m (Shevelov 1979, 417) and hulycja “street” (Pis´nja, 25r) instead 
of Polissian julycja q=���;������|��}����#�����

�����������������������
seems to predominate in the language of this translation. Two more inter-
esting phenomena come into consideration. First, for the sake of stylistic 
ornamentation, Kuliš more consistently employed the digraph kh to denote 
the velar sound g in loan words of the type khrona “clusters” (Pis´nja, 23r), 
khraty “lattice” (ibid., 24r), ²����&�"*�q�	�����������khazely (gen.) “roe,” 
and piv-khranaty “half a pomegranate” (ibid., 26v). Second, assimilative 
changes are rendered in accordance with the principle of “radical phonetics,” 
ranging from conceivably simple cases like ys[z] kizon´kamy “with goats” 
via ��[z]�������“beside a tent” (ibid., 22v) to nac[d] carja “[more] than a 
tsar” (ibid., 23r) and �[z]� �!�������������&�������"�
�*� q�	�������������"�
5:15). Clearly, this is a vernacular-oriented language devised to appeal to 
common readers who care little about spelling rules.

The substance of Kuliš’s poetry in this translation will look more 
���������"��������������������������������
��������������"�������"��
�����	��������=����;����������������

����������������
�������_�����
fuzzy meter, his is a prose translation, which, however, can be read as 
poetry with a terse style using plain and dialectally homogeneous language, 
������������������

�������<������"�������
������������������������������
��
�
����� ������������������� ���
�������� ;��� �� ����� ������� �����������
=����;�������
���������
���

����������������
���
��

Kuliš’s Translation of the Song Panas Myrnyj’s Translation of 
the Song

&ë » ¾�°¾�°µ¸�ËÆÌÅ Ë� 
Ö° ÂÂ 
æ�°±®±�®¯�}^X|4�,
ô ³Âµ¸µ¿µ�¸ ®µ¿Â¯¶Æ
�}^'O<�°¾�ËµÇ¯® ¾��
¬ ®µ¿Â¯¶Æ�²�Ãµ¿µ�²¯¶Æ
Ú»¯¸®µ¿µ�¸��O-�}9|<�.”
�<^O<�Ã ��°µ¹�ËµÇ¯®¯�

{���§{�¨��ë » ¾�°¾�°µ¸�Ë Ã Ò¹�
° ÂÂ �Æ�°±®±�®¯�}^X|Q�.

{���§{�¨��ë » ¾�°¾�°µ¸�}^'O' 
Ë ³Âµ¸±�¸�¸ ®µ¿Â¯¶® Ë¯Ç�
�O}<|G#]>�.

{���§{�¨��Þ¯Â®¯�Ã ��ËµÇ¯®Ëµ�°µ¹��µ¾�
¹Ë¯�Ã �7^>}<^O<¥�ÝÅ�Æ�Ã±¼±�
¿µ»Æ¼Ä¹Å�
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[13.  A bundle of myrrh is my well-beloved unto me; he shall lie all night 

betwixt my breasts. 

14.  My beloved is unto me as a cluster of camphire in the vineyards of 

En-ge´-di. 

15.  Behold, thou art fair, my love, behold, thou art fair; thou hast doves’ 

eyes; 

16.  Behold, thou art fair, my beloved, yea, pleasant: also our bed is green. 

{��������	����������������������������� �������� �������������¨� q���"�

{�{�~{��

��
�����

���������=����;�������	�
���������������������������
dialectisms or western Ukrainian borrowings (e.g., the new locative form 
hrudjax as opposed to EUkr. hrudix� ���`�
�j���$������������=����;���
interest in Ukrainian folklore, he tried to abstain from obvious folkloric 
constructions and forms in his translation, since in his view these were 
not suitable for the lofty style of the biblical content of the Song. There 
are practically no Church Slavonicisms, save for a few lexemes like 
zaklynaju vas “I charge you” (Solomon 2:7, Song 2:7) next to Kuliš’s 
prosju (1 sg. pres.) “to ask” in the same verse (Pis´nja, 23v).

���

��"� ��� ������ =����;��� ����
����� ����	��� ���� ������ ����-
eastern Ukrainian phonetics. Deserving of attention, for instance, is a lack 
of the digraph kh, whence a lack of the velar sound g in the translator’s 
Sloboda dialect and, by extension, in the literary variety as used in 
$������� �������� q$���
����� ������� {��~{}��� q��"��� hrono “cluster,” 
fyhovyna &�"����*�§Solomon 2:13], or hranatove jabluko “pomegranate” 

Ý¥�¹Ë¯�Ã �¿¯Â®¯¥
ÝÅ�¸�Ã±¼±�¿µ»Æ¼ ®�«�«�
&Ü�Ã ��°¾�ËµÇ¯® ¾�
à^9�'^'È>»��ÆÂµ¶» ¸ ¾�
Ô�³µ²Ã±»¹�®¯Ì¯
Õ¹²Ã�°¹Ë ¾��ÃÂ¯¸¯�À±»±®¯��
ôÂ¯ÌÅ¯�®¯¶�Æ²¹ËÆ�*
¬�®¯²�Ë±¶Â �À¯°²Ä�¼Æ¶ ®Ë¯�
ô ³¯Â ² �ËÂ Ì¯��qPis´nja, 
���~����

{���§{�¨��Ô�Ã ��°¾�»½¼ ¾��
³Â ÇµÂµÌ ¾�Ã¯�(^'|=>(>»¥��
³µ²Ã»Ä�®¯Ì¯��°µ¸�ÃÂ¯¸¯�À±»±®¯�

{���§{�¨��ÁµËÂ¸»¹�¶µ°¸�®¯Ì Ç��
Ë±¶Â ��²¸µ»µË �®¯¶�
® ° �Ë ³¯Â ² �� 
(Solomon, 2)
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[ibid., 4:3]). The form zima with i instead of y (ibid., 2:11) is typical of 
������=����;�������̀ �
�j������������q>�������������������������O����"�
southeastern (close to transitional) dialectal features in nineteenth-century 
written Ukrainian (Shevelov 1979, 667). Another southeastern Ukrainian 
����������������=����;���
��"��"���������������������������������e with 
y as, for instance, in pryharna (f.) “beautiful” and )��/�������(m.) “nice” 
in the cited passage, as well as in vysnjankamy (instr.) “spring songs” next 
to vesna “spring” (Solomon� ��{���� ���"�� ���� ��������
�� ����� meni 
(dat.) “to me” in contrast to the vernacular form��%��, attested in the writ-
��"��������
�����/���������`�
�j�q����j�����{}�}��{��~{�����

���������

���������������������=����;�������
�������������
�����

��
bleached substance that can barely be compared with Kuliš’s interpretation 
of the Song of Songs. Stylistically varied and phonetically vernacularized 
throughout, Kuliš’s translation advances a novel understanding of the 
biblical (high) style, apparently in tune with the vernacular basis of  
����
�������������������������������������������������������=����;���
translation appears, by contrast, excessively regional, thus paradoxically of 
a kind with the scriptural translations made in Galicia, including those 
�������	��=����;�����j����/������������

�������`�	�
;������;�

THE VERSIFIED BIBLE

The true crown of Kuliš’s life-long work on the translation of the Holy 
�����������������&���������Q�	
��*�������������������

������"�����������
�������������������>��������������;������������������������������	�	
���
�
poetry set within a prose form in the Hebrew original, or certain biblical 
books written in poetic line-forms such as Psalms, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, the 
���"�������	�q����������������������
�"����������
�"�����!�����{|}�������
addition to a new prose translation that, heavily edited, appeared posthu-
mously in 1903 (SP), Kuliš was working on a poetic translation of the Hebrew 
Scriptures, including the prose narrative and its poetic components. 
Concurring with the biblical scholars of his day, Kuliš believed that in the 
�����������"��������
���
�"���������
�����
�����"��	������������������
�������������
����������������������������������Q�	
���������"����������
performative quality, must have antedated, in his opinion, the prose one.
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���� ���� &��������� Q�	
�*� `�
�j� ���� �� ������� �� ����
��� ��
�� 
�������	�������=����� q#����������������� ����<����������������
Exodus.9 Metrically, this was an innovative translation inasmuch as, 
in different chapters, Kuliš interspersed various poetic meters. To give 
the most telling examples, chapter 1 of Genesis was written in trochaic 
tetrameter. These are the opening lines of this chapter:

A more sophisticated meter is found in the following excerpt from 
chapter 2 of Genesis, which reads like ancient epic poetry. The impres-
��������������������������������"������������������������������
�
syllable of the feminine rhyme, which, within Ukrainian conventions of 
poetry, is a rare poetic meter: 

Ü�̧ ¶ Ç®Æ¸�å°Æ�È À® �¶ Ç¯®Ä®Ê�̧ �» Ò±��̧ ¶ Ç®Æ¸�¶ÆÇ¯�È ¸µ¿µ
Ü�ÀÂµ¼ ¸²¹�_'}|4�Åµ»µ¸Ë�®¯¶�¸²�Ã¸¯Â�¶ÆÌ±½�È ¸µ½�
Ñ¯²¯¶ ¸�Þµ²³µ¶Ä�ãµ¿�å°Æ�Â¯¾�Æ�	¶±°�ÂÆËµ½�¼»¯¿�½��

9 Two copies of the original draft dating back to the early 1890s are held today at the 
�������������������������=���;
��`��;�	������;�'������<=������
�=���������
���������q���������q���
��������<����������<���{�������������
�����������������
made most likely during the life of Kuliš, which is held at the Institute of Manuscripts 
������Y��!��Y���������;�+�����
�'�	��������`����q>�
���"��ä��}����

Chapter 1 of Genesis

ë¯Â®µ�ÂµÀÆ°�¶µ�³µÅ¯ÃËÆ
Ú¸ÃÆ�ÇµÅ±�²¹¿µ®ÆÃ �
ãµ�¾�²¯°�ÂµÀÆ°�®±°µ¸»¹ÃËµ°
æ�Ã�¶¯¸®¯�°Æ² ¸�¼ÆÃ �
ºË�®¯�²»µ¸µ�È�²Ã¯¸�¼¯¿¯Ã ¾�
Ñ¯�²³¯²±®® ¾�¶¯Â�³Â Âµ¶ �
ÚÃ¯¸�À�	¶±°Æ�(>('�|<_>
¬²�Ëµ»®¯��¸²�®¯Âµ¶ �
Ù¸¯¸²¹�Ã Ç ¾�Â¯¾�	¶±°µ°�
Áµ¸±®�×¯²Ã¹�@9G 79;<=>:
ÁÂµ�²±¾�Â¯¾�¶¶ �¶¯¸®±À®±
Ú»µ¸µ�®¯°�³±Â±Ë¯À¯» 

ãµ�»½¶ÀÄË ¾�Â¶�®±�®¯�°ÆËÆ
¬Ëµ¸Å®µ�®¯Âµ¶ ¸²¹�
Ô�×µ¼�¼Â¯¸�À�¼¶ �®¯ÆËÆ
Ü�¶µ�¸Å® Ç�@=<}�¶µ¼ ¸²¹�
¬Å®�È�@=<}<�²Ä¸Ã��²¸µ¼µ¶¯
Ü��<|<O#O[�¶ÆÇ¯�³Â¯¸¶ �
ÁÂ¯¸µ³Â¯¸® ÒÄË¯�³Â Âµ¶¯
�9? G7']XG>, @9? 7^>O<|>.
Ó¯Ë�¹Ë�¸�®±ÃÂ¹Ç�ÀÄ¸Â�¼Æ¹±�
Ñ¯°�®¯�²Ä¸Ã�¿ÂËµ�È Ã �
Õ¶�»½¶ÀÄË ¾�À®¯¾�³µÂ ¸¯±
æ�Þµ²³µ¶±®Ä�Â¯¾�»±ÃÃ ��qUB, 
��~���
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Í< ('G_'�4��¸�	¶±°��Æ²¹Ë±�Ã¯°�|^9('�Âµ²ËÌ®±�Âµ¶ »µ�
Ü�®¯�²°¯Ë�³Â±Ç�ÂµÌ±�� �µËÆ�®¯�®å¿µ�²³µ¿»¹®ÆÃ �° »µ��qUB, 5v)

This more open-ended poetic adaptation contrasts with Oleksander 
���	�;�������������"�����
��������>�������Odyssey (Danylenko 1999), 
thus making clear the pragmatic and didactic goal of the poetic translation 
of the Bible by Kuliš. Written in poetic meters appearing familiar to the 
common people, the translation treats broader themes and enlightens the 
readers in the spirit of Christian morality. According to Kuliš, the poetic 
interpretation of the Bible was the most appropriate form for the moral 
content of the Hebrew Scriptures (Naxlik 2007, 2:279).

���� 
��"��"�� ��� ��� ��������� Q�	
�� ��� 
��"�
�� ����������� ��� ���
����� ��� ��� ����
��������� ��	��'��������������� ������"������ 
����
	��������������������	��`�
�j����������"��
���������������������������
translation of the Bible comprised of “prose-like elements” within the 
poetry and “poetic components” within the prose. With this observation 
������������������"�������������
��"��"�����������������Q�	
�������-
tuted a synthesis of vernacular foundations with Church Slavonic and 
dialectal features. Among the latter, of interest are northern Ukrainian 
neuters ending in -(j)e with gemination like *�3������ “thirst, craving 
for” as cited above or z´vir´rje “animals” (UB, 4r) and odrid´dje “human 
beings,” compared to nas´lid´je “heritage” without gemination (ibid., 2v). 
There are also southeastern Ukrainian locatives of the type na vostocix 
(pl.) “in the east,” cross-dialectal tohdi “then,” and so forth. I add here 
�������
��� ��;�����
� ����������� 
���� �����!��� &�	
�� �� O��*� )�����!���
“able to creep,” and /�3��!���“able to walk” (ibid., 4v; Kurylo 1960, 16).

Church Slavonicisms are not very numerous. Serving as stylistic 
ornamentation, they are all long naturalized in vernacular Ukrainian, thus 
��������"�����������
����`�
�j������������������������plidne drevo and 
drevo plodovyte “fruit-bearing tree” next to derevo “tree” (UB, 3r, 4v, 5v), 
blaha “goods,” presvjatyj “holy” (ibid., 2v), tvar “creature” (ibid., 4r), 
����*3����(ibid., 2), and ��*3����“to give birth” (ibid., 4r). Paradoxically, 
���
��"��"�����������������Q�	
����������������������������
��"��"��
���+�/�;<'�������;�������
��������{��������������
����������+���������
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Esther, and Daniel in the 1903 edition of the Bible, though it is much 
�	�������	����	�����������������������	����
;�;���������
���
������
��������
;����/����Q���
��"��"���������	�����
���

����������������-
ally homogeneous. The distinction is more quantitative than qualitative, 
more of degree than of kind.

!� ���
�� 	�� �����
� �� ���� ����� �� ������ �� �
��������� ���	�;����
translation of Homer’s Odyssey. This will accentuate Kuliš’s conception 
������	�	
���
�q��"�����
���������������&����
���*��������������
��������
the Bible. !�����
��	�����������������	�;����
��"��"����������
�����
phonetics and morphology, was modeled on the eastern Ukrainian vernac-
ular, while the translator tried to eschew dialectal and Church Slavonic 
forms. With an eye to creating a new high style in his literary experiment, 
���	�;�� ��������� ��� ���� ������� �
�������� q$���
����� {}}}��� ��
paratactic (archaic) syntax and lexical archaisms such as komonnyk 
“horseman,” sulycja “arrow,” and ����*��`��� “concubine.” Trying to 
	���"� �� ��� ����� ������� ���;��� ������������ �������� ��� ���������

��
employed conspicuously obsolete language patterns such as the attribu-
tive use of nouns of the type Alkynoj knjaz´ “Prince Alkinoos” and some 
���������������������������#�����

������	�;����
��"��"��������
�-
loric and, by the same token, archaic, since the translator worked on the 
basis of the historical memory of the nation (Shevelov 1994, 115).

��������� �� ���	�;���� �������� ���� ��
�
����� 
��"��"��� `�
�j���
�����
����������;������������������������"������������������������
intended rather to vernacularize than to archaize the biblical narrative, thus 
making it comprehensible for everyone. Hence, in addition to simple poetic 
meters accompanied by “radical phonetics” in spelling (���������), he made 
limited use of “popular” Church Slavonicisms together with dialectal forms 
borrowed primarily from Southeast Ukrainian. Syntactically, the language 
��� ������������Q�	
�� ���������������
��� ���� ����������� ����� ��
�
������
Indeed, there is no representative construction in the inventory of syntactic 
devices that, otherwise, would stylistically mark the language of Kuliš’s 
����
������!�������;�����������
���������
��������������������������������
synonymous predicates and other features, a construction copiously attested 
in the translation of Lamentations.
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'�����"���������������������������������������

�	��<�����������-
cation for epic or biblical narratives in the Ukrainian literature of the late 
nineteenth-century (Naxlik 2007, 2:283), it becomes clear that the versi-
����Q�	
������
������������"������������
�����������>�
������������
into Ukrainian. Created in accordance with contemporary vernacular 
norms, this type of translation seemed to have closed a circle of scriptural 
translations initiated by Kuliš in the late 1860s. In fact, in the 1890s, the 
author returned to his earlier idea of poetic paraphrases, though showing 
a higher degree of conceptualization of the Hebrew Scriptures and how, 
in compliance with the poetics of biblical narrative, the Bible had to be 
translated into vernacular Ukrainian. 



Summary

_�����O�""��"�������������������
���`�
�j���������������
���"����
Holy Scriptures for more than forty years. Constantly modifying his 
conception of the Ukrainian Bible, he nevertheless demonstrated persistency 
������������"��������"����������������������

<O��"���
�������
��"��"���
���� ������ {|�|~{|�{� ���� ��� {|}��� ����
�� 	�� ������� ��� ��� �����
�
points in the process of the creation of the Ukrainian Bible. At the outset 
of his life-long translation Odyssea, Kuliš focused on the “poetic books” 
of the Hebrew Scriptures appearing to him most appropriate for the 
creation of a vernacular-based literary standard. Having chosen Psalms, 
������"�������"���������	���������	��`�
�j�������������������������
Hebrew Bible in accordance with the populist nature of Ukrainian litera-
ture, and in particular with the folkloric patterns ushered in by Taras 
���/�����	����������>��������������������	����������������������
Ukrainian folklore and Southeast Ukrainian as points of departure for the 
creation of the biblical style, Kuliš showed an innovative approach toward 
the translation of the Holy Writ.

First of all, he drew on what had been accomplished by his predecessors, 
���"�������������������������������
���������"�����	
������	��!����
`�
;��������;������������"��������������
����������������̀ �
�j������
��������-
phrases, although so close to the spirit of Ukrainian folklore, could hardly be 
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��=��������/�����
�
��������������������������
����
Nor did Kuliš mean to cultivate an homogenous idiom comparable with the 
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tions. Kuliš’s language showed a skillful blending of heterogeneous elements 
��� ���� ��� ����
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��������� +��������;��� ��� Y�
�������
Aleksandrov’s translations of the Psalter and some poetic biblical books. 
Neither author could help but imitate Kuliš’s achievements in his biblical 
translations. In their paraphrases, they unwittingly and slavishly resorted to 
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those stylistic devices that Kuliš aptly employed in his translation of the Holy 
Scriptures. Not surprisingly, cast in a solid folkloric form with hackneyed 
�����������������������+��������;�������
��������������
������������
numerous lexical transfers (“Kulišisms”) and parallels found in Kuliš.

Kuliš’s biblical translations demonstrated a pioneering approach to 
borrowings, in particular Polish, Church Slavonic, and Russian forms. Unlike 
���/��������������O�����������	�����	
�����`�
�j������
������������������
expanded the functional possibilities of Church Slavonic and other admix-
tures in the biblical style of Ukrainian. Trying to break through the tenets of 
�����������
�������	�����������������

����������������/��������������
Kuliš deliberately experimented with those Church Slavonic and other 
	��������
�����������������������
��������������������/�����������
vernacular-based written language used in Dnieper Ukraine (Moroz and 
���/������������!�������������������������������`�
�j���Yov q��	������
��
outshined Aleksandrov’s translation of this poetic book, which was aimed at 
��� �������� ������������ ��� ���
����� ��� ��� ������� ��������� !�� ������
linguistic, the Xarkovite poet wanted to translate this book into an exemplary 
language capable of competing with Kuliš’s language in variance and hetero-
"�������>��������������������������������
����������	����������������	
��
for all the Ukrainians, Aleksandrov based his purportedly exemplary idiom 
on the old eastern Slavic literary tradition. Since this tradition at that time was 
almost completely diluted with the Russian recension of Church Slavonic, 
Aleksandrov’s idiom turned into a Russianized variety of the regional 
(Sloboda) vernacular, a metamorphosis totally unacceptable for Kuliš given 
his synthetic vision of the Ukrainian Bible.

��� ��� ���"���
� ����� ��� �� ����� ��������� ��� ���/������ `�
�j� ����
aware of his pivotal role in the national awakening, whence his assiduous 
work on the translation of the scriptures, primarily for the sake of the accul-
turation of the Ukrainian people. While contributing his literary talent and 
phenomenal erudition, Kuliš experimented with new forms of syllabic and 
��
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����������	��
the poet used iambic pentameter, while in Tovytovi slovesa (Tobit) of 1893, 
he employed the popular kolomyjka syllabic structure. Other metric feet are 
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also found in Lamentations and the Song, translated in the late 1890s and 
both written in dactylic tetrameter in contrast to Xutorjanka q{|�|~{|�{���
composed in trochees. As was pointed out, various feet are intermittently 
��������������������Q�	
�����������������������������������������������
compiled in anapestic hexameter. The above variety sheds light on Kuliš’s 
intention to fully domesticate various ancient and canonical strophes 
���
����� ���������

�� 	�� ���� ������������� q!���� `�
;��������;�� �����
>�
��<����������;��'������>��	������'�����Q������������;���������;�
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������;���������������/�������Q��������������

��"����������������
that Kuliš introduced various syllabic-tonic meters in both his original versi-
�������������������
������������������������"���������	�
��������������
form in Ukrainian literature, especially in biblical translation.

Taken in the context of the formation of new literary Ukrainian, Kuliš’s 
translation of the New Testament proved to be more innovative in compar-
ison with those made in Austrian-ruled Ukraine. Despite the fact that, 
������
�"���
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���
nothing new from the viewpoint of the normalization of the written language 
as used in these lands over sixty years. As our analysis shows, most of the 
����
�������������������������j����/����#�
���������Q������������
����"�
the outdated translation of the Psalter and the New Testament by Aleksander 
Q�/������;����{}���q>��	�/�{}||����������������������������!���, a local 
hybrid of Church Slavonic, (local) Russian, and regional forms, primarily of 
Polish origin. Premised on the regional literary tradition reaching back to the 
late seventeenth century, this linguistic hybrid, although demonstrating a 
wide range of admixtures, remained Church Slavonic at its core (Danylenko 
���|���{�}~{{{����{�	�������������������������������������
��������������
���
��"��"�����`�	�
;������;�������
����������	���������������������-
ular proper but as Church-Slavonic-turned-vernacular.

Though striving for a synthesis of both regionally and stylistically 
heterogeneous elements, Kuliš’s language never lost its ties with Southeast 
Ukrainian. One should not, therefore, overestimate the presence of Polish and 
Galician elements in his language, in particular in the biblical translations. 
Despite the presence of Polonisms in Kuliš’s language, his ambivalent 
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treatment of Polish forms in the regional (Galician) variety of Ukrainian was 
more than obvious. Yet this stance was not chosen by Kuliš on a mere whim. 
Already while serving in Warsaw, Kuliš was more than willing to sweep 
�����������O��������������
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Ukrainians (Ruthenians) in Russian, Kuliš aimed at erecting a reliable barrier 
against Polish acculturation. Moreover, he believed that the local ����!����
���
������
��	�����������
�
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language was a historical result of the long dominance of Polish culture and 
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It becomes clear why, in the long run, Kuliš showed his frustration 
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triots” in introducing regional forms into this translation. Those forms, as 
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“loathsome” in the overall makeup of his early translation of the Holy 
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manuscript(s) but, as it turned out, to no avail.

Overall, nobody before or after Kuliš was able to surpass his individual 
contribution to the creation of the biblical (high) style in new literary 
Ukrainian. His language program, as applied to the translation of the 
Ukrainian Bible, proved highly synthetic and original. He thus transgressed 
the inveterate Church Slavonic nature of Galician language practice and the 
“ethnographically bleached” language standard in composition at that time in 
Dnieper Ukraine. It is no wonder that his linguistic legacy, controversial as it 
may look through the vernacular prism of modern Ukrainian, exerted a long-
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ETHICS AVANT LA LETTRE!

Sometime in the late 1870s or, more likely, in the early 1880s, Kuliš 
experienced a series of setbacks in his translation of the Bible and his 
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historiographic treatise Istorija vossoedinenija Rusi (The History of the 
J����������� ��� J����� {|��~{|���� ������� ������ �����������
�� ����
work met negative reception among most of the Ukrainophiles, who 
were taken aback by Kuliš’s laudatory comments on Peter the Great and 
��������� !!� ���� 	�� ���� ��������	
�� ���������� ��� ������ ���/�������
view of the Cossacks as the pillar of the Ukrainian people throughout its 
history (Naxlik 2007, 1:319). Readers were particularly shocked by 
`�
�j�����������������/����������
��� ��� ���������"���� ���������
�
bard and prophet was marred by his “semi-inebriated muse” (Kuliš 1874, 
����������������������
�������/���������
��"�
�����������	�����������
Bohemian lifestyle both before and after his exile, in Petersburg and 
Ukraine (Naxlik 2007, 1:320), although there were some other reasons 
behind what the populists regarded as a deliberate affront.

In his historiosophic studies of this period, Kuliš strove for the 
reevaluation of all sorts of misconceptions that had accreted to his fellow 
countrymen’s understanding of their past. In the 1870s, as the aforemen-
tioned treatise revealed, the writer had come to see the Cossacks and even 
more so the Hajdamaks as unequivocally destructive, anarchic forces and 
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as the creators of the “Great Ruin” into which Ukraine fell at the end of 
the seventeenth century (Grabowicz 1981, 191). In his debunking of the 
myth of the Cossack past of Ukraine, Kuliš went even further. In his 
collections Xutorna poezija (Homestead Poetry, 1882) and Dzvin (The 
Q�

��{|}��������������������������/��������������	���������������"�
less than a treacherous and scurrilous attack on the national bard. Kuliš, 
������������"������/���������	������"�����������������������
�"���
for destruction and ruin. 

In the late 1870s, deeply disillusioned but not without hope (Naxlik 
2007, 1:360), Kuliš (1908, 255) turned again to translation, picking this 
time Shakespeare or the “Homer of the New Age,” as he used to call him 
in his letters and studies. The choice, however, was not accidental. It 
rather resulted from his interest in the Homeric epos, along with contem-
poraneous advocates of enlightenment, as an ideal type and model for 
������"������������������� ��������

�� ���������� �� �������
�"�����
�������������������
�����{������
�{|���������
������=���;
����������/�
q{|��~{||}�������"��������������������������`���������
����������
that time, Kuliš wrote in excitement about his purchase of twelve volumes 
��� �������������� ��

����� ������ ����
���� ���� J������� 	�� +���
�;�
`�/��� q`�
�j�������{�{����'���� ����� 
���� �� ��� �������������������
Kuliš boasted that his literary taste had been shaped, among other factors, 
by studying assiduously the works of such authors as Homer, Dante, and 
Shakespeare (ibid., 65). Yet more revealing in this respect was his letter 
��������=�����{|����������������� �� �����
��� 
����������>������;�
#�
�"��� q{|{}~{|||��� ���� ���� ��������"� �� ��� ���� �������
� �����-
���������`�
�j������;�����>����"�����
���������!������'����Q�������
Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage into Ukrainian, Kuliš contended that “there 
was no Muscovite tongue in the entire world save for Ukrainian and 
��"
���*�q`�
�j���#�
�"������|~������!��������&������
����������������
peasant vernacular (���*�!�����������!) for the sake of all mankind’s 
thought,” he planned to translate William Shakespeare’s Hamlet, Friedrich 
Schiller’s Wilhelm Tell�� ������� _�
�"��"� ���� #������� Götz von 
Berlichingen, and Walter Scott’s The Bride of Lammermoor (ibid.).

J������	
��� ����� ����� ���� ������ 
���� ��
�� ��� ���� ��� ������
from the above list were translated. However, unlike Hamlet (Hamljet- K/F), 
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published posthumously in 1899, the translation of Wilhelm Tell has 
never appeared, although Kuliš regarded Vyl´hel´m Tel´ as one of his 
	��� ����
������ q+��
��� ������ ����}~������ !�� ����� Vyl´hel´m Tel´ 
���������	����������������������!��{|}�������������/��������������
linguist and lexicographer, came to visit the patriarch of Ukrainian liter-
ature and promised to assist him with the publication of the second 
volume of Kuliš’s translations of Shakespeare, containing King Lear, 
Coriolanus, and The Taming of the Shrew, along with the manuscript of 
his translation of Wilhelm Tell. However, as soon as Kuliš learned that 
���/��������������"��� ���� �����	
��������������

����������� ��� ���
Lviv newspaper Pravda, he, because of his strained ties with Galicia 
q�������{|}|�����������;�{}�|���|�~�}������������
��	������������
his initial plan (Zaxarkin 1998, 94, 96, 98). When, in the long run, the 
manuscript of Vyl´hel´m Tel´ ������������������
���������Q���������;��
to Ivan Franko, the latter accepted the text but declined to have it 
published in the local periodical Zorja. First, as he explained, another 
����
����� ��� ���� ������ 	�� Y�
������� `��������/� ���� �� ��������
written by Franko himself had already appeared as early as 1887 and, 
second, the editorial board had already decided to publish yet another 
����
����������	��Q�����>���/�����q�������������������������Zorja in 
1895) (Naxlik 2007, 1:449).

One is curious, however, as to whether Kuliš, back in 1857, was 
����
��	�����"�������� ����
��������;���� ���"�������
�� ���������	��
Galagan, a liberal magnate who was the same age as Kuliš. Was he really 
�
�����"�������
�����������������������

�������������
��ç�!����������
�
to answer this question with certainty. What is possible, however, is that 
���������
��{|����`�
�j���"������������������������
��
���������������
for instance, some evidence of his understanding of the manifold prob-
lems faced by translators into Ukrainian at that time. One of his prominent 
����������
�� ��������������� �
��������� `�������;� q{|��~{}�����
recalled that Kuliš, during his meeting with the local young populists in 
��
�������=���{|�������
���������������������;�����
�Osnova exclu-
����
�� �� ���������<
��"��"�� ��	
���������� ���������� 
��"��"���
��������"���`�
�j��������������

������
������_����`�������;�������-
��
���������������������������������������������
�����

��	������
����
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into Ukrainian, Kuliš tittered and added that perhaps only their 
great-grandsons were destined to witness this (Šenrok 1901 74 (7/8), 53). 
However, in 1877, as if reversing their roles, Kostomarov questioned 
Kuliš’s idea of translating Shakespeare into Ukrainian, claiming that all 
this would be of no use for educated bilingual Ukrainians, save perhaps 
���#�
�������q�	�����}|����

���������>���������;�q{}�|�����������
����
assumed, prompts us to posit the mid-1870s as the starting point of Kuliš’s 
work on the translation of Shakespeare. 

With the exception of several Western writers, Kuliš was in general 
opposed to translations, as these could hinder the development of belles 
lettres in Ukrainian. Any translation, as he pointed out in his letter to 
Q���������;�����{�����
�{|��������
���
�����	�����������"���
���������
Ukrainian language; Ukrainian literature, therefore, would fall behind all 
������
�����
���������qQ���������;�������{||���!������
����������=�����
1881, however, describing the charms of his rural life, Kuliš informed 
��
;�;���������������� ��� ����
��������King Lear and his intention to 
������������
���"�������������������������q���������;�{}������~�����
At that time Kuliš came to believe that the role of Shakespeare in the 
������������������
���������������������������
�������������"�������
than that of other translations. This is why, even while stressing the 
importance of original works, Kuliš allotted a unique place for Shakespeare 
in Ukrainian literature: a place that might be compared with that of the 
Ukrainian Bible. In other words, translation of both the Bible and 
Shakespeare was, among other things, a matter of moral and national 
awakening for the Ukrainians.

!���������
��������
;�;���������=���{||{��̀ �
�j����������������
already prepared for publication a volume of translations from Shakespeare 
that included Romeo and Juliet and The Taming of the Shrew, entitled 
Prysmyrena kaverznycja q���������;�{}������������� 
��������������
and published by Franko as late as 1900 under a changed title (Pryborkona 
hostruxa������{|� �����{||{�`�
�j� ���������� ���������
�� ����������
�����������
����
�����"�����������
;�;���������
������
����������
&����� ���� ���� ����������� ����� ��� #�
������ 
��"��"�*� q���������;�
{}������~�����>��������������������������`�
�j���
�������������"���
{||{�� ��� ����� 	�� ��� ����� "���� ��� ����� ���� `���
�� Q���������;��
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��������������������"����������������/���������������������������"�
arrangements for the publication of his translations of Shakespeare 
q'�/���{}}���

Kuliš ultimately conferred the task of printing the translation of 
�������������������������������������#�
���������
���������Q���������;��
_��
���
�����"���������'���������������������������"�������
���"�����
������"�� `�
�j� ���� �����
�� ���������"� ����
�� ��� ��� ���;��� ���� ����
Galician lieutenant. In particular, in his letter of 26 August 1881, Kuliš 
����
�������Q���������;�q���������~�����������������������������
�����
Shakespeare’s oeuvre in the upbringing of the Ukrainian nation. He 
appended to the letter a “sermon to Shakespeare,” which he wanted to be 
placed in the beginning of the volume of his translations. Published subse-
quently in the collection Xutorna poezija (Homestead Poetry) in 1882, the 
same year as his translations of Shakespeare, this “sermon” appeared a 
revisionary manifesto offered by a new, self-proclaimed Kulturträger 
q`�
�j� {}�|�� ���~����� Î����� {}���� �|~�}��� `�
�j� ��

��� ������������
“[our] father, native to all peoples” and “the greatest warrior from among 
the intellectuals,” imploring him to take under his protection “the unworthy 
[Ukrainian] people who, lost in the steppes, were still praising the Cossack 
spirit,” and help them thereby “to get rid of [their] Barbarism.”

.±Ë²³Â±��¼¯ÃÄËÆ�®¯Ì��Æ²·°�®¯Âµ¶¯°�Â¶® ¾¥
Ø �ÅÆÊÌ��¹Ë�Àµ¸±�Ã±¼±�®¯Âµ¶�®±À¿¶® ¾�
ÁÂ ¼»Æ¶¯�²Ã±³µ¸ ¾��®¯²»·¶® Ë�ÂµÀ¼ Ì¯ÒÄË ¾�
áµ�¾�¶µ²�Å±²Ã¸ÆÊ�²¸¾�³ÆÃÄ��¶ÆÇ�ËµÀ¯ÒÄË ¾¥�

[Oh, Shakespeare, our father, native to all peoples! / Do you hear 
how you are called by the unworthy people, / a stray in the 
����������������������� ��������� ä�����������

��������"� �����
path and the Cossack spirit!] (Kuliš 1908, 255)

����
����"� ���� 
���� �� Q���������;�� `�
�j� ��"���� ��� ����� ����
were propagating the Cossack spirit (�����!���) “will achieve nothing in 
cultural affairs,” thus connecting their future with “destruction rather than 
��������*� qQ���������;� ������ ������ !�� ������������ 	������ �� ��������
reading, he maintained, “it would sober our miserable literature and give 
it real wings. If Shakespeare’s comedies and tragedies could draw our 
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countrymen to the theater this would be a better school for them than all 
our writings and singing” (ibid.).

!� ��� ��� ���������"� ���Q���������;� ������ �� ������
� ����	
���� ���
translations with a poetic introduction blaming the Cossacks for their lack 
of culture and their destructive role in the history of Ukraine, although, as 
he quickly added in his reply to Kuliš’s letter, he would be happy to host 
Kuliš and his spouse in Ternopil´ on their way to Lviv. On 23 September 
{||{��̀ �
�j��
����
��	�����������������������������������Q���������;��
He asked, nevertheless, for forgiveness, realizing that he might have caused 
too much trouble without warning his correspondent in advance about his 
���������	
�����������������������q���������;�{}���������

The poetic introduction was not the only instance of bitterness, 
alienation, and critique directed at the people who, according to Kuliš, 
	�������#��������������	����������������������
����	����q'����;�
1983, 161). In his collection Xutorna poezija�� `�
�j� q{}�|�� ���~�����
published the poem “Do ridnoho narodu” (To My Own People) on the 
occasion of “their introduction to Shakespeare’s works.” Calling 
Ukrainians “a people without any sense, honor, respect, or any truth in 
letters” who were formed by “heavy drinkers, chicaners, and great brig-
ands,” the author claimed that they had been saved from their ravaged 
national existence only by their ancestors’ language (ibid.). Yet that 
language could help his people, “the miserable Asians,” turn from their 
disunity and ignorance towards the “cultural path” indicated by Prince 
Volodymyr in the tenth century (ibid.). And Shakespeare as “the father of 
�

�����
��*����
����������O�����
��������"��"����������
������������
of Ukrainians. This is why the appearance of his works in Ukrainian was 
�����������������"���������������������"����&�
��J�����*�qstaro-
rus´ka����������������������������������������
��������������
������
	���"��"������
��������������������������"�����������"��"�������
Shakespeare (Naxlik 2007, 2:183).

In a poem published in another of his collections, Dzvin (The Bell), 
Kuliš returned to the role of Shakespeare in the acculturation of the 
Ukrainian people who, according to him, could overcome their spirit of 
barbarism by partaking of European culture. Nevertheless, in his program-
matic poem “Homer i Šekspir” (Homer and Shakespeare), Kuliš, blaming 
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the Ukrainian hetmans for helpless ruling, also distinguished culture from 
anti-culture, both represented in western Europe. Kuliš was prepared to 
see in the English revolution of the seventeenth century the apotheosis of 
�������������
��;��������"����
��������
�����������

������Q������
¤��
�������;�

Óµ¶�ôÂµ°¸±»Ä�°È�Ô®¿»¯° �À�¹¸ ¸�²¹
¬�À¯¸À¹ÃÄ·�Â¸®¹�ËµÀ¯Ë¯°�²·³¯Ë¯°�
Ù�.±Ë²³Â¯�¿»Æ°µ°�¸®�¿ÂË °�¿»Æ° ¸�²¹�

[Among the English then, Cromwell appeared, similar in his 
vigor to Cossack brigands; he scoffed bitterly at Shakespeare.] 
(Kuliš 1908, 344)

Kuliš’s understanding of the role of Shakespeare in the process of 
national awakening among the Ukrainian people seems to have crystal-
lized somewhat earlier, as a result of his study of the German literary and 
�����
����������#���"�#�������#��������q{|��~{|�{������������
�������
particularly famous for his four-volume critical work on Shakespeare that 
���� ��������� ��� {|�}~{|��� ���� ���� ��	������
�� ��������� ������
�
times. Translated into Russian by Konstantin Timofeev in 1877, this 
study became a sine qua non socio-cultural study, which Kuliš employed 
while translating and propagating Shakespeare among his compatriots. 
Kuliš was fascinated by Gervinus’s interpretation of Shakespeare who, 
according to the German historian, was a true genius standing above 
�����
����;�������������
����
���������	���������
������������
���������
��������q#��������{|�}��{��~������>����"�	����������������
����������
Gervinus’s appraisal of Shakespeare, Kuliš stressed harmony and temper-
ance as opposed to all kinds of extremism and libertarianism. This is why 
the ethical principle won priority of place in his translation of Shakespeare 
as well as in a series of poems dedicated to this author, viewed in the 
cultural and historical context of Ukraine.

!����������������������������������������
���������������
������
of Shakespeare, Kuliš also prepared an introduction entitled “How Much 
the Germans Appreciate Shakespeare,” which in fact was a meticulous 
restatement of Gervinus’s theory. Since Kuliš’s introduction did not 
appear in the 1882 volume, the author offered it to the editorial board of 
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the periodical Svit���������	��!���������������!����Q�
�;�q{|��~{}�{���
>�����������������;���������������"���"����#���������
������
������
���������� 	����� ��� ����� ���� ���� ��������� ����� ���� ����� ������
before, and Kuliš himself was not familiar with the more recent publica-
��������������
��q+��
���������{������'�/���{}}������~������!�����
����
������������������;�����`�
�j�������
�����������������������������������
�
democrat Franko could hardly accept the idea of social temperance and 
harmony as advocated by both Gervinus and Kuliš on behalf of 
Shakespeare.

��������� ���� ��	
������� 	�� Y���;��� q{}����� ��� ����
�� ����
appeared only as late as 1930. On closer inspection, Kuliš’s study looks 
like a word-for-word translation of some fragments from Gervinus’s 
preface and introduction to his magisterial study on Shakespeare 
q#��������{|�}��{��~�����{~�����_�������������������"���������������
is that Kuliš used the Russian translation of this work by Timofeev, in 
particular its second, revised edition of 1877, which was extremely 
����
�������������������������������������

����"�������������
Kuliš with its parallel texts from the original and the Russian transla-
tion, used instead of Gervinus.

Kuliš’s Translation Timofeev’s Translation

Ñ±Ç¯¾�®±�¶Æ°¯Ê�ÇÃµ�®±¼Æ¶Ä�
²»³Æ½Å �¯¼µ�ÃÆ°¯®½Å ��×µ�
_<]>»�³µ'Ã� �_<]>»�� »µ²µ��
³Âµ¹¸ » ²Ä�°È�_<]>\�®¯Âµ¶µ°�
Å±Â±À�¹Ë ¾²¹�³Âµ²Ã ¾�²»ÆÅ¯¾��
Óµ¾�²¯° ¾�®¯Âµ¶® ¾�¶ÆÇ��Ãµ¾�
²¯° ¾�³Â¯ËÃ Å®¾��¶»µ¸ ¾��
È Ã±¾²ÄË ¾�ÂµÀÆ°��×µ�²µÀ¶¯¸� �
²±�¿µ²Æ¶¯Â²Ã¸µ� �²½�®¯Âµ¶®½�
²¸µ¼µ¶Æ��Ãµ¾�È±�²¯° ¾�¶ÆÇ�Å �
ÂµÀÆ°�³µÂµ¶ ¸� �²½�³Â±°Æ¶ÂÆ�
³µ'À½�� �²½�³µ¸®Æ�¶µ²¸¶Æ�
� »µ²µ� ½�� 
qY���;���{}����{���

Û¯�®±�³µ¶Æ°¯±Ãà�ËÃµ<® ¼Æ¶Ä�¸à�
²¸µ±°à�µ²»ì³»±® � » �
ÃÆ³µÆ° ��ÅÃµ�³Âµ²Ãµ¾�²»ÆÅ¯¾�
À¯¼Âµ² »à�_<]'}'�³µ'Ã¯� �
_<]'}'�� »µ²µ�¯�¸à�²Â±¶Æ�
_<]'}'�®¯Âµ¶¯¥�Ý¶ ®à� �ÃµÃà�È±�
®¯Âµ¶®¡¾�¶ÆÇà��µ¶ ®à� �ÃµÃà�È±�
³Â¯ËÃ Å±²Ë¾��¶ì»µ¸µ¾�
È Ã±¾²Ë¾�²°¡²»à��ËµÃµÂ¡¾�
²µÀ¶¯»à� �'Ãµ�¿µ²Æ¶¯Â²Ã¸µ�� �'ÃÆ�
®¯Âµ¶®Æ½�²¸µ¼µ¶Æ��³µÂµ¶ »à� �
'ÃÆ�È Ã±¾²Ë <°Æ¶ÂÆ½�³µ'À½� �
'ÃÆ�� ²³µ»®±®®Æ½�µ³¡Ã¯��
� »µ²µ� ½��q���������{|����{��
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Comparing the Russian and Ukrainian translations prompts one to 
conclude that Kuliš slavishly followed Timofeev’s text, while using 
similar lexical items and practically an identical word order in most of 
the sentences. Moreover, and this is the most compelling argument, 
Kuliš applied spacing to those lexemes that appeared in a cursive 
typeface in Timofeev’s translation. What explains this mimicking on 
the part of Kuliš is, perhaps, his sincere fascination with Shakespeare 
and a wish to introduce Gervinus’s work to his compatriots as soon as 
�����	
��������;������������������������������������
�������������
playwright.

��� ����� ������ �

� ���� ����� ;������ ��������� ��������� �� ��;���
Kuliš’s programmatic article on Shakespeare. In fact, one can agree that 
his article was based on a somewhat obsolete work. Moreover, it was a 
mere compilation of some theses excerpted randomly from Gervinus in 
tune with Kuliš’s own historiosophic views and aesthetic predilections. 
>��;��"��������������������
���������
�������������	���
���������
��"��
���
��������
��������
����������������������
��������`�
�j���
opinion of Shakespeare as a bellman of social harmony and cultural 

Gervinus’s Original

Denn Niemand sei so voll Wahn 
und Thorheit zu glauben, daß 
;�������	������������$����������
Philosophen irgend ein Zufall in 
dies so beschaffene Volk 
hineingeworfen habe! Ein 
Volksgeist, derselbe praktische 
tüchtige Lebenssinn, der diesen 
Staat und diese Volksfreiheit 
"����������������������;����

�	���������$�����"�����;����
erfahrungsvolle Philosophie 
gestaltet. (Gervinus 1849, 1:xi)

[Let nobody be so blind and 
stupid as to think that such 
people get such a poet and 
philosopher by mere chance.  
A people’s spirit, the same 
practical, everyday common 
sense that produced this state 
and this people’s liberty, also 
brought about this wise poetry 
and this experienced 
philosophy.]
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(ibid., 171), reverberating with his work on the translation of the Bible 
at that time. This is why Shakespeare, in Kuliš’s system of views, stands 
above the ideological barriers of political parties, reaching well beyond 
���������
�"���
���������������������������������"�������
��������
to the various demands of nineteenth-century society. Based on a rich 
culture amassed by his predecessors, Shakespeare transformed his own 
experience into a moral code to be closely followed by all people. The 
people of Ukraine must choose, Kuliš argued, Shakespeare as their spir-
itual leader and make his works accessible by translating his oeuvre into 
Ukrainian (ibid.).

Overall, with the help of the plays of Shakespeare, his was a 
program for the gradual rather than revolutionary acculturation of the 
Ukrainian people. It is no secret that the Galician periodicals run by 
populists and socialists were not interested in disseminating Kuliš’s 
moderate views on social progress, to say the least of the strange 
language standard propounded in his translations of both the Bible 
and Shakespeare.

BRINGING FORTH THE “UKRAINIAN 
SHAKESPEARE”

Because of the aforementioned misunderstanding with Oleksander 
Q���������;���������������������{||{��`�
�j����������������"����������
��	
��������
�������������������������������������
���������������-
lations of Shakespeare. In a letter dated 30 December 1881, he informed 
��
;�;��������������
����'�����������������������������������������������"�
of his translations. On 24 February 1882, Kuliš wrote that the printing of 
���������
���������
���������������q���������;�{}�����|~�}���{���
>���������
��������������������`�
�j��������������
�������"���������
�
problems and decided ultimately to postpone the printing of the second 
volume. Shortly thereafter he returned to his homestead Motronivka 
q'�/���{}}��������
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Kuliš’s initial intention was to translate (from English, which he had 
picked up in the late 1840s while exiled in Tula) twenty-seven tragedies 
and comedies (out of thirty-seven plays that constitute today’s 
Shakespearian canon) and publish them in nine volumes corresponding to 
��� ����� ������ q���������;� {}���� ����� �
���"�� ����
���� �� �����
extent, on eighteen plays translated into prosaic Russian between 1841 
����{|���	��+���
�;�`�/���q>���������;�{}�|��}�~}����`�
�j�������
�-
tion of, in total, thirteen tragedies and comedies did demonstrate an 
independent approach toward the poetic rendition of Shakespeare’s 
works. By the end of 1881, Kuliš had already translated six plays (ibid., 
55, 60). Three of them, Othello, Troilus and Cressida, and The Comedy of 
Errors����������
�����������������
����������&���������������������*�
that appeared at the author’s expense in 1882 under the auspices of the 
����������� ��������� ������� ��� '����� `�
�j� ����
���� ��� ���� ��� ���
plays between 1883 and 1885 before the burning of his homestead 
Motronivka on 6 November 1885 destroyed much of his archive and most 
������������������������`�
�j����������
�����������������������������
his translation of two more plays of Shakespeare after Hamlet and before 
�������q������The Merchant of Venice and Cymbeline); Kuliš planned to 
���
���� ���� ��� ��� ���� ��
���� ��� �������������� ��
����� ������
q>���������;�{}�|��}���������
����{}�����}�������{�����
�{|}��������
�����������������������>�����Q�����������������
;�;�����	����������
her negligence, the text of Venec´kyj kupec´ (The Merchant of Venice) was 

���������������������������=���������Y���
������������;��������
;�;�
(1905, 77) assumed that the same might have happened to the text of 
Cymbelin (Cymbeline), which Barvinok mentioned in a letter dated 18 
May 1897; some scholars, however, do not take this for granted 
(Šapovalova 1976, 61).

The remaining translations, supplied with introductions and 
comments by Franko, who meticulously and perhaps captiously edited 
the language of each play, were published posthumously in Lviv at the 
turn of the twentieth century. The following is a list of the translations 
�����������������������	
�������q`���
;���{}�}���}~�����{~����������
������|{~|���
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�
Kievskaja starina (Kiev Antiquity) about an anonymous benefactor who, 
in 1881, had generously sponsored a future publication of the translations 
of Shakespeare undertaken by that time by Kuliš. It happened, however, 
���̀ �
�j�������������������������������
����������;�������������������
could not complete his translation of Shakespeare’s plays, especially after 
the rather cold reception of the three translations that appeared in 1882. 
_��
�����

��"�������
������`�
�j��� ����
�������$���������;�q{}����
{�{~{���� �����������

�� �����
��� �� ��� ��	
��� �� �����	��� �� ���
special Shakespeare Fund created by the Ukrainian-Rusian Publishing 
Union in Lviv, which had recently published ten volumes of Kuliš’s trans-

������������	����������$���������;�	�
������������������������
��
help promote literary activities in both Austrian- and Russian-ruled 
Ukraine and contribute to the development of literary language through 
����
�����������;����
������
����������������������������
��"��"����!����
������
����������

�������������������������������
�����������������
predicted the lasting impact of Kuliš’s work as a translator on the normal-
ization of literary Ukrainian in the second part of the nineteenth century.

Play Year of Publication

Othello
Troilus and Cressida
The Comedy of Errors

1882

Hamlet 1899

The Taming of the Shrew
Coriolanus
Macbeth
Julius Caesar

1900

Romeo and Juliet
Antony and Cleopatra
Much Ado About Nothing

1901

Measure for Measure
King Lear

1902
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In sum, it is not too much to say that, taken even statistically, the 
contribution made by Kuliš in the creation of the Ukrainian canon of 
Shakespeare was quite remarkable. Yet some scholars have been too quick 
�������"��������
�"�������������
�����������������������������������
�-
tion studies, arguing that Kuliš “as a translator of Shakespeare does not 
exist for the modern readership” and his translations “belong to the histori-
��
<
�������������*��
����q'�/����{}}��������>���������;�{}�|��{��������
claim that his translations belong today to history is a blatant exaggeration, 
since his translations fell into oblivion primarily for non-literary reasons 
(Danylenko 2009b; M. Moskalenko 2006 5/6, 179). The preface written by 
�������q{}�����~������`�
�j�������
��������Childe Harold serves as an 
example of his scathing critique of Kuliš’s historiosophic and linguistic 
views. Among all the other “sins” committed by the translator, the Galician 
critic mentioned Kuliš’s staunch opposition to the conventional under-
standing of the Cossacks and Hajdamaks and his treatment of them rather 
as destructive forces in the history of Ukraine. Franko could not accept that 
uncompromising position, which, as he argued, was fruitless and dangerous 
from the national point of view (ibid.). Furthermore, as far as the language 
norms were concerned, Kuliš, due to his negative assessment of the 
Ukrainian Cossacks and peasantry (��*�`���), allegedly abandoned the 
vernacular and created a strange, “Old Rusian” Ukrainian with Church 
Slavonic and Muscovite admixtures. Admitting that, in this translation, 
Kuliš did leave a trace of his energetic personality, Franko dubbed his 
language to be “wooden-scholastic” (3�+���6�/�������!�������) (ibid., vi). 
�����

������;��"������������
�"���

��	�����������������

Franko, nevertheless, had to admit the literary merits of many of 
Kuliš’s translations in comparison with those made by his contemporaries 
(Naxlik 2007, 1:268). For instance, leaving aside issues of equivalence and 
faithfulness in translation, Franko (1901, xvi) regarded Kuliš’s translation 
of Romeo and Juliet as “extremely successful and beautiful.” The critic also 
extolled the translation of Hamlet, which, in his opinion, surpassed all other 
����
������ ��� ���� ��"����� ���
����"� ��� ����� 	�� =���;
�� ��������;�
q�������{|}}�������~��������������"������� ������������� ���� ����
������
&`�
�j���������<���������������
�����������"������������������������
�������
well as a great expert in the languages and literatures of the European 
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who argued that Kuliš’s translations are in many respects unsurpassed even 
today primarily because of his great linguistic virtuosity, especially in light 
of the translations made by his predecessors and contemporaries.

�x��{��/��]���q����4����

����������
�������`�
�j�������
������������������������������������-
icism in Galicia as soon as it appeared in 1882. The Lviv periodical Zorja 
published, in November of 1882, an anonymous review authored most 

���
��	��������������
;�����������;�������������

��"������`�
�j�������
was best known for his �������������%���������� (A Grammar of the 
J������ '��"��"��� ���� ��	
������ ��� {|��� ���� ��������� ������
� �����
with corrections (last edition in 1889) (Skurzewska 2007, 572).

��������;��� ������� ���� ��

� ��� ������"� �������� ���� �
��� 
��"�
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�������������������
����q'��������;�{}�}���|��������������������������
challenged the very idea of choosing Shakespeare on the grounds that not 
�
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Certain details aside, the reviewer’s critique can be reduced to several 
�������������"���;��������������������
������������������������

��� 	�"��� ����� ��������;� q{||��� ��|~��}�� 	
����� `�
�j� ���� ����
“lofty style and unnatural language,” while also criticizing what he 
considered blatant linguistic shortcomings. These included an excessive 
use of vel´my at the cost of 3�*��“very,” fortuna “destiny,” jexydnyj “mali-
cious,” and jasuvaty “to explain, speak for,” a form which is also found in 
abundance in Kuliš’s translation of the Bible. The reviewer criticized 
“unbearable coined nouns” ending in -nnje, such as svidkuvannje “testi-
����"�*�����������������������;������������������������&��������"��
language and style,” employed indiscriminately in all the translations. 

Second, according to the reviewer, there were numerous inconsisten-
cies and discrepancies in Kuliš’s translations as compared with the 
���"���
����������;���"�������`�
�j�����������������������
���������
Shakespeare’s originals, although some of the reviewer’s corrections, on 
closer inspection, do not appear stylistically grounded:
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Third, the reviewer called into question the use of anachronistic terms of 
the type amen “amen” in the language of the Greeks at Troy or such Cossack 
;��"��� ��� otamannja q��

��� &������*� q��������;� {||��� ��|��� >���� �
���
belong words like �!�������“to bore,” karbovanec´ (local Ukrainian monetary 
unit), neapol´ska kostoida (hostec´ �����������;��&	���<�����*���������

���
juxta “cows’ leather” (juxt m. and juxta ����&�������������*����Ð�
�����{{{����
������������������������
����������
������������
������������
����������
contexts where Kuliš used them (e.g., dovoli koljoru &��������
������������*�
and )���������*3�������&������������*�§��������;�{||�����}¨���!�������-
�
���� ��������;� ����"���� ��������� ������� ������ 
���� brona [cf. MUkr. 
brona] instead of brama “gate,” xvir instead of xvoroba “sickness,” and 
)�!�����instead of !�����“honestly” (ibid., 329). 

!�� ��������� ��������;� q{||��� ��}�� ����������� ��� ����
���� ����
introducing unwarranted borrowings from Polish, German, and Church 
Slavonic such as ���������%�� “gallant, stylish,” vprejmost´ “kindness” 
(Pol. �)������©Ï�“courtesy”), natxnennje “inspiration” (Pol. natchnienie), 
ChSl. alkannnje “wish,” and so on.

Kuliš’s Translation Partyc´kyj’s 
Corrections

Shakespeare’s 
Original

Ô�ÂµÀÆ°�²»ÆÇ¯±�
¿¯¾®µ¿µ�Å¯²Æ�  
(Šekspir, 70)

Ô�¶µÃ±³à�qÂµÀÆ°à��
³µ»¹¿¯±�®¯�¸¡¼µÂì�
Å¯²Æ�

And wit depends on 
dilatory time. 
(Shakespeare, 1112)

Ø �Ì¸¯¼¯�Å �¸¶¯Å¯�
²±�×¯²Ã¹�¸¾²Ëµ¸±� 
(Šekspir, 178)

Ø �¿¯Â¯À¶à�Å �
» Çµ�Ò±�×¯²ÃÊ�
¸µÊ®®±�

Now good or 
	�������	���������
of war. (Shakespeare, 
313)

Ý��µ¼±Â® °µ�¸�»¯¶�²±�
³±Â±²±Â¶Ê¥ (Šekspir, 
279)

Ù¯Ëñ®Åì°à�³µ�
»½¶²Ë �²½�À¸¯¶Æ�

[Nay] we must use 
expostulation kindly. 
(Shakespeare, 340)

Ñ�®±�µ¶®¯�»¯²µÃ¯�²�
Ã¯Ëµ�ËÂ¯²µÃ �®¯�
¶Æ°Ò�¸�°±®±� (Šekspir, 
223)

ë±®ì�®±�Ãñ»ÄËµ�
Âµ²ËµÌ �®¯�¶Æ°Òì��
ËµÃÂí�³Â ®µ² Ãà�
Ã¯Ë�¸±» Ë¯�ËÂ¯²¯�

I propose not merely 
to myself the plea-
sures, such a beauty 
brings with it. 
(Shakespeare, 326)
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������&���"�������
of our language,” while indiscriminately experimenting with unusual 
forms like !����(pl.) “charms” instead of !��%�����������������"����O���
��������������
���
������	����������������������������q=����;���������
����3�*��“duke” (voc.) instead of the more usual 3�*��(voc.), dosih (m. 
sg. pret.) “to reach” with an excessive (analogous) i instead of regular 
3�����$�q��������;�{||�����}��q����"�������volik “to drag” with an exces-
sive i in the pleophonic sequence [Shevelov 1979, 608]). 

The reviewer was particularly uncomfortable with variegated stress 
�����������������	��`�
�j����������������;�q{||�����}����"����������
not rooted in any Ukrainian dialect. He noted, for example, numerous cases 
of unusual stressing of the type Ó��� compared to� ����� (gen.) “lie,” 
vospýtaly (pl. pret.) “to bring up,” perevahá “advantage,” 3���á “second,” 
and so forth.

Finally, the reviewer could hardly accept the phonetic orthography 
(���������), claiming that such spelling had never existed and would 
never exist in Ukrainian due to “the lack of the philological knowledge” 
��������������������������;�q{||�����}������
���������&������������
of the healthy development of our literature, everybody has to stand 
against the inopportune experiments of Kuliš in the domain of orthog-
raphy.” At this point, the reviewer was right to criticize the motley 
character of the translator’s orthography. In fact, in some of his works, 
Kuliš was accustomed to combining elements of different spelling 
systems (Danylenko 2012b). 

+�����	��`�
�j�������
������������������
���������������������;���
remarks were valid, especially in regards to the equivalence and faithfulness 
of the translation. Still, Kuliš demonstrated an innovative approach to the 
translation of Shakespeare, trying to employ variegated, sometimes “extrav-
agant” linguistic forms in order to capture the textual and cultural message of 
������"���
���

���������������������������������;����������������������
�����������"� ������	
������� ���� ����	;�����
����������"� ������
������
Kuliš’s work (Šapovalova 1976, 65). In short, it was the political execution of 
����;����������������J������<��
�����������q`�/���{}�|������

Seemingly less venomous was a review written in 1883 by the 
famous historian and Ukrainophile Mykola Kostomarov, who had severed 
his relationship with Kuliš by 1880. While treating Ukrainian literature as 
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“a literature for homestead use,” Kostomarov ostentatiously refused to 
consider the quality of Kuliš’s translations of the New Testament and 
Shakespeare. In regards to the translation of the New Testament, he ques-
��������&�����������������
����������������"����	;�������������
extent it may be utilized by the literate common people of southern 
Russian stock” (Kostomarov 1883, 221). Speaking of Shakespeare, he 
wondered why Kuliš had chosen second-rate plays (with the exception, 
perhaps, of Othello) and, for several reasons, refused point-blank to 
discuss the writer’s translation of the English playwright (ibid., 222). 

For starters, Kostomarov (1883, 222) reiterated his old thesis that 
“the current situation of the southern Russian [Ukrainian] dialect implies 
that one should create in this dialect rather than translate” because Russian 
had become a cultured language for all the Little Russian intellectuals. 
The all-Russian language (�+�!��������������), he argued, had long since 
become a language of culture in the whole southern Russian region, since 
����
��"��"������	��������
�����	�����;��������������	���'�
������
Great Russians. Since there is no other Little Russian society than a 
peasant one, Little Russian literature must therefore be vernacular in its 
��	;������������������������"��������	����������	;����q�	�����

It seems to us that there is no pressing necessity for a translation 
of Shakespeare into the southern Russian dialect inasmuch as 
any Little Russian who gained so much education as to be inter-
ested in reading Shakespeare is capable of reading him in the 
Russian translation, sometimes even with more pleasure than in 
��������J�������������������������
��������'�
��J�����������
is not familiar with literary Russian to the same extent as his 
mother tongue; to render Shakespeare today in Russian is easier 
than in Little Russian, even for such a specialist as Kuliš.
(Kostomarov 1883, 223) 

By contrast, a totally different situation was observed in Galicia, where 
several million spoke a highly advanced southern Russian language, and 
the all-Russian literary language did not become that of the local intellec-
tuals. Moreover, the latter language appeared alien to the Ukrainians in 
Galicia, compared with the German that was more familiar to them at least 
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	��������������������
������q`���������{||�������������������
�����
master German because of its genetic distance from their native tongue, 
while Polish reminded them of enforced Polonization. This is why they 
were striving “to develop their native tongue and transform it into a cultured 
language” (ibid., 224). In this respect, Kuliš’s translations were doomed to 
be consumed in Galicia, where the native dialect was chosen as a cultured 
language, rather than in Russian-ruled Ukraine where Little Russian litera-
ture and language could be only vernacular-based. This is why much in the 
translation of Kuliš could appear to Little Russians, whose native dialect 
had not acquired by that time any “level of acculturation,” as “unnatural, 
������
�����������
�����������������������
��*����
�������������
��	��
��������������
��	��#�
��������������q�	��������������������������
�����
>���������;�q{}�|��{�|��������������������������������`�
�j�������
�-
tions of Shakespeare’s plays, discerned surprisingly in Kostomarov’s words 
“a slight critique of Kuliš’s translations,” although, no doubt, Kostomarov’s 
��"��������� �������� ��� ������
� �������������� 
��"��"�� ��
���� ��
�-
vated at that time by the tsarist administration. 

Ukrainian patriotism, as one of Kostomarov’s multiple loyalties, did 
not prevent him from being also Great Russian and all-Russian, sharing a 
common Russian (Rus´) culture (Bilenky 2012, 294). As evidenced in 
Kostomarov’s programmatic work of 1883, he was not very clear about the 
relationship of the Ukrainian (Little Russian) nationality and language to 
(common) Russian. However, after the publication of Kostomarov’s 
article, it became obvious that Kuliš’s translations were at the center of 
��	��������������������������������
��������������q������
����{}����
����Î�����{}������~�|��

Importantly, Kostomarov’s ambiguity toward Ukrainian populism in 
general and Ukrainian literature in particular was not unique among 
Ukrainian intellectuals. In fact, elements of the all-Russian program were 
prevailing at that time among those Ukrainophiles who based their ethnic 
loyalty on the ethnolinguistic, Herderian concept of nationality (Bilenky 
��{����}}���������������������������
������������	�;�����������"�
�"���� ��� ��������<������� ������� �
����� 
��"�������� ���� ������
��
opposed the independence of the Little Russian language but also showed 
the utmost reluctance to support an all-Russian literary language (Danylenko 
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�j��������;�����������������
�����������
�������������������
��������	�;���
��������������������
written Ukrainian in the time of Kyivan Rus´. In consonance with Kuliš, 
���	�;���
���	�
��������������
���"����������������������"�������
unfolded from Common East Slavic through the Middle Ukrainian period 
to the present, as manifested in archaic folklore (ibid., 353). It is worth 
����

��"���������	�;��������
��������������
�����������������>�������
Odyssey, characterized by its archaic vocabulary and folkloric syntax 
(Danylenko 1999). Interestingly, it was exactly these features in Kuliš’s 
����
�����������������������������������������������
������������	��
��������;�

!����������������`��������������
�����������������
�������
Shakespeare into Ukrainian. As early as 1849 he translated Desdemona’s 
song from Othello. Entitled Verba (Willow), it was published posthu-
mously in 1890. This was, in fact, a folkloric paraphrase that, with out doubt, 
belongs today to the history of Ukrainian translation (M. Moskalenko  
2006 1/2, 186).

Kostomarov’s Translation Shakespeare’s Original

Ý¾�¸±Â¼ Ò±�À±»±®¯¹�
¬±Â¼µ®ÄËµ�°µ¹¥
Á ¶à�¸±Â¼µ½�À±»±®µ½
Û ¸µÅË¯�² ¶ »¯��
Ü�¼ ¶®Æ½�¿µ»µ¸µ®ÄËÆ
Ûµ» �³µÇ » »¯�
Ý¾�¸±Â¼ Ò±�À±»±®¯¹��
¬±Â¼µ®ÄËµ�°µ¹¥�q`���������
1890, 229)

[The poor soul sat [sighing] by a 
sycamore tree,
Ö����"��

���"�������

���
Her hand on her bosom, her head 
on her knee;
Ö����"���

������

������

���
The fresh streams ran by her, and 
murmur’d her moans;
Ö���"���

������

������

��
Her salt tears fell from her, and 
soft’ned the stones; 
Ö���"���

������

������

���¨�
(Shakespeare, 1128)



“Oh, Shakespeare, Our Father, Native to All Peoples”  299

Clearly, Kostomarov’s translation is inspired by Ukrainian folk-
lore songs, while offering nothing new from the point of view of its 
literary form and technique (M. Moskalenko 2006 1/2, 186). Among 
�����
�
����������������������
����������������

�������������������
verba ~ verbycja (dim.) ~ verbon´ka (dim.) “willow,” and holovon´ka 
(dim.) “head.”

Kuliš’s translation of the same fragment rings, however, with a true 
poetic beauty;

Ú ¶#»¯�®±¼ÿ¿¯�³¶�$¸µ¸ °�¶Âï¸µ°�
Ú³¸"¾Ã±��²³¸"¾Ã±�³Âµ�$¸Æ�À±»ï®Æ
Ü�ÂÆË �À»µÈ$»¯�¾�¿µ»ÿ¸ËÆ�²Ç »$»¯�
Ú³¸"¾Ã±�³Âµ�$¸Æ��³Âµ�$¸Æ��³Âµ�$¸Æ�
¬µ¶"�³ÂµÃ±Ë"»¯��À�®±½�ÂµÀ°µ¸»¹«�»¯��«�«�
Ú³¸"¾Ã±�³Âµ�$¸Æ��³Âµ�$¸Æ��³Âµ�$¸Æ�
Ô�¸ �²»åÀ ��Â$®Ã±��Ë¯°#®®Ê�°¹¿Å#Ã±��«�«� (Šekspir, 142)

Kuliš succeeded in infusing the translation with his own individual color, 
while creating a texture of masterly interwoven lexical elements, both 
neutral and stylistically marked, like the Church Slavonicism drevo “tree” 
or the diminutive holovka “head.” The form sljoza is hardly a Russianism 
since it rather reveals a result of the phonetically conditioned replacement 
e > o, typical mostly of Southeast Ukrainian. In this respect, one can 
hardly agree with the critical assessment of Kuliš’s translation of this and 
����������������"�������������	��>���������;�q{}�|��||�������������
them as “mere paraphrases, rather awkward and free of poetic beauty.” 
This verdict was based primarily on faithfulness of the translation to the 
original, rather than its use of stylistic alternatives available in the native 
language.

Luckily, this time Kuliš was not discouraged by the above reviews and 
��������� ����
���"� ������������� !�� {||��� ����� �����"� =���;
��
'�	��������;�������������������������������������������������������
Shakespeare. Having placed his hand on a pile of manuscripts, Kuliš said: 
&��������������
������������������������'�
��J��������«�«��!�����������"�
�
�������«�«��!����	�
������������������������������
�������*�q'�	�������;�
1897, 166).
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THE LANGUAGE OF THE “UKRAINIAN 
SHAKESPEARE”

���� 
��"��"�� ��� ��� ���� ���������<
��"��"�� ��
���� ��� �������������
printed under Kuliš’s supervision in 1882, is especially revealing as 
concerns the authenticity of the writer’s language program, since all post-
humous publications of his translations of Shakespeare were edited by 
Franko. One of the few serious studies of the language of Kuliš’s transla-
�����������������������������	�������
���>���������;����{}�|�����������"� 
in many aspects, this study was deeply rooted in the local literary tradi-
������

���O�������	�����������"��"�������������������������������
important, oriented toward the local variety of written Ukrainian. This is 
����� ������� ��� ����������� ����
�������� >���������;��� �����������
should not be taken at face value, especially since the author stopped 
short of placing Kuliš’s translations in the wider context of the normaliza-
tion of new literary Ukrainian.

���	�"�����������������������������������������
��"��"������������
volume of the “Ukrainian Shakespeare” exposes its resemblance to the 
vernacular standard elaborated by Kuliš in his translation of the Bible. For 
instance, some orthographic peculiarities aside, the most arresting feature in 
������������q����"�������������������������
��������������"�������O�����
in spellings like ����������“from the pocket” next to yz rodu “never,” and bes 
praktyky &�������������*�q���������|��{����������������{�}����>���������;�
(1928, 61) viewed this phenomenon as a mere “striving for phonetic 
spelling.” However, it becomes clear that Kuliš was applying complete 
neutralization before all obstruents, as practiced in his own dialect and some 
other Ukrainian dialects, including West Polissian, Volhynian, Podolian, 
and Bukovynian, characterized by neutralization before a word boundary 
q$���
������������}~�{��=���;������|��q�����
���!����������������)��/-
odo-rosxidnoho “[because of] this counter-caster” [Šekspir, 10, Shakespeare, 
1096], ���)�!�����“in the conduct of” [Šekspir, 45, Shakespeare, 1105], and 
yz nebom &��������������*�§��������������������������{{��¨���

���O����"�
neutralization before a word boundary; note also peret toboju “before thee” 
next to pered neju “to her” [Šekspir, 246, Shakespeare, 332] and peredo 
mnoju “to me” [Šekspir, 45, Shakespeare, 1105]).
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+����
�������	�����������������	����������������
��������bess-
tydna kryvda “bold and saucy wrongs” (Šekspir, 15, Shakespeare, 1098) 
and oz´de “here (is)” (Šekspir, 23, Shakespeare, 1099). With a more intri-
cate place of articulation, regressive assimilation is represented by such 
spellings as �*�*�������“with the wife” (Šekspir, 362) and �!�������“[what] 
����������*�q���������{���{����������������{�}���
����

��&��������*��
such an assimilation is a common phenomenon in Middle Ukrainian texts 
�����������������������������������������qÐ���	�;������
��{}�}��
���~��|��q�!������< ��6!����� or Lemk. �!����“yesterday” from �!����< 
�$��!���� §Y��������;�{}�����|�¨�������������
����� 
����� �����������
���������-sja (e.g., pojavyccja “[he] come[s]” [Šekspir, 338, Shakespeare, 
�¨��
����

��&�����

�������*�oddaduccja “they shall obey” (Šekspir, 
241, Shakespeare, 331), and especially �!���``��� “it will happen” 
q��������� ��}�� ���� ������
����� �������"� 	��� ��� ������ ���� �������
������
��������������������������
�����������+�������������������
��������� ��� ��� ������ ��� !���� +����j���/� q
��� ��"������ ��������
q+����j���/�� {��� {���� �� 
��"<���� ������ ��� �� ��

�"�� ������� ����� `����
q$���
��������|	����~�}���J������	
������
����������"�`�
�j�������
�-
����� ���� ��	
�������� ������� ���� ��� ������� ���

��"�� ��O����"� �����
boundaries of the type is toboju “with you” (Makbet-K/F, 15).

After the appearance of his Pentatevx in 1869, Kuliš changed, prob-
�	
�� ������ ��� ��O������ ��� ��� #�
������ 
������� ��������� ���� ������
toward the “new g” in orthography and began rendering the “new g” indis-
criminatingly in almost all loan words of western European origin or 
mediation. Yet, as a compromise, he kept using in his translations the tradi-
tional Middle Ukrainian digraph kh, as if distancing himself from the 
contemporary Galician practice, in particular in the translation of Hamlet 
	�����
�����;�q���
�����;��������;����	
���������'�������{|���qHamljet-S). 
Nevertheless, in harmony with the “overseas” coloring in most of 
Shakespeare’s plays, the number of these words is exceptionally large in 
Kuliš’s translations (e.g., Jakho [Iago] and Rodrikho [Roderigo], khrad-
acija “gradation” [Šekspir, 10], khondol´er “gondolier” [ibid., 15], rankh 
“title” [ibid., 10], makhnyfyka [m.] &��"�����*�§�	�����{}���������������
1099], khaleri “galleys” [Šekspir, 20] and khal´ony “galleys” [ibid., 24], 
khvaltom “violently” [ibid., 38], khlejtove pysannje “charter” [ibid., 35, 
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Shakespeare, 1106], panekhyryk “eulogy” [Šekspir, 47] as compared to 
proloh “prologue” [ibid., 53], fol´huem [1 pl. pres.] “to weaken” [ibid., 
285] with the spirant h �����O�������������=���
���������������

��"��
§���/������+��/���������~��������;�����{}������{�}¨����� ��_�����
fol´guvaty &����"�	��������
��������������*�§Ð�
�����{��}¨���������
����
§#�����¨���O��������������������������������������� �������� ���
����
&**�qg��������������;����"�������
���
������������
���
���
���<'����
pronunciation and orthographic model, whence prol´og “prologue” 
(Makbet-K/F, 12), Tygr “the Tiger” (ibid., 7), Norveg “Norway” (ibid., 
11), xirurg “surgeon” (ibid., 5), �)�¦�“spy” (Hamljet-K/F, 70), and the like.

More often than not Kuliš retained etymological o and e in the newly 
�
�������

�	
����������
����
��������������q�����
���{}�}����{��=���;���
2008, 96) (e.g., ��!��/����������§"�����
�¨�&��������§�����"�¨*�§���������{|��
Shakespeare, 1098], ���!������´ “courtesy” [Šekspir, 53], tyxost´ “stillness” 
[ibid., 63], vol´������ “freer” [ibid., 74], !��������´ “honesty” [ibid., 95], 
pidlost´ “villainy” [ibid., 104] next to molodist´ “youth,” �!�3����´ “gener-
osity” [ibid., 194], deriv [gen. pl.] “tree,” and predmit &��	;��*�§�	�����{����
��}¨��� �����"� ��� ����
��� �����
���� >���������;� q{}�|�� ��~�{�� 
������
�"����� ��O�������� ����
�"���
�e and jat´ (e.g., lenyvyj “lazy” [Šekspir, 
283] next to ChSl. and ESl. �5�#�“laziness,” dorekaty “to rebuke” [Šekspir, 
15] next to ChSl. and ESl. �5!#�“word, speech”). While editing Kuliš’s trans-
lations, Franko tended to introduce forms with i<��O���������������������
more archaic lexemes without ikavism (e.g., voz´mite next to viz´mite [2 pl. 
imper.] “take!” [Hamljet-K/F, 73], rozpirka “old end” [Halas, 12, Shakespeare, 
184], and ��+�*�“cousin” [Halas, 12, Shakespeare 184]). The southeastern 
Ukrainian form od in the expression od vostok do zapad “from the east to the 
west” (Šekspir, 134, Shakespeare, 1126) stands out in comparison with 
Transc. (Hucul) id in Kuliš’s translation of the Bible (SP, 15) next to a more 
regular vid q�	�����{}�������"������	������
��	��!����+�/�;<'�������;������
Galician form.

��� ��� `�
�j��� 	�	
���
� ����
������� ���� ����� ��� ��� &����������
Shakespeare” shifts in the distribution of i and y (AUM, 1, map 21) like 
krivavyj “bloody” (Šekspir, 63) or trivohy “concerns” (ibid., 349), also 
������ ��� �	�������� ��� ��� ������ ��� ���/����� q$���
����� �������
���~��}���!� ����������������������������������������������� ����
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leaving skrivavlenyj “bloody” (Makbet-K/F, 4), zdrihnutysja “to tremble” 
(ibid., 9), strivaj (2 sg. imper.) “wait!” (ibid., 7), and ubijstvo “murder” 
(Hamljet-K/F, 33) next to umyraty “to die” (ibid., 14). Additionally, in the 
“Ukrainian Shakespeare,” Kuliš demonstrated more consistency in 
rendering the “new a” as found in such forms as harazd &��

�� ���*�
(Šekspir, 48), bahata (f.) “rich” (ibid., 49), bahactvo “wealth” (ibid., 338), 
and the like. Of particular interest is karabel´ “ship” (ibid., 42), which is a 
dialectal form from Sl. ����+�#�rather than Gk. ������	 (Shevelov 1979, 
511) (MUkr. ����+���$�&����������*� §���/������+��/����{���|¨�����
dial. karablyk &����*�§Q�
�<+�����{�}��Ð�
���{����¨�������"������������
of archaization, one should name the western Ukrainian h-prothesis in 
hulycja &����*�q���������{���Ð�
���{�{����������������������mini (dat.) 
“to me” (Šekspir, 14, 16) instead of myni as used throughout the Pentatevx 
(Pentateuch) and in the novel ������ ��3� (The Black Council, 1857). 
Interestingly, although typical of the transitional dialects developed on a 
northern Ukrainian basis, the form mini ��� ��� ������ ��� ���/�����
(Tymošenko 1969, 107). Deserving of attention is the old form fylja 
&O���*� q����������{��������� �������

�
���	�� ����������
�������������
xvylja (ibid., 340), with the counter-etymological xw (Shevelov 1979, 634).

In the “Ukrainian Shakespeare,” Kuliš consistently employed the 
northern Ukrainian ending -e after long palatalized consonants in neuters, 
including bookish and Church Slavonic lexemes, criticized, as was mentioned 
�	�����	����������;�q��"���zillje “herbs” [Šekspir, 38, Shakespeare, 1103], 
bdinnje “watch” [Šekspir, 77], ��*3������“birth,” alkannje “wish” [ibid., 
194], )���*3��������/�3���“they are vipers” [ibid., 243, Shakespeare, 331], 
zabvennje “oblivion” [Šekspir, 252], *������“life” [ibid., 253], and blahodi-
jannje &	����*�§�	���¨�������������	
�����"������������
�����������
vernacular derivational models). This type of neuter was retained by Franko 
in later publications of Kuliš’s translations (e.g., volossje “hair” [Makbet-K/F, 
12] and ��*3�!������“the interim” [ibid., 13, Shakespeare 1187], dyxannje 
“breath” [Makbet-K/F, 10] as compared with WUkr. volosje and dyxanje 
����������"���������������������§Ð�
���{�{{}��{|�¨��

In terms of morphology, Kuliš used the old Ukrainian form of the 
demonstrative pronoun sej (m.), sja (f.), se (n.) “this,” proper to the 
transitional dialects developed on the northern Ukrainian basis, although 



PART II � SHAKESPEARE304

EUkr. cej, cja, ce also occur sporadically (e.g., [kljanus´] ocijeju rukoju 
“by this hand” [Šekspir, 53]). As in the translation of the Bible, Kuliš 
indulged in the preterit indicative 2 sg. form with the auxiliary verb “to 
be” (zbrexav jesy [m.] “told a lie” [ibid., 163], �+�!��������“didst thou 
see[?]” [ibid., 16, Shakespeare, 1098], pociluvav jesy “kissed” [Šekspir, 
49]). The translator often resorted to old nominal forms of the nomina-
���<���������� ���"�
��� ��� �����
���� ��;�������� ������� ����� ��� ���
context of the lofty narrative, could be treated as Church Slavonicisms 
q>��	�/�{}||���{��q��"���prokljat “cursed” [Šekspir, 9], zakljat “damn’ d” 
[ibid., 10, Shakespeare, 1096], peven “sure” [Šekspir, 14], povynen “must” 
[ibid., 16], and ne zdiben “not able” [ibid., 77]). At the same time, pronom-
���
� ������ ��� ���������<���������� ��;������� ��"�� 	�� ������� ���
��
�
����������������������������������q>��	�/�{}||���{��q��"���temnuju 
[acc. sg. f.] “dark” [Šekspir, 15], bilaja [nom. sg. f.] “white” [ibid.] next 
to harna [nom. sg. f.] “fair” [ibid., Shakespeare, 1098], and besstydnu 
kryvdu [acc. sg. f.] “bold and saucy wrong” [ibid.]).

Among rare devices of archaization, of interest are dual forms of the 
type dvi slovi &���	����*�q�����������|������������������
����

���&���
�����*���� dvi hodyni “two o’clock” (Šekspir, 347, Shakespeare 6). 
Dual forms were largely retained by Franko (e.g., dvi pravdi “two truths” 
[Makbet-K/F, 12] next to �������“in thine ear” [ibid., 17, Shakespeare, 
{{||¨�
����

��� &�������� §��¨�����*�� �����
�������	��
��� �����������
next to a new plural form �����/ “in the ears” in the 1903 Bible [SP, 87]). 

In morphosyntax, Kuliš was reluctant to use the relative pronoun kotryj 
“which, that, who” as compared with the absolutive relativizer �!�, with the 
resumption looking more representative of his language, especially in his 
biblical translations. Without much exaggeration, one can infer that Franko, 
accustomed to the Galician relative pronoun kotryj (Pol. ��§��), might have 
introduced in some cases this Polish-Ukrainian form instead of �!��with 
resumption (e.g., Makbet-K/F, 5, 15, 17). Sporadically, Kuliš made use of 
archaic syntactic patterns (e.g., )���+�!���������*�����[gen.] &§�«�«�¨�������
me with thy strength communicate” [Šekspir, 359, Shakespeare, 9] with the 
"������������§$���
�������������{�~�{�¨��

For the secular variety of the high style designed by Kuliš for the 
“Ukrainian Shakespeare,” of utmost importance is its lexical make-up. 
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Comprised of several layers, enhancing the overall archaization of the 
language, the vocabulary is largely premised on Church Slavonic lexemes 
occurring more often than not in their Ukrainianized version and some-
����� ���� �������� ���������� !�������"
��� ����� ��� ����� �������
Slavonic forms can be treated today as Russianisms: *����“life” (Šekspir, 
11; DUL, 9:163), vertrohrad “fertile climate” (Šekspir, 12, Shakespeare 
1097; see also “garden” in DUL, 3:236), +����!������“honesty” (Šekspir, 
18; DUL, 2:108), ��������!Ó�(pl.) “treasure” (Šekspir, 19) next to WUkr. 
��������!� (Vytv., 39), blahovolennje “grace” (Šekspir, 33; DUL, 2:93), 
vopie (3 sg. pres.) “to yell” (Šekspir, 36; DUL, 4:228), ����3��!���“future” 
(Šekspir, 50; DUL, 7:110; Vytv., 245), +��*������� “bliss” (Šekspir, 51; 
DUL, 2:110), dobroditel´ “virtue” (Šekspir, 70; DUL�� |���~�����
(prekrasne)����!������“excellent wretch” (Šekspir, 80, Shakespeare, 1114) 
next to ���!������“existence” (Vytv., 44), preispodnij “hollow” (Šekspir, 
95, Shakespeare, 1118) next to )����)�3�%��“underground” (Vytv., 212), 
������!Ó� (pl.) (Šekspir, 324; Vytv., 379), yskustvo “cunning” (Šekspir, 
325, Shakespeare, 351; Vytv., 37, 118), vladyka “master” (Šekspir, 352, 
Shakespeare, 7; DUL, 4:91), exydztvo “falsehood” (Šekspir, 352, Shakespeare, 
7) with assimilation of the initial consonant in -stv- (jexydna “echidna” in 
Vytv., 392), and lukavstvo “corruption” (Šekspir, 352, Shakespeare, 7) 
next to WUkr. lukavstvo “craftiness” (Vytv., 49, 164).

In general, Kuliš used Church Slavonicisms as part of both the biblical 
and secular varieties of the high style in new literary Ukrainian. Contextually, 
Church Slavonicisms tend to be paralleled by lexemes belonging to other 
style registers as observed, for instance, in the case of lyk “visage” along-
side WUkr. lyce &����*� q��������� }��� ������������� {{{|�� Ð�
��� {������
belonging to the middle style. Even if in some places Church Slavonicisms 
are seemingly less appropriate, for instance, in reference to certain “plain 
���������*�
������������;������Troilus and Cressida, one can hardly agree 
���� >���������;� q{}�|�� ���� ��� `�
�j� ���� ���������"� �������
Slavonicisms haphazardly, “without any plan.” On the contrary, with an 
���� ������� ������"� �� ��

<O��"��� ��"�� ��
��� `�
�j� ���
����� ����
consciously and, what is noteworthy, in complementary distribution with 
Russian (Church Slavonic) forms, thus enriching the lexical devices of 
vernacular Ukrainian, riddled as it was with many lacunae at that time.
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$�		���	��>���������;�q{}�|������&	��	����������*�J�����������������
�����������������������������
����	�������"���������������
����������
“Ukrainian Shakespeare.” The following examples are most revealing in this 
respect: ob´jattja “clasps,” ��3�*��� ����*� “good guard” (Šekspir, 15, 18, 
Shakespeare, 1098) next to +�����)�3������*��“to apprehend” (Šekspir, 22, 
Shakespeare, 1099) (!����and �����*��“watch” in Hamljet-K/F [Šekspir, 4, 7, 
Shakespeare, 1047, 1048], edited by Franko). Note also stydno “it’s my 
shame” (Šekspir, 38, Shakespeare, 1103), doblest´ “valor” (Šekspir, 38), 
nel´zja “it is impossible” (ibid., 42, Shakespeare, 1104), xvastannje “brag-
ging” (Šekspir, 52, Shakespeare, 1107), plut “knave” alongside the Polish 
loan form ������ “knave” on the same page (ibid.), plutovstvo “knavery” 
(Šekspir, 228, Shakespeare, 327), pidozrytel´nyj “curious” (Šekspir, 247, 
Shakespeare, 332), zdravstvuj “how now” (Šekspir, 255, Shakespeare, 334), 
prostudytys´ “to catch a cold” (Šekspir, 271, Shakespeare, 338), )����������
na mene “you will curse me” (ibid.), �����!�����“to be distinguished” (Šekspir, 
339, Shakespeare, 4), )����*!���“factor” (Šekspir, 338, Shakespeare, 4), ne 
����!������&���������*�q������������������������������
����

���&������"��
����*�����+���������&§����¨��������* (Šekspir, 403, Shakespeare, 20). 

Among apparent Russian forms, one can cite parus “sail” (Šekspir, 
41, Shakespeare, 1104). The word, however, is rather an old East Slavic 
borrowing (mediated by Old Church Slavonic) from Gk. � ��� (Vasmer, 
���{|��� ����� 
������ ���� �������� ��� #�
����� qÐ�
��� ������� ���� ����
commonplace in the nineteenth century in Southeast Ukrainian, in partic-
�
��� ��� ��� ������ ��� ������ ���/����� q���� qSŠ, 2:53) and Oleksander 
���	�;���� ����
����� q��� ��� ���"������ ��� >������� Odyssey. In his 
translation of Othello, Kuliš also made use of a parallel, Church Slavonic 
form vitrylo “tall ship” q��������������������������{{����
����

���&���
*�
(�Ë�����:� *�¦��, )����$� [Berynda, 26], Lat. acatium, �Ë������ [Kor. and 
Slav., 64]). The form vitrylo ���
�����"�������	�;��������
���������������
explained by his vision of the high style (Danylenko 1999, 238, fn. 10), 
	�������������
������������������"��������/������

É�³µ³» ¸±�Åµ¸±®�À�Ì ÂµË ° �¸ÃÂ »¯° ��qSŠ, 1:103)

[And the boat with wide sails will glide.]
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Sometimes, used as chancery clichés, Russian forms appear to be stylis-
tically marked as, for instance, in the scene of Troilus and Cressida 
brought finally together by Pandarus: 

��������Ú»µ¸"° �¶ÿ¸¿Æ�®±�³»"Ã¹ÃÄ��¶¯¸"¾� ¾�¶»"��Ó¯�¸µ®"�
À®#¸±Å ÃÄ�Ãµ¼#�¾�¶»"��¹Ë�³µÃÂï¼Æ±�²»�Ì®µ�³Â"Ò��ºËç�ÜÀ®ÿ¸�
» À"Ã ²Äç�ÝÒï�¸µ®ÿ��&¸µ�²¸ ¶#Ã±»Ä²Ã¸µ�Åµ¿µ��µ¼¶¸�²ÃÿÂµ® �
¸À¯#°®µ�*
ÁÂÿ² °µ�¶µ�Ç"Ã ��Á¾¶��³Â ®±²��²¸#Ã»µ��q�������������

[PANDARUS: Wor ds pay no debt s, give her  deeds; but  she’l l  
bereave you o’th’deeds too, if she call your activity in question. 
What billing again? Here’s “In witness whereof the parties inter  
����"��	
�*�
������������������!�

�"��"��������¨�q�����������������

The comic effect of the above fragment is comparable to that created 
	��>������;�`����<������;��������������	�
��"��
��������Šel´menko, 
volostnoj pysar (Šel´menko, the District Scribe, 1831), which is charac-
terized by a similar mix of languages and styles. The mixture of Church 
Slavonicisms, Russianisms, and vernacular diminutives is particularly 
arresting in the following extract from the aforementioned comedy:

��	
������Ý²Ä� �¹�ÃÆÃ±ÅË¯<À¶±²ÊÅË¯¥�Ô¥�À¶µÂµ¸à��À¶µÂµ¸à��
¼»¯¿µ³Â¡¹Ã±»½�»½¼±À®¾Ì ¾�§�«�«�¨�
Ú±¸¯²Ã¹®à� ÝÇÂ °µ¸ Åà¥� Ø¡×±� È¡¸±®ÄË¡�� À¶µÂµ¸±®ÄË¡�
ÇµÅà�ÃÂµÇ¡ç�È ®µÅË¯��¶ÃµÅË¡ç
���������� ¬¯Ì ° � °µ» Ã¸¯° � ¸²ì� ¼»¯¿µ¶±®²Ã¸Æ±°à��
(Šel´menko, 30)

[ŠEL´MENKO: Here I am! Oh! How are you doing, my venerable dear 
��������������;�����������/¥
Are they still alive and somewhat healthy? Your wife, kids?
�ARKODUEV: We have been prospering by your prayers.]

However surprising it may appear in the translation of Shakespeare, 
`�
�j� 
�	���

���������

�����
�������
"��� �����������������>���������;�
(1928, 65) argued, looked sometimes totally out of place and could be 
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substituted for by “more meticulous, more literary [forms].” Yet, it is imper-
ative to emphasize here that Kuliš was too experienced a writer to succumb 
��� ����
�� �� ���� ����� ��

��� 	�� >���������;� &��
"������*� ��� ��� ����
pleskaty “to talk” (Šekspir, 14), vlyznuty/ulyznuty “to go out” or “to be 
gone” (ibid., 17, 246, Shakespeare, 1098, 332), zuzdryty &�� ���� ��*�
(Šekspir, 28, Shakespeare, 1101), opec´ky “fools” (Šekspir, 39, Shakespeare, 
1106), ������!����“to instruct” (Šekspir, 52), vhonobljaty “to compass [his 
��
� ���� ���� ������� 
����� ��������¨*� q�	����� ���� ������������� {{����

����

���&���������*�qÐ�
���{��}���nahybaty “to come across” (Šekspir, 
����Ð�
���{�������cmulyty “to drink” (Šekspir, 59, Shakespeare, 1109), zvere-
tenyvs´ &§	�����¨� ����� �����*� q�	�����
����

�� &�� ����
� ��� ��
���*�q>���/���{������Ð�
���{��|����rostryn´katy “to squander” (Šekspir, 
70), zadljatys´ “to last so long” (ibid., 76, Shakespeare, 1113), zaturkaty “to 
talk someone out of patience” (Šekspir, 77, Shakespeare, 1113), psity “to 
����� 	��*� q��������� {���� ������������� {{�}��
����

�� &�� 
���� 
���� ��
��"*�qÐ�
��� ���|���� ���!��)���� &�� ����������*� q��������� ��}�� Ð�
���
2:837), ����3����� “to walk around” (Šekspir, 344), ����!���� “to say, to 
�����*�q�	����������>���/������|���Ð�
�����}�����+�/��!���(dem.) “stroke,” 
vidduxopelyty “to beat” (Šekspir, 353, 355), and many others.

In addition to Church Slavonicisms, Russianisms, and “vulgar-
�����*� >���������;� q{}�|�� ��~���� ������ ����"� ����� ��� `�
�j���
����������� ��� ��<��

��� ��
������ 
�	������� ���������� �
��� 	�� ����;�
��������/���������
����Hamlet and Macbeth in the 1870s. No wonder, 
then, that, as a speaker of the southwestern variety of literary Ukrainian, 
>���������;����
������
���������������������������������������"���
����������	��̀ �
�j�q'��������;�{}�}����������������������������������
resorted to the alternation u- : v- in congruence with the principles of 
euphony, typical primarily of Southeast Ukrainian and modern Ukrainian 
q�����
���{}�}���}�~�����������������

�
�������u vi sni and v vi sni 
“in a dream” (Šekspir, 9, 16), also vvixodyty “to enter” (ibid., 9), jak ty 
vpiznav jiji “where didst thou see her?” (ibid., 17, Shakespeare, 1098), 
�!�����3���“what would you [Desdemona]?” (Šekspir, 35, Shakespeare, 
1116), vves´ “all” (Šekspir, 42), vpokij “peace” (ibid., 55), �)�����������/�
(gen. pl.) “prerogativ’d” (ibid., 90, Shakespeare, 1116), and so forth. 
��������"� �� >���������;� q{}�|�� ����� ��� ����
���� ����� ����� �����
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����������������iz- or added “too often i- word-initially” (e.g., yssunuv 
[z hluzdu] “turned your wit” [Šekspir, 134, Shakespeare, 1126], yzmy-
loserdysja “have mercy” [Šekspir, 156, Shakespeare, 1131]). In such 
cases Kuliš made use of the sound i as a cluster-breaker, which had 
emerged around the fourteenth century after the confusion of the two 
�����������ä�������� �"� and iz due to the loss of the jers (Shevelov 
1979, 270). The introduction of i was productive cross-dialectally during 
the Middle Ukrainian period, and as a result the alternation u-: v- has 
	��������;�����������������
�����������������
�����������������

>���������;� �
���������� ����������� &��� ��	������ �		������������
words” like ��3���!����3 vas “not far from you” (Šekspir, 53, Shakespeare, 
1107) and d’ Otella “[keep] from Othello’s mind” (Šekspir, 108, 
Shakespeare, 1121); though Kuliš was clearly encouraged in this case by 
Shakespeare’s language itself (���3���������+��compared to the original 
“I’ll lay ’t upon you,” [ibid.]). Moreover, this kind of apheresis (of o in 
the vowel cluster) was a northern Ukrainian feature of Kuliš’s native 
���
��� ��� ��O����� �
��� ��� ���� 	�	
���
� ����
������ q��"��� ne ’dcurajsja 
&���������*�§>��	�/�{}||���{¨����������	
������������������"�������
its way, although in a limited fashion, into literary Ukrainian as found 
�
��������������"��������/�����q�����
���{}�}��������+�������������-
���������>���������;��������������������	�����������"����-nnje, which, 
although “beautiful and sonorous,” were used, nevertheless, too often at 
the expense of more appropriate shorter forms (e.g., ����������“abuse-
ment [of the world]” [Šekspir, 22, Shakespeare, 1099], koxannje “love” 
[Šekspir, 30], )������!á�����[pl.] alongside pryhody “adventures” [ibid.]). 
It should be noted, however, that Kuliš easily introduced morphologically 
simple deverbatives of the type rozvodu (gen.) “divorce” (Šekspir, 19) or 
perestup “[love’s] transgression” (Romeo, 12, Shakespeare, 979), not 
corrected by Franko. Interestingly enough, the use of neuters ending in 
-nnja (and -ttja) was subsequently criticized in the 1920s by representa-
����� ��� ��� ����
��� ����� ��� ���������� 
��"������� q����������/������
�����;������/������;�������
����`���
������������
�������"���

As in his translation of the Bible, Kuliš masterfully adapted names of 
some ranks traditionally held by Ukrainian gentry long before the integration 
of the Hetmanate into the Russian Empire, such as het´man “lord” (Šekspir, 
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114, Shakespeare, 1122), otaman &������*�q���������{|���������������{�}|���
nakaznyj “lieutenant,” /����*��� “ancient to the general” (Šekspir, 44, 
������������� {{����� ����� ���

�� dvorjanyn “gentleman” (Šekspir, 44, 
Shakespeare, 1105), a Russian imperial rank introduced in the late eighteenth 
century as a result of the cooptation of Ukrainian gentry after the abolition of 
���>��������������������>��������>���������;�q{}�|�����������������
some cases terms like kozak “Cossack” and ��� “palisade” seemed to be out 
of place, as in the phrase ����!��(voc.) “Sirrah” (Šekspir, 244, Shakespeare, 
331). One can add here another example with the Old Rusian rank voivoda 
and the Ukrainianized name Stepan: 

ôµÂµ»Ä�ÚÃ±³¯®�¼Æ¸�²Ã¯¸® ¾�¸µ¸µ¶¯��q����������}�

[King Stephan was a worthy peer.] (Shakespeare, 1109)

Concluding the section dealing with the language of Kuliš’s translations 
���{||���>���������;�q{}�|��������������������
������������
�������
Shakespeare was “very unselective in his language, he employed his own 
knowledge of the vernacular language very little and too often was recep-
�������
������O�������������������
����

��

��*�����������������������
>���������;� q�	������ `�
�j��� 
��"��"�� ���� ��� �����
���� ���� ���
��
hardly be compared to the wonderful language of the original.

While disregarding the overall negative appraisal of Kuliš’s contri-
	��������>���������;�����������������
�������������������������
����
one of the critic’s arguments, which explains tentatively the blending of 
vulgar, ethnographic, and lofty elements in Kuliš’s high style. According 
��>���������;�q{}�|���}���`�
�j����������<��������������������������
language who had amassed a trove of forms and expressions excerpted 
�������������"�����������������������>���������	;�����
���������"��
Kuliš could not produce what was still missing or underdeveloped in 
written Ukrainian in the 1880s, to wit, “a reliable terminology of scien-
�����������*� q�	��������������
�����
��������`�
�j� ���������� ��������
����
��������������	�������"�������&�������;��"��*�q`������!���) and 
forms created by representatives of the Russian terminological school, of 
which he was purportedly a loyal follower (ibid.).

������������������������������>���������;���;��"�����������
uncompromisingly harsh. It is tempting to assume that the problem 
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resulted from his regional Sprachgefühl, �����O�����������
��"��"������-
tice of Franko and other populists who did not share Kuliš’s socio-cultural 
and linguistic views. However, Kuliš was also partly responsible for the 
negative reaction of the young Galician writer and artist, who in 1928 had 
decided to analyze the language of Kuliš’s translations of Shakespeare.  
It should also be borne in mind that, by that time, the vernacular-based 
paradigm of literary Ukrainian prevailed in the two parts of Ukraine. This 
is why the language of Kuliš could appear so “outlandish” in the late 
{}���� ���>���������;� ���
��� �� ����� ���������"��� ��� ��������������-
acter. This character, however, had attested to a totally different vision of 

���������������������������������	��`�
�j�������������������
����

ON THE THRESHOLD OF A NEW SECULAR  
HIGH STYLE

�

�����

��>���������;���;��"���������	;�����
������������������������
tended inadvertently to push Kuliš’s legacy to the periphery of the modern 
history of literary Ukrainian. In general, it was utterly fallacious to blame, 
in the critic’s words, Kuliš’s “haughty and pertinacious temper” for the 
“nationalization of Church Slavonic and Russian expressions, certain 
choice of sounds and forms, and unusual selection of words” as found in the 

��"��"�������������
������q>���������;�{}�|�������!����������������
����
the mixture of so-called vulgarisms, archaic expressions (Church Slavonic 
and bookish forms), and “Great Russianisms,” which in Russian-ruled 
Ukraine might have been treated at that time in complimentary distribution 
with “Little Russianisms” through the prism of the all-Russian language 
���"����q$���
��������|���{��~{�}������������������	������`�
�j���
endeavors were provoked by several factors. Shakespeare’s own quest for 
linguistic synthesis might be viewed as an external factor that, together with 
�����O���������#��������������������������������������������
��������
and leader of the mankind, could impact Kuliš. Yet despite all his contradic-
��������������������������������������������
���	�������������>���������;��
Kuliš can be seen as a precursor of the later, essentially twentieth-century 
understanding of Ukrainian literature (Grabowicz 1992, 237). To prove this, 
�����������
��������	��������"����������������������	��`�
�j������
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���� ��
���� ��� ���� ����
������ ��� �������������� �
����� ������ ��������
�����	
�� ���������	�� ��� ������ ������������ ���
����"�>���������;���
appraisal of his language:

!�� ���� ����
������ �������"� 	
��������� ���� ����� ;������
employed by Shakespeare as the great master, to nuance the 
sublime and tender, are translated in the way they are observed 
������Q���������"���
���«�«�����������������������������������������
mixture of the divine poetry of the human spirit with the loath-
some prose of human callousness a moral helplessness of his 
time and a defect of his creativity. We see in it, by contrast, a 
force and merit of the depicting genius that are superior to all 
other poets.” (Šekspir, Preface)

Overall, mixture and contrast of languages and cultural realities in 
Shakespeare were conceived of by Kuliš as intrinsic tenets of his own 
language variance stemming from his awareness of varied alternatives 
within literary traditions cultivated from pre-modern times onward in the 
Ukrainian lands. The variance inherent in the languages used in Ukraine 
since the period of Kyivan Rus´ inspired the blending of idioms in time 
�����������_��������"���������������������`�
�j����������������������
Russian-ruled Ukraine is that he viewed the language and literature of 
Ukrainians in the greater East Slavic context. This explains, for instance, 
the introduction of numerous Great Russianisms along with Church 
Slavonicisms and borrowings from other languages, although with a 
minimum of Polish forms other than those long adopted in the Galician 
literary tradition. The historical dimension of Kuliš’s language program is 
extended into the future as well, whence individual innovations based on 
traditional patterns found not only in Ukrainian but also in Great Russian 
������&�

<J�������������*�q�����������������{}�~{}|��

��������"���`�
�j��������������
��
�������������������������������
late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century populists or proponents of new 
������
������������������
����"�>���������;�q{}�|���������������

����"�
��� ��� ����� ��� ��������;�� ���������� &��������*� ������ ���� ��������
forged, in his view, clumsily by Kuliš. Yet, on closer inspection, some of 
those coined forms prove to be either bookish (Slavonic) or vernacular 
Russianisms. If not found in the local ����!���, they could appear unfamiliar 
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to speakers of the Galician-Bukovynian koiné used in Austrian-ruled 
�������� �� ��� ���� q�����
��� {}|}�� {}~���� =��;��� ���{�� ��}�� ���/�
��������}~�����$���
��������}���������!����“epithets of war” (Šekspir, 
10, Shakespeare, 1096), �����!��´ (3 sg. pres.) “to beg” (Šekspir, 11), pobu-
3���*���(2 pl. imper.) “to incense” (ibid., 12, Shakespeare, 1097), *�������
(pl.) “gross” (Šekspir, 15, Shakespeare, 1098), provynnost´ “[my] 
offending” (Šekspir, 2, 8, Shakespeare, 1101), prozirlyvost´ “providence” 
q�����������{�������������������������"�
������"���>���������;������	���
a similar “uncommonness” to some outdated lexemes like )����3���(2 sg. 
pres.) “to talk” (Šekspir, 181) or loan forms of the type vkontentuvannja 
“satisfaction” (ibid., 344). Interestingly, the former lexeme is not attested 
as a verbum dicendi ��������������������������Ð�
��������;�qÐ�
�����������
�
���"������������������������"������������"�����Î�����;��̀ ����������;�
q�{�����q���/������+��/������������������!����`�
;��������;���Enejida 
�����

���������������������������������������$���������������q>���/���
2:462). As far as the form vkontentuvannja is concerned, this lexeme seems 
to be of a Galician, ultimately Polish origin, which is not attested in the 
��������������������Y�������;� 	���������������������Ð�
��������;�qÐ�
���
1:363). It is also a possibility that the choice of this word could have been 
��O��������
���	�������"
���������&�����* in Shakespeare, for instance, 
in the text of The Comedy of Errors:

�����
��ã¯È"½�¸¯°�(]'O_9O_X(ÓOOQ��³"®±��q�������������

[1 MERCHANT: Sir, I commend you to your own content.] 
(Shakespeare, 5)

!�� ����� `�
�j�� ��� ���� ���� ����
������ ��� ������������� ������� �� 	�� ��
versatile normalizer who was apt at experimenting with various stylistic 
devices. In order to create a new high style proper for the “Ukrainian 
Shakespeare,” he searched, sometimes too sweepingly, for a system of 
stylistically variegated elements. There were both native and loan devices 
borrowed from more structured languages like Russian and Polish. To 
draw a parallel with his historical views, rooted in the model, prospects, 
���� �������� ��� ��������� �������� `�
�j� �������� ��� ���� ����� ��� ����
secular variety of the high style to be placed on par with its biblical 
variety, which he elaborated in his scriptural translations.
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His was not the preeminent vision of the high style at that time. In fact, 
the language of the “Ukrainian Shakespeare” was competing with several 
other language programs outlined in some other translations of Shakespeare, 
which were made in the second part of the nineteenth and the early twen-
�������������	�����
�����;��������;�� ����;���������������/��=���;
��
��������;�� ������ =����;�� '��;�� ����;������ !���� �������� ���� =�����
`�����������;�q`�/���{}�|����~����������
����{}������~{����



CHAPTER

6
Expanding the Literary 
Canon of the “Ukrainian 
Shakespeare”

THE FIRST STEP IS THE HARDEST?

`�
�j� ���� ��� ��� ���� ������ �� ����
��� ������������ ���� �����������
������
�"���

��� ��

� ������ ����
�� 	�� "����� �� ���
��� ��;��������;�
q{|�{~{|���������������
�����{|������	
���������������������������
��
���;���������
�����������!�������������$������������������!�(Hamlet. 
A Danish Prince) in the Lviv periodical Nyva. Translation of the rest of 
the tragedy did not follow, most likely, because of the cold reception of 
����������"����	�������	����	����������������
��������������������
����Y�����;�����;��������;� ���������`���������������>����"� �����
������������
�����������"����{|��~{|�������������
�����$���������������
for Lviv where he subsequently became a popular Ukrainian writer (M. 
=����
����� ����� �ä��� {�|��� J����� ���� �� ��� ��;��������;� ���� �
���
translated Macbeth, but the manuscript, as one of the local newspapers 
reported, had been stolen and never found by the translator. 

���
�����;�������
��������
������
�����������������������������
	��`�
�j�������	
���������������
��	������������{|}}��������
�����;�
pointed out in his seven-line preface to the translation, his intent was to 
correctly “render the idea of the original,” which made him choose prose 
instead of poetry. But, pressed by his friends, he ultimately switched to 
poetry (Hamljet-S, 36). This, however, did little for the quality of this 
translation. Rather critical, Franko wrote in his survey of Ukrainian trans-

������ ��� ������������ ��� ���
�� ���;��� ������ ���� ��� ��������
� ���
���������
�������	����	������������������
������
�������������������
rhythm or poetry (Franko 1899, xviii; Terex 1964, 72). The translator, 
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continued Franko (1899, xviii), was simply counting syllables and nothing 
more. Moreover, in view of such forms as apel´ “summons” (Hamljet-S, 
41, Shakespeare, 1049), �����¦!��$�“Norwegian,” and �����*�����������
potuhi “at the height of its power” (Hamljet<��� �}~����� �
��"� ���� ���
������������� ��
���� ������� ���
�� ���;� ��"�� ����� ����
���� Hamlet 
from the Polish. Almost one hundred years later, Šapovalova, although 
������"���"���������
�����"����������
�����;�������
����������������
certain value for his time. What was positive about this translation, she 
argued, was its obvious tendency to disengage from the “traditions of trav-
�����������������������*�q������
����{}������������������
����������
�������������������������"�"��������������
�O������������������-
���� ��� ���
�� ���;��� ����
������ ������

�� ��������� 	�� ������� ���� �����
������
���� q'��������;� {}�}�� ���� $���
����� ��{�	��� ��� ����������
������������������"�������������
���������������������������
��"������
�����������
�����	�����
�����;����������

���
�����������
��������������
�����	�������������������<����������
����	��`�
�j��

To begin with the orthography, the text of the translation demonstrates a 
������������"����
�����������O�������	��
���
����
�����������������������
Polish literary tradition. Among others, the following examples are deserving 
of attention: Kljavdij (Claudius), �������$ (Hamlet), Pol´onij (Polonius), and 
)����¦$�“prologue” (Hamljet-S, 40, Shakespeare, 1049), all with a character-
istic spelling rendering l´, adopted in the borrowing from western European 
languages, through Polish mediation. Together with g in loan words, a typical 
��"����
����q$���
�������������~������������������������J�����
����
“g” to denote the corresponding velar sound (e.g., oryginal “original,” 
norvegskyj “Norwegian” [Hamljet-S, 36]). Other examples are krivavyj 
“bloody” (Hamljet-S, 40), ��3��*����“to tremble” (ibid., 41), trivaty “to perse-
vere” (ibid., 55, Shakespeare, 1050), trivoha “fear” (Hamljet-S, 58, 
Shakespeare, 1048), and the like, with the anaptyptic i after the sonant r 
q�����
��� {}�}�� ���~����� AUM, 2, map 69), detyna “child” (Hamljet-S, 
104) without disyllabic harmony as in dytyna, also *��������“of iron” (ibid., 
102), Bih “God” (ibid., 37). 

���������������������������������
�"������
�����;���
��"��"�����
replete with dialectal features typical of nineteenth-century Galician-
Q��������������ï������������"�q�����
���{}|}��{}~�����|~�}��������
dialectal features occurred together with many Polish forms appearing 
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sometimes under the Ukrainian or Church Slavonic guise. For instance, 
the present active participles that, like their Polish counterparts, are 
encountered in abundance are mostly disguised as Church Slavonic, for 
example ��¦������!����(gen. m.) “that rots itself” (literally “growing”), v 
+�3����!����� (gen. f.) svjatyni “at (this) temple [that] waxes” (Hamljet-S, 
{����{�{���������������{�����{������������&���������
��������������
�����������*�����������!��� “the cock, that is the trumpet to the 
[morn]” (Hamljet-S, 41) (literally, “declaring”), and ��3+������!��������
“being on their watch” (Hamljet-S, 41, 71, Shakespeare, 1049, 1051); 
�������������������
����������
��������������
��q��"����)���!����[gen.] 
“sleeping” [Hamljet-S, 134, Shakespeare, 1055]).

One should also mention here preterits from the former perfect tense 
forms with auxiliary clitics concatenated with the participial form. 
Although patterned on local dialectal forms, they demonstrate Polish 
��������������
���
�����������
�������
�����;����
����������
����������
the Polish original (e.g., vhljenulys´mo “we looked up” [Hamljet-S, 38], 
a Polish verb form with the characteristic l´). Of interest also are dialectal 
forms pijaty (imprfv.) and zapijaty (perfv.) (ibid., 40, 41) instead of za(s)
pivaty q��������&�����"*�qY��������;�{|}}����~����

In the nominal morphology, one should begin with the use of (femi-
nine) instrumentals ending in -ov/-ev, which were regularly attested in the 
#�
�������������������������
��"��"���������$����������
���q=��;���
���{�����~�����Y��������;�{|}}����������������
�������������
��������
��� +����������� ����� 	������� `�	�
;������;� q$���
����� ��{�����
)��!����$� (instr. f.) “reason” (Hamljet-S, 39), sylov (instr. f.) “force” 
(ibid., 40, 41), �������$�(instr.) “with me” (ibid., 37) alongside sporadic 
forms like zo mnoju (instr.) “with me” and �$�)���3����(instr. f.) “with the 
weather” (ibid., 52). A peculiar combination of two parallel forms is 
found in ���+�����$�(instr. f.) dozoju (instr. f.) rezygnaciji (literally, “with 
the largest portion of resignation” [ibid., 137]).

Neuters with the assimilated j are particularly numerous in the 

��"��"�������������
���������
�����;����������������
����������"�-e, 
��O������� ��� ����� ������ 	�� ��� �������� ���� ����������� ����������

������� �������� qQ�������� {}�|�� |�~||��� ��� ��

� ��� ��� �����"� -a. 
Interestingly, the translator resorts either to geminated or, more often than 
not, non-geminated forms (e.g., *������“life” [Hamljet-S, 119], )�/�3*������
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“origin” [ibid., 117], )���3!������“premonition” [ibid., 134] next to �!������
“happiness” [ibid., 102], ��3*����� “vision” [ibid., 71; Pol. widzenie], 
blahoslovenje “blessing” [ibid., 102], skupovanje “buying” [ibid., 39; 
Pol. skupowanie], )������3!����� “avouch [of mine eyes]” [ibid., 38, 
Shakespeare, 1048]). Another Polish borrowing is zadavanjesja “giving 
words or talking” (Hamljet<���{�����������������{��������������O������
particle concatenated with the preceding noun.

!��"�����
�����
�����;�������
��������	������"����������������
�������
Polish-mediated forms, which proves, as was correctly suggested by Franko, 
that the translator was heavily reliant on the Polish original. To take the 
vocabulary, one can cite such typical Galician forms as �����$�“certainly” 
(Hamljet-S, 137; Vytv., 195), ���3$� “slay” (Hamljet-S, 138; Vytv., 137), 
potuha “power” (Hamljet-S, 40; Pol. )���¦�), vandrivka “trip” (ibid., 40; 
Vytv., 322), vontpyty “to doubt” (Hamljet-S, 53; Vytv. 320), konvencional´nyj 
“conventional” (Hamljet-S, 54; Pol. konwencjonalny), ����������$�����!���
vesil´nju “treatment for the marriage banquet” (ibid., 70; Gr. Traktament in 
Ð�
�����}�}���vedlja skali “in the gross and scope of my opinion” (Hamljet-S, 
39, Shakespeare, 1048; Vytv., 267) (literally, “according to the scale”), pugi-
�����$�“wallet” (Hamljet-S, 135; Pol. pugilares), )���������$�“watch” (ibid., 
39, Shakespeare, 1048), and many others. The latter two are not attested 
����������������Ð�
��������;�������������Y�������;����������������

������������������"��������������
�����;���
��"��"����������
���
colloquial texture, resistant in some places to bookish, primarily Church 
Slavonic elements. Forms like ��!��(2x; voc.) “my lord” (Hamljet-S, 103) 
are rare (usually instead pane [ibid., 8], knjaze [ibid., 9] “[my] lord,” �����
korolevs´ka mylost´ [ibid., 70] next to ���������*�����������“my lord” 
§�	������{�������������������{��{¨����

�����

�����
�����;���������������-
������� ��� `�	�
;������;��� ����
������ �������

�� ��� {|��� �������� ���
Luka-L and Luka-U, moderately permeated with Church Slavonic 
elements (Danylenko 2010a). Thus, both translators are almost uniquely 
focused on obvious regionalisms. There is no wonder that, in harmony 
���� ��� 
���
� ��������� ���
�� ���;� ����
"��� ��� �������
��� ������ 
����
teperky or nyn´ki “now” (Hamljet-S, 38, 54), tutky “here” (ibid., 138), and 
vsen´ka (f.) “entire” (ibid., 134). Remarkably, such forms are attested in 
abundance in Kuliš’s translation of the Bible of 1869.
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Pavlo Svij’s Translation Kuliš’s Translation

¬²ÃÂÇ®Æ¸²Ä�¹Ëà�7^9G_X7O>]"�®¯� 
Ö¿µ»µ²à�<79=F
ÚÃÂ¯Ì®µ¿µ��ØÆ¸¯¸à�¹��×µ�³¸±®Ä��Ãµ¾
Ö�ÃÂÆ¼¯Åà�Â¯®µËà�'?O<»\XFÇ>»,  

²¸µ°à
ÅÆÃ® °à�µ²ÃÂ¯Ì® °à�¿µ»µ²µ°à�� 
Ö³Âµ¼Æ¶È¯Ê
¼µ¿¯�¶®¹� �®¯�Ò±¾�À®¯Ëà�ËµÈ® ¾� 
Ö¶ÆÇà�
Å �¸®à�³µ�À±°»�¼»ÆË¯ÊÃÄ²¹�¸à� 
Ö¸µ¶�
¸µ¿®��Å �³µ¸ÃÂÆ�¸±ÂÃ¯ÊÃÄ²¹�À¸¶Ë 
¸ ¾Ìµ¸à��¯�×µ�Ò±�³Â¯¸¶¯�� 
Ö79^9]'O'F
Ãµ°Æ�Ãµ��×µ�° �ÃÆÃà�²¯°�³µ¼¯Å » �� 
Öq>��
;�<����{�

Ü�À¯ÃÂÆ² »µ²¹�Ãµ¿¶��¹Ëà� 
Ö?=F]<1

¬¶à�³Â Àµ¸Æ�²ÃÂ¯Ì®µ¿µ�� 
ØÆ¸à�®±�Â¯Àà�¹�
áµ�³¸±®Ä��²±¾�ÃÂÆ¼¯¾»µ� 
ÖÂ¯®®¾��¼Æ¶ ÃÄ
Û®±¸®µ¿µ�¼µ¿¯�� �³µ�å¿µ� 
Ö¿¯²»Æ
ÛÆÇà�O97^>]<QOO�»��×µ� 
Ö@=X|>_#�¸à�°µÂ�
Ø �Ãµ�¸à�µ¿®��¸à�À±°»�¯¼µ� 
Ö¸à�³µ¸ÃÂ�
¬Ã±Ë¯±�¶µ�²¸µ¿µ�³Â ÃÆ»ËÆ�� 
Ö³Â¯¸¶Æ�Èà
Ñ¯°à�À¯³±¸®¹±�Ã±��×µ�°¡� 
Ö¸¼¯Å¯» ��qHamlet<`����~���

1  While preparing the text of Kuliš’s Hamlet for publication at the close of the nine-
teenth century, Franko surprisingly introduced only one change in these verses. 
Instead of zljuka, Franko used ��������(Hamlet-K/F, 10), thus wiping out the histor-
ical connotation of one of the meanings of zlyj “bad, conscienceless, foul” (DUL, 
12:37), skillfully revived by Kuliš in the original translation.

[And then it started like a guilty thing Upon a fearful summons. I have 

heard  The cock, that is the trumpet to the morn, Doth with his lofty and 

shrill-sounding throat Awake the god of day; and, at his warning, 

_�����������������������������������������������"������������"�������

���������������������������� ��� ������������������������	;��������

probation.] (Shakespeare, 1049)

���������������

����������������
�����;������������������������������
���������������������������������������{��������{�������������
���
�����	������������������������
������
���������
�����;�������
������
In comparison with the parallel fragment from Kuliš’s translation, it 
	��������
����������������������������
�����;������������

��
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In contrast to the historical elevation of Kuliš’s language by means of 
bookish and Church Slavonic elements such as bludyty “to go astray” (Sr., 
1:115) and (ne)prikajannyj “unrepentful” (Shakespeare, 1202) respec-
���
������
�����;���
��"��"���������
��������
�����������������
��apel´ 
“summons” (criticized by Franko) but also ����������!���“[that] which 
declares, herald,” a Polish form (Pol. ��������	`�) furnished with the 
��������
�������������6À�Á��!6.

In sum, if compared with Kuliš’s pioneering translations of the 
&����������������������*����
�����;��������	���������������������������
literary standard was minimal due to its dependence on regional and, as is 
��������

����������	
�����
������������_�������������"�������
�����;���
translation was a true talent and deep knowledge of the local dialect and 
�������
���� �������

�� ����������� 	�� ����;� ����� ��������/� ����� ���
years later.

“HUCULIA DID NOT APPEAR; RATHER 
SHAKESPEARE WAS MERELY HIDDEN”

����;��������������/�q{|��~{|||������������������������������
��������
national revival in Bukovyna, began with a prose rendering of Shakespeare’s 
The Taming of the Shrew, entitled Jak kozam rohy vypravljajut´ (How the 
Goats Have Their Horns Straightened, 1872). Called ����� “a literary 
bagatelle” (Pol. fraszka), this translation had practically nothing to do with 
the comedy of Shakespeare, depicting instead the life of Bukovynian peas-
ants (
�����). Because of its farcical exuberances and slapstick elements, 
this rendering was negatively received by most Ukrainian intellectuals, 
���
����"�=���;
��$�����������>����"�
����������{|����	�����������/���
translation of Macbeth, Drahomanov expressed his concern about the 

��"��"�����������������"�����������������/���
��������
������������-
theless emphasized the fact that his language was “very provincial, even 
for Galicia,” let alone Dnieper Ukraine (Pavlyk 1910, 157). Reading 
��������/��� ����� completely disillusioned Drahomanov. He was upset 
by the very idea of paraphrasing, rather than translating, Shakespeare’s 
works, in particular Romeo and Juliette, Hamlet, Macbeth, and Richard III, 
which, translated into vernacular Ukrainian, could appeal to the common 
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����
��������

����������/����������
�������
����������������������"�The 
Taming of the Shrew. As a result, Drahomanov inferred, “Huculia did not 
�������� ��������������������������
��������*� q�	�����{|�~{|���� !�����
clear to him that Kuliš’s translations of Shakespeare and Byron alone 
proved successful because “only in those translations can one perceive a 
good literary schooling, in fact, a European one” (Drahomanov 1894, 115). 

������ ������ ����� ��� ��	
������� ��� ��������/��� �����, Franko 
concurred with Drahomanov, reiterating that this farcical play demon-
������������
��� 
������� ������� 
������� ������������
���� ������	���
either the original or its rendering (Šapovalova 1976, 49). All in all, 
��������/���������������������������������������
������������������
both the characters and local setting of his farce, and thus failed to create 
any link with the comedy of Shakespeare.

>�������� ��������/��� ����
������ ��� Hamlet and Macbeth, which 
followed in the late 1860s and early 1870s, showed his mastery of the literary 
material and subsequently were even compared with the translations authored 
	��`�
�j�����������
�����������/�������
�������������������������������
the development of the regional variety of written Ukrainian, let alone on that 
of new literary Ukrainian as cultivated in Dnieper Ukraine. The point is that 
��������������������������"�����
���	
������
�{}���������������������
published under the editorship of Franko. While working on the writer’s 
manuscripts, Franko was surprised to learn about three independent versions 
�����������/�������
��������Macbeth���������������������������������
to create, in the long run, a true literary adaptation of this famous tragedy. As 
for Hamlet���������
�������������
���
�������	����������/������"�����
�������'�������{|���q'��������;�{}�}��������
���"����������
������������
undergo such substantial revisions as Macbeth, its quality was, no doubt, 
�����	�����������������
�����;�����
���<����������Hamljet.

����������
�������
��	������������������

����
��������������/���
translations was nevertheless rather poor (Terex 1964, 74). As in the case 
������
�����;�� �����;������	
���
��� ��� ������� ��� ����������������
�������"
�������������������������/���������
���
�����
��������#������
translation, which affected not only the faithfulness of his own translation 
but also its language. The result was a free translation of the text of 
Macbeth that tended to look in some places like a mere paraphrase. To 
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illustrate this, Šapovalova (1976, 51) cited the last lines from Act 1, scene 
5 from Hamlet����������������/��������������
����
����������������
conspicuously from the original. Kuliš’s translation in this case looks 
more restrained and faithful to the original:

{�*"�����	
�����
���!�� Kuliš’s Translation

Ú¸Ã�²¹�³µ¸ Ç®Æ¸�
Û¯�¹Ë�³µ¶Æ°¯½��×µ�¹��¿µ�°¯½
Ñ¯À¯¶�®¯³Â¯¸ Ã ��Ãµ�¯È�°¹�²°Ç� 
ÖÀ¼±Â¯Ê¥� 
(Hamljet-F/F, 41)

Ø¯²�¸ ¾Ìµ¸�À�ÆÃµÂ¸��Ý 
Ö³ÂµË»¹Ã¯
ÚÆ¶Ä¼¯��×µ�¹�Âµ¶ ¸²Ä�¾µ¿µ� 
Ö®¯»¯¶ ÃÄ¥
(Hamlet-K/F, 40)

§�����������������;�����������������������������!�����	�����������

right!] (Shakespeare, 1057) 

!����������/���Hamljet, Franko (1902, ix) also noticed the exces-
sive use of Germanisms and function words like the demonstratives tse 
or otse &����*����
���������
�����

���������"������������

�	�������-
���� ��� ��� ����
������ >�������� ������� 	�
������ ��� ��������/���
translations also had some positive traits that could compete with the 
����� ������� ����
�����������	��`�
�j� ���� ����� ���������� ���� ���
����� ��� ����� 
�����
� ��O������� ����� ��� ���� `�
�j��� ����
�������
although made skillfully, looked, according to Franko (ibid., x), more 
clichéd in contrast to the less polished yet more colorful Hucul idiom of 
��������/�

!� ����
�� 	�� ������ ��������� ��� ��� ��
����
����� ��� ��������/���
language looked excessive outside “Huculia,” in particular in Dnieper 
�������� q'��������;� {}�}�� ����� !�� ����� ������� ���� ����
����� ���� ��
literary experiment designed for regional consumption and completely 
void of any vision for a pan-Ukrainian literature and language. Unlike 
`�
�j����������/�����������������������������������
���
��
����������
���������������������
�������
����

���������������������������������
the language of Kuliš’s translation is in fact replete with different regional 
������������
����������/��� 
��"��"������������
�����

������������-
ally homogeneous. 
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���	�"����������������/���
��"��"��������������������������
phonetic variants. Among a few of these, deserving of attention are 
pairs like norvec´kyj next to norvedz´kyj (Hamljet-F/F, 7, 8) and 
proz´bu (acc.) next to pris´bamy (pl. instr.) “request” (ibid., 13). In the 
morphology, the translator consistently uses clitic forms ho (acc.) 
“him,” ’mu (dat.) “to him,” nju (acc.) “her,” my (dat.) next to myni 
(dat.) “to me,” tja (acc.) “you” (ibid., 6, 7, 9, 11, 23, etc.), and the like 
q=���;����������}���=��������������������������������������� ���
type v’na “she,” v’no “it,” and v’ny “they” (vna, vno, vny in the proto-
graph; Hemlet<���q`�	�
;������;�{}�|������q�����
���������!���“what,” 
[+���] ��!��next to ��!����[+���] [Hamljet-F/F, 23]). 

Among the morphological dialectal features, one comes across num -
erous feminine instrumentals of the type z nev “with her” (Hamljet-F/F, 4),  
trunvov�&�����*�q�	�����{��������oxotojov (oxota nom.) “wish” (ibid., 13); 
consider ��������)����������������������)�����������������3�����3�������� 
&§���������¨�����������������������������������������������
�;�����������
�������
�������*�q�������������{��}��
����

��&������������������������
and now queen, an esteemed widow” (Hamljet-F/F, 11). Such instrumentals 
�����������
����������#�
����������������
�����������������q=��;���
���{�����~������

Of interest are verbal formations that are attested outside the 
Hucul-speaking territories. One should begin with the status of the 
so-called synthetic future ending in -mu, called de-inceptive because 
of the originally inceptive semantics of the auxiliary “to take” 
q$���
�������{{����!�����
��"��"�������������/���Hamlet (Hemlet-F), 
this synthetic future tense form is very productive, even in comparison 
with a more regular eastern Slavic analytic form derived with the help 
��� ��� ����
����� &�� 	�*� ���� ��� ��������� q`�	�
;������;� {}�|�� ����
(e.g., budu pidsluxaty sja “I will eavesdrop” [Hamljet-F/F, 81]). 
Overall, the de-inceptive future tense forms in the language of 
��������/���

��������"��������������"����������������"��������
-
����� �
������ ������ ��� �
���� ���� ������ 	������ ��� ��������� q������ ���
clause-second [Wackernagel’s] position). Second, it is used in verb- 
��;�������������q������������������������
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ý���� �������	
��� ��� ������ ����
����� �
���� ��� ��� ���	<��;�����
�������������������������
����"�������������������������������"�����
�����������/���Hamlet; however, it is consistently separated in Franko’s 
redaction (see sokotytymu �����������/������"���
�����
��������������
to sokotyty mu as emended by Franko in the edition of 1902). No doubt, 
��������/������

��"� ��� ��������� �������� ������������������� �������-
strates that the de-inceptive future tense form in the writer’s idiom turns 
into a synthetic formation with the auxiliary clitic concatenated with the 
���������q$���
�������{���{{}������������������������������������������
seem to be out of place in some instances, are likely to show to what 
extent the written language in Galicia at the turn of the twentieth century 
��"�� ����� 	���� ��O������� 	�� 
���
� ����"������� ��
��� q$���
�����
��{������~������{�	������

+������
����� ��������� ����������� ��� ��������/��� 
��"��"�� ����
minimal. Among a few emendations, one should mention his correction 
of some verbal forms, whose spelling, according to Franko, apparently 
��O�������������������
���
���������������������������O����������-
tional auxiliary clitics like byx (1 sg.) and by (2 sg.) in place of bex and be 
�����������/�������"�����qHamljet-F/F, 6, 34, fn. 1), where e is a regular 
��O������q�����������y q�����
���{}�}�����~��|��������+�����������"
���
��
���� ���� �����
� >���
� ������� q������/� {}�{�� ������ `�
�j� ��������
��
����&������*�q����O���������������
��
����������������
�����

{�*"�����	
�����
���!�� Kuliš’s Translation

Ñ·Ëµ» �¸�²¸Ã·�¼Æ¸�¼ Ç�Ò±�®±� 
Ö¸Â ¸�

ºË�³±Â±¶�ãµ¿µ°��®±�³µ®¹¸�¼ � 
Ö¸Â 

Clause-Second Position of Clitics Verb-Adjacent Position of Clitics

\9_#�(7'(4|<_> “he/she will 
tell” (Hamljet-F/F, 5)
\9_9�@=<}'G='(>_>�“you  
will bless” (Hamljet-F/F, 25)
\9_#�G7�^<_>�“he/she will stop” 
(Hamljet-F/F, 32)

}'('^>_>\9�“he will speak” 
(Hamljet-F/F, 11)
G']'_>_>�\X�(Hamljet-F/F, 22) vs.
G']'_>_>\X�“I will watch” 
(Hemlet-F, s.p.)
?O<_>\�_9�“you will know” 
(Hamljet-F/F, 53)
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[Before my God, I might not this believe Without the sensible and 
true avouch Of mine own eyes.] (Shakespeare, 1048)

In the light of the consistent introduction of clitics like byx instead of bex, 
one wonders why Franko did not correct gerundial forms of the type 
��������� “having said,” )��������� “having disregarded,” �)��������
“having accomplished” (Hamljet-F/F, 12, 13), and the like. In such forms, 
�����O���e ����������
�>���
�������qÐ�
���{}���������

“New preterits” retaining, in some cases, former auxiliary clitics are 
attested in particular environments. These forms tend to occur primarily in 
second person singular and plural, while no auxiliary is found in combination 
with the resultative participle ending in -l����������������������������"�
���
and plural ([vin] nosyv “he carried,” mynav “he passed,” my vydily “we saw” 
next to !���6�����3��������������“why did you become so scared” [Hamljet-F/F, 
6], jes poklav “you put, hid” [ibid., 9], and )�����������“you came” [ibid., 18]).

All in all, in the verbal morphology as well as the phonetics, the language 
�����������/�������
�������������

��>���
�q������/�{}�{���}���������|��
348). Tentativley, as in the case of the aforementioned conditional auxilia-
��������������/������
���
������������������������
���"��	�������������
of auxiliary clitics without concatenation and the resultative participle (for 
���&����������*�����������������q���������<��

����������������<�����-
���������������������������������������������������
����������������
���� 
���� ������� �� �� ����
�����"������������ ���������� ����
�������
(e.g., -jes´ pret. aux. 2 sg.) and a complete grammation of the future auxilia-
ries (e.g., -mu ���������{��"���q$���
�������{����|~{�����~�����
�����{�����

��������/�������
��������
����

������O����"�����
�����
����
�������
and borrowings, especially from German, Rumanian, and Polish, all consti-
tuting a lexical core of what is called a Galician-Bukovynian koiné (Shevelov 
{}|}��{}�����/���������}~��������������
�������������������������������
reservations. As a matter of fact, it is not clear to what extent this koiné might 
�����	����&�������*�������{|�����������������/���������
���"���������-
lations of Macbeth and Hamlet. What is evident, nevertheless, is that these 

ºË�¼Æ¸�¼ Ç�²¸µ·° �µÅ °¯�Ò±
Ñ±�¸ ¶·¸�� 
(Hamljet-F/F, 6)

ã±À�µ²¹À®µ¿µ�¾�¸Â®µ¿µ� 
Ö²Ä¸¶µÒÃ¸¯
ëµ·Ç�µÅ±¾��qHamljet-K/F, 6)



PART II � SHAKESPEARE326

����
��������"�����������������/�����;���
������������"�������������
��
��O������������������������	������
����
���������������������	�����#������
������
������;����"���"�������
������"�����	���#�
���������Q��������������
����
������	���������������������������;�����������������������������
of vernacularization employed by Kuliš in his translations of Shakespeare 
(e.g., car next to korol´ “king,” posol´stvo “embassy,” tulumbasy “kettle 
drums,” and the like in his translation of Hamlet [Hamljet-K/F, 12, 13, 29]; 
see posel´stvo in the protograph [Hamlet<`��|������/������+��/������{|�¨���
����������{������������/���Hamljet������������
�������������������
��
three lexemes that belong to the eastern Slavic stock and demonstrate some 
relevant historical connotation. They are bojaryn (Hamljet-F/F, 16, 
Shakespeare, 1051) “courtier,” +�*�����*+���(Hamljet-F/F, 10, Shakespeare, 
1049) “the god of day,” and Vitynhrad (Hamljet-F/F, 15) with a Church 
Slavonic stem -hrad and the pharyngeal h (Wittenberg in Shakespeare’s orig-
inal [Shakespeare, 1051]). These are, respectively, caredvorec´, dnevnyj boh, 
and Vyttenberkh in Kuliš’s translation (Hamljet-K/F, 15, 10, Hamlet-K, 11r) 
compared to Vittenberg imposed by Franko (Hamljet-K/F, 15) in accordance 
with the Galician orthographic practice.

!�����{������������/���Hamljet, the following lexical dialectisms 
and regional colloquialisms are most indicative of the translator’s vision 
of the future of literary Ukrainian:

]^<=Q�(Hamljet<�ä�����������&�����*�qÐ�
���{�������������������
derivative from Pol. kralka “queen (a card name)” (EDU, 3:74);

@'�]'|�»]<_>�(Hamljet<�ä����|��&��;�""
���������*�q�����
���
@'�]'|<»='���@'�]<^�“pharisee”). Another form, @'�]'^'|4_>, 
�
��������������������/�������"��������������������������-
���������������Ð�
��������;�qÐ�
���{���������
�����������������
#�
�������������������������Q�����>���/�����q>���/���{�{�����
The derivative model with the stem @'�]'6�has been productive 
in (Southwest) Ukrainian (VUI����~����

@'^?'�(Hamljet<�ä����{��&���*�qÐ�
���{��}��������������������
Ukrainian dialects, including North and Southeast Ukrainian 
q>���/���{�{�|��Q�
�<+������}��
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�'_=' (Hamljet<�ä��� ��� &���������*� ��� ������ ��� ��;���
regional and dialectal dictionaries; an old borrowing from Pol. 
¦�3¥�, MUkr. khodlo (EDU, 1:545); 

|>\>|4_>�(Hamljet<�ä������&�������������������*�qÐ�
���{�{|����
���� ����� ������ ������ ����������;��� ��"����
� �������
���
�
dictionaries;

|4G#]>� (Hamljet-F/F, 14) “in reality, in fact.” The form is 
attested, yet not appropriately glossed, in the dictionary of 
�������Ð�
��������;�qÐ�
���{�{|����

|'?O<]X� (Hamljet-F/F, 5) “really.” The form is not found in 
��;�����"����
��������
���
�������������

|Xß<_>� (Hamljet<�ä��� ���� &�� ����*� qÐ�
��� {��{{������ ��� �
��
borrowing from Pol. 3��Ï (EDU, 2:149), this lexeme is 
commonplace in the Galician-Bukovynian koiné (VUI, 292); in 
the Hucul dialect, it is glossed, however, somewhat differently: 
“to take care; to esteem” (Pipaš and Halas, 53);

?<@^9G]=>_>�(Hamljet-F/F, 29) “to spoil,” (see also @^9G]=>�pl. “wet  
����*�§Ð�
���{���¨��'@^9G]=>»�“swollen” [Pipaš and Halas, 122]);

?|Xß<=>»� (Hamljet-F/F, 8) “brave, courageous,” a common 
Polish borrowing in the Galician-Bukovynian koiné (VUI, 576);

?=F?X(<_>�(Hamljet-F/F, 4) “to relieve; to loose” (see also Pol. loz 
< Gr. los [Šelud´ko 1931, 38], also Pol. luz “relaxation”). The 

�����������������������;�����"����
��������
���
��������������
although it might belong to the Galician-Bukovynian koiné;

?\<?<� (Hamljet-F/F, 29) “stain,” Gr. 0���`���¦, �`���3��`� 
qÐ�
���{�����������
�����������������������;�����"����
�����
dialectal dictionaries, although it might belong to the Galician-
Bukovynian koiné (see Pol. zmaza and skaza, glossed similarly 
	��Y�������;�§Y������|���|�¨��
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='_';>_>� (Hamljet<�ä���{���&��	����*� qÐ�
���{��{��������
��
borrowing from Pol. ¥������Ï, ¥������Ï� “to beat, stripe” that 
belongs to the local koiné (VUI, 782) and is attested in the 
modern Hucul dialect (Zakrevs´ka 1997, 114); 

O974_ (Hamljet<�ä��� {��� &������*� qÐ�
��� {��{|��� �� J��������
	�������"������ ��� ���#�
�����<Q��������������ï� q���/�������
172, 570) (see Hucul O97'_<�[m. and f.] [Pipaš and Halas, 115]);

'@=<?XO']�(Hamljet-F/F, 3) “relief,” a borrowing from German 
(see also Gr. Ablösung §Ð�
���{����¨��

79^4�9, 79^9�9�(Hamljet<�ä����{��&	�������������
�*�q����Ð�
���
2:628), ESl. 79^9�9�“before, formerly” (Sr., 2:906);

79^9\'_<_>G# (Hamljet-F/F, 39) “to go over; to change places.” 
����
�����������������������;�����"����
��������
���
������-
naries, although it might be an archaic (eastern Slavic) form (see 
Pol. +�	��Ï� G]>_<_>GQ, 7^9\Æ_<_>GQ, @=X]<_> [Vytv., 38], 
ESl. 79^9\9_<_>GÉ “to go, move over” [Sr., 2:910]);

79^È4ÈO>»�(Hamljet-F/F, 11) “previous, older.” The form is not 
�����������;�����"����
��������
���
��������������

7=9O>;>_>G#�(Hamljet<�ä���{���&��������*�q����Ð�
�������|��

7'|Xß<=4G_#� (Hamljet<�ä��� ��� &��
�<����������� ����������*�
This is an old Polish borrowing in the local koiné (VUI, 1183);

7^9_�4�(Hamljet-F/F, 6) “however, yet; at least” (see also 7^9�4O#�
[Pipaš and Halas, 153]); the two forms are not found in the dictio-
���������������Ð�
��������;��7^9�4O#�is attested in the dictionary of 
Q�����>���/�����q>���/�������}�������
���`���
������J�����|�|��

7^'G<_<^#� (Hamljet-F/F, 28) “a person who invites to a 
������"*�qÐ�
����������������
����������
������������'�������
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qY��������;�{}������|���������
���
��
�����r´ is typical of the 
>���
����
���q������/�{}�{���|��

7^'Q(<� (Hamljet-F/F, 5) “ghost” (Pipaš and Halas, 159), see 
7^'Q(�“a strange person” (VUI, 1371);

^<(<È� (Hamljet-F/F, 36) “sign; tablet.” This is a borrowing 
from Rum. �Ô���(Scheludko 1926, 141), which is not attested 
�����;�����"����
��������
���
���������������������������������
in the Hucul dialect (Pipaš and Halas, 161);

G<\<^<_>� (Hamljet-F/F, 6) “to be like.” This is a borrowing 
from Rum. ���Ô�Ó (Scheludko 1926, 142), which is commonly 
attested in the Galician-Bukovynian koiné (VUI, 1456) and 
�������� ���������� q>���/��� ����|��� ���
����"� ��� �������
Hucul dialect (Pipaš and Halas, 170);

G']'_>_>� (Hamljet<�ä��� ���� &�� ������ �� ���� ����*� qÐ�
���
2:894), a borrowing from ORum. socoti “to tend as a shepherd” 
(EDU, 5:346); this word is found in the Galician-Bukovynian 
����ï�q���/��������|��� 

G74�9(>»�(Hamljet-F/F, 16) “of bronze,” also G7>�9(>»; this is 
an old Polish borrowing (Pol. ©)�Å�¨�), attested in various 
Ukrainian dialects (Vytv., 276; VUI��{��}��>���/������|���

Gß<O_<?'(<_4_>�(Hamljet-F/F, 32) “to become crazy,” a form 
��������������;�����"����
��������
���
���������������
���"��
������	�����
���
����O�������	����
��������¨�Ï;

_(<^#� (Hamljet-F/F, 21) “face.” This is a common Ukrainian 

������qQ�
�<+����������Ð�
�����}��������j�����>�
����{|}��q����
also ESl. _(<^#� [Sr., 3:932]); during the Middle Ukrainian 
�������� ��� ����� ��"�� ����� 	���� ��O������� 	�� ��
�� twarz 
q���/������+��/�������|���Y�����{���������
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_>\X (Hamljet-F/F, 23) “this is why” (see also MoUkr. _'\X);

X@4»�(Hamljet<�ä���/��&������*�qÐ�
�����}}}��q�����
���X@4»O>] 
&��������*�§>���/�����|{�¨��

ß^<GXO9]� (Hamljet-F/F, 14) “grief, worry.” This is an old 
borrowing from Pol. frasunek (Vytv. 75) (see also MHGr. Freise 
“fear” and MUkr. �������$�[Šelud´ko 1931, 51]);

È_^'=#�(Hamljet-F/F, 37) “good-for-nothing,” most likely from 
Gr. Strolch������ 
������ ��� ��� ������ ��� ��;��� ��"����
� ����
dialectal dictionaries.

������	
��������
���
����������������
�����"�����
����������-
	����� ��� 
���� ���� ������ 
������� ���� ����
�� 	�� ���;����� ���� ���
���
�� ����������� ���������� ���������� >�������� ����� �"�����
deserve attention. To begin with, there are ten Polish, four Rumanian, 
and two German borrowings on the list. Remarkably, almost two thirds 
of all the borrowings are either long naturalized Polish forms or collo-
quialisms using Polish-derived models. Yet both long naturalized loan 
words and newly coined colloquialisms were used not only by rural 
speakers but also by the local intelligentsia as evidenced, in particular, 
��� ��� ����
����� ��� ��������/�� ������ ������� ��� J���� q��������� ����
��������
��&
������	�����$�����������������j�������*�q����������;�
1889, 635).

�

�����������
�������������������
���"����
�q#�
�����<Q�����������
koiné in the making in late nineteenth-century Galicia and Bukovyna 
(Shevelov 1989, 19). This is why, perhaps, Franko’s editorial intervention in 
�����������������/�����������
��=�����������������������������"����
literary Ukrainian might, in principle, have been in accord with that of the 
Bukovynian writer, including in terms of vocabulary, morphosyntax, and, 
most likely, the orthography of a new local vernacular-based Ukrainian 
language. In any case, the foregoing survey of vocabulary in both the edition 
��������� 	�� ������� ���� ��� ����"����� ��� ��������/��� ����
�����
(Hemlet<���������� �����
�����;���������������	������ ��� ��� ����� !��
fact, this type of harmony between the two writers comes as no surprise. In 
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Austria-Hungary, where the dialects were more numerous and diffe rentiated, 
speaking and writing in Ukrainian essentially meant using one’s own dialect 
(Shevelov 1989, 18).

Unlike Kuliš’s vernacular-based literary language, premised on 
Southeast Ukrainian with admixtures from other dialects, the conglom-
��������
���
�q����"����������
����������������������/���
��"��"�����
��
appear to the Galician populists as a true way forward for the normaliza-
tion of written Ukrainian. One wonders then as to what kind of literary 
standard the Ukrainian language could have evolved into, had this latter 
scenario, oriented primarily toward the Galician-Bukovynian koiné, 
prevailed in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries in all the 
Ukrainian-speaking territories. Needless to say, at that time Kuliš’s stan-
dard of written Ukrainian seemed to be at odds with the language program 
�����������/������������

��������������
��������������������������
Kuliš’s translations of Shakespeare according to his personal taste 
q'��������;�{}�}����~�{��

HAMLET OR HAMLJET? THAT IS THE QUESTION

Ivan Franko was notoriously picky about the language of Kuliš’s transla-
tions of both the Bible and Shakespeare. In fact, Franko never considered 
�����
�� �� 	�� ��� �������� ��� `�
�j��� �������� ����� q>���������;� {}�|��
112; Danylenko 2009b). It is not surprising therefore that, while refraining 
����������"���������"�������������
�����������	����������/���������
proved fastidiously critical of some shortcomings in Kuliš’s texts. As an 
editor of his translations, Franko introduced so many corrections that 
>���������;����""
����������

��������������{|}}�����������`�
�j���
Hamlet a quarter century later. To show the extent of Franko’s interven-
tion in the language of this translation and the nature of his corrections, it 
will be instructive to compare a fragment from Kuliš’s protograph with 
the corresponding place in Act 1, scene 1 in Hamlet as edited by Franko 
��������������	��>���������;����{}�|��'�����"����������������"�������
peculiarities of the typical ����*�� as well as the use of the grave accent 
���������� ���`�
�j�������"������ �����;�������������������	���������
can be summarized as follows:
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Kuliš’s Protograph (Hamlet[�q Franko’s Edition (Hamljet[��{q

ô|(<OÜ��Q_#�(2r)
ôº<^�ò=�(3r)
(>��|>_#��^<O��G]'�(3r)
ô?|<ò��Q�(3r, also 6r)
ô7'G(�;;>(�(4r)
ôO9�Q(>��Q�('O��(4r)
ô'G(4_�=<�(4v)
ô_'}|��(4v)
'@4|>='G#�(4v)
_^9\_�È�7'@=�|È>�[?] (5r)
ôG(4|��_(<�(5r)
ôÍ'^(ò}<�(5r)
���7^�G_'�|X\<_>�7^'�G9��O9� 
{?OÜF�
º4^]XF;>���G�79^(�}=Q|X�'}X='\�
�'O��(4ÇX9�(�OÜÈ4\�}'GX|Ü^G_(4
�]XG#�;X|OX��X^_�(>OX�q��~���
ÍX��|�@^9 (5v)
���G9�(G_<ò��Ç'�7'_'(Ü� 
{7'G7�ÈO'G_#
�^'@�=<�|9O#�>�O4;�^<@Ü\>�7^<�4é
½_'�@�\4}�G9�(G9�\9O4� 
{^'G_'(]X(<_>é�(5v)
ô�;;ÜF(<(�7'_�\G_(X�
�'^_>O@^<G<�(6r)
ô�<\=9_'(4�(6r)
?<�]XG�]�O<GXÇO>»��=�@<�(6r)
Q]�_4=#]'��|('F(<_>�(6r)
ô]�='_X6_^9(�}>�7'�(]^<�O4�(6r)
ô>OÈ9�(6r)
ô('»O��(6r)
ô79^9_�_>\�(6v)
ô}X=>�Q��(6v)
`(4_�='�(§}]9�(6v)

|(<O<|�Q_#�(3)
º<^�9=# (4)
�^<O��G]'�(>�'|>_# (4)
?|<[_#�GQ�(4, also 8)
7'G#(4|;>(�(5)
O9�Q(>_#�GQ�('O'�(5)
'G#(4_>=<�(5)
_'|4�(5)
'@^<?>='G#�(6)
_^9\_>È��7'@=�|é�(6)
G#(4|'�_(<�(6)
Í'^(9�<�(7)
�'�G<\9�|X\<_>�7^'�G9��O9� 
{?O<F�
º4^]XF;>���?<}<=#O'��G9�(4ÇX[
�]XG#�O9}'|X�(�O<È4\� 
{}'GX|<^G_(4�(7)
[omitted]
�'}'�GQ�7'_'\�G]^'7=9O<� 
{7'G74ÈO4G_#
�^'@>=<�|9O#�4�O4;�^<@<\>�7^<�4é
½_'6@�\4}�G9�(G9�\9O�� 
{^'?_'(]X(<_>�(7)
�|;<F(<(�7'_'\G_(X� 
{�'^_4O@^<G<�(8)
�<\=[_'(4�(8)
?<�È\<_']�O<GXÈO>»��=4@<�(8)
Q]�=4È�'|('F(<_>�(8)
4�]'='_X6_^4('}>�7'�(]^<�O��(8)
>O#È9�(8)
(4»O>�(8)
79^9|�_>\�(8)
7'�X=>�Q��(8)
('}]9�G#(4_>='�(8)
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Among the above corrections, words marked with an asterisk (*) 
����������������� ����	��>���������;� q{}�|��{��~{�{�����������"� ��
whom such cases could be viewed as minor or “common changes” as 
opposed to the “special changes.” As evidenced above, the special 
changes, containing lexical, derivational, and morphosyntactic emenda-
tions, were introduced by Franko en masse. 

However, on closer inspection, only a few of these changes look reason-
able. The bulk of the emendations and substitutions seem to infringe on the 
language of the translation, taken as a system whose phonetic and morpho-
syntactic features are dialectally and stylistically balanced. Thus, when 
viewed as an isolated instance of “translation oddity,” Kuliš’s potova 
)��)������� might in fact look awkward, especially if compared with the 
substitution proposed by Franko (i.e., )���������)�����)��)������´). Yet, in 
���� ������ `�
�j� ������ �� 	�� �
����� �� ��� &�������� ���"���
*�&������
haste” (Shakespeare, 1048). It is also tempting to question the validity of the 
expression ������/����������/�����������`���, and particularly the neologism 
klymatura (f.). Strange as it may appear though, the whole expression, 
including the aforementioned neologism, is more faithful to the original: 
“[demonstrated] unto our climatures and countrymen” (Shakespeare, 1049). 
On the other hand, Franko’s correction �������, poblid appears more appro-
priate since the past tense gerund in Kuliš’s ��������[,] )�+��3�� slows down 
the narrative and is hard to pronounce. Perhaps the unexpected use by Kuliš 

7^9__ò;4�(6v) 
7^�=']}>�(6v)
?(>;Ü»O>�(�G_'(�4�(6v)
��OÜÈ>��]=>\<_X^<��4�(�
{?9\=Q�_(4�(6v)
4=F?49¿�(6v)
�G#��'G#�('O��|9¿ (7r)
?=F]<�(7r)
ô�_9]<9�(7v)
>�O4Q]�4�;Ü^>�(7v)
>�»\X�;<G_�OX�(�^> (7v)
ôO<»=X;;9�(^<O�4�(8r)

7^9|_9;4�(9) 
7^'='�>�(9)
?(>;<»O4�(4ÇXO> (9)
��O<È'\X�74|G'OF�4�(� 
{O<^'|��(9)
7^>(>|9¿�(9)
�G#��'G#�(4O�|9¿�(9)
}^4ÈO>]�(10)
�_�]<[�(10)
<O��Q]4��;<^>�(10)
4�»\X�7'�_^'�<�(4^>�(10)
O<»=X;È9�(�^<O���(11)
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of the loan word iljuzija (as a replica of the English “illusion” [Shakespeare, 
1049]), not attested at that time in Ukrainian dictionaries, might also look too 
innovative in comparison with the more regular pryvyd offered by Franko. 

_��
������������"�����������������
�����"�������
���	��>���������;�
q{}�|��{�����������	�������
����	��������	����������������"������
��"����������`�
�j�������
���������������������������������������������
his pioneering efforts in the normalization of literary Ukrainian. Premised 
on Southeast Ukrainian, Kuliš was inclined to tolerate not only multidia-
lectal admixtures and liberal borrowing from other languages but also 
numerous derivatives. This said, some changes made by Franko likely look 
less persuasive. For instance, one can question such substitutions as obra-
zylos´ for obidylos´ and ���!����for vistovci. In the case of obidylos´ “It is 
offended” (Shakespeare, 1048), the substitution was not well grounded, 
since this lexeme was commonplace in Dnieper Ukraine q>���/�����{�������
could easily be left in Kuliš’s translation. The form vistovci “messengers” 
was an innovative form aptly derived from a verb like �Ë������� “to inform, 
	���"�����*�q��"��������������q���/����}������������
���������"��-
����������-ec´, known since early Middle Ukrainian (Humec´ka 1958, 80). 
By offering the lexeme vistovci, attested subsequently only in the dictio-
����� ��� Q����� >���/����� q>���/��� {��|���� `�
�j� ������� ����� ���������
especially if one takes into account the Church Slavonicism ���!��� 
suggested by Franko instead. Bringing forth a secondary meaning in the 
lexeme xurtovyna “snowstorm, storm, misfortune,” quite commonplace in 
�������� ���������� q>���/��� ��}����� ���� �� 	�� ������ ������� �����
�� ���
Kuliš’s innovative use of the linguistic means available in his system.

�������	��>���������;�q{}�|��{����{�{�������"
�"�	
��������<��

���
common changes, including orthographic ones, are on the contrary most 
��������������������

����������"���>���������;������������	��������
of the type de for hde “where,” todi for tohdi “then,” pirja for pirr´ja (coll.) 
“feathers,” oce for otse “this,” vijny for vojny (gen.) “war,” including also 
some lexical substitutions like poty poky for doty doky “until” (ibid., 120) 
(see also tohdi “then,” pocilovaty “to kiss,” and podvir´je “yard” in the 
1857 edition of Kuliš’s ��������3� [Black Council] [�¬, 99, 103, 104]). 
'�����"�����������
�����
���	����������O����"�����"�����
�����
�����
�
make-up of the Galician-Bukovynian koiné and some rural (Dniester) 
dialects, all other changes, particularly those in spelling, can be compared 
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��������������
�����������������
;�;�����������
��������������
�	�	
���
�
	����������	��+�/�;<'�������;��������{}����������������Q�	
���!�������
words, Franko aimed, though subconsciously, at making Kuliš’s translation 
of Hamlet look more regional (Galician) and vernacular-oriented, thus 
stripping it of the pan-Ukrainian perspective discernable in Kuliš’s creative 
������������������Q�	
������������������q���;�����{}�}������������

The editor strove also to eliminate cases of phonetic spelling employed 
by Kuliš in order to render various types of assimilation of consonants. 
Instances like ne javyccja “[the ghost] will not appear” could hardly be toler-
ated in Galicia, where the Russophiles propagated etymological spelling and 
the populists defended the so-called *���/����, characterized according to 
+�/�;<'�������;�q+�/�;<'�������;�{}{������	��&������	
��"����>�

�
�;��*�
(the use of two dots in the letter � as in Franko’s substitution �����above) and 
other diagnostic features of the Dniester dialect and its phonetics. It is no 
wonder either that Franko meticulously eliminated all traces of apheresis as 
�����
������ ���� �����
��� 	�� til´ko ’dvojuvaty “but to recover [of us]” 
q�������������{��|��
����

���&��
������������*�����
������������������
known to have developed in avoiding the hiatus in North Ukrainian, and 
�������

�� ���������
���;�� q�����
���{}�}��������������`�
�j����� �������
q=���;������|��}���

Kuliš consistently denoted the velar [g] in both new and long naturalized 
borrowings, employing either the Roman letter “g” as in his novel ����� 
rada qQ
����������
�����������"�����&Ë¿* �������������������Q�	
���>��������
��������������������������;�����������������������"�"������������������
more typical of the Galician-Bukovynian koiné rather than North Ukrainian 
and, least of all, Southeast Ukrainian (Danylenko 2005). This is why Franko 
deemed it possible to introduce the corresponding spelling even in those 
forms, which, in accordance with Kuliš’s native phonetics, would not tolerate 
such a sound (e.g., Norvega [gen.] “Norwegian”). What is also remarkable 
here is that Franko made use of the Roman letter “g” instead of the digraph 
&Ë¿*����������`�
�j�������"�������������prology offered by Franko instead 
of prolokhy (pl.) “prologue [to the omen]” in Kuliš (Shakespeare, 1049).

Franko also introduced palatalization of z, c, and s in the environ-
ment before v as, to give an example from the substitutions already cited, 
in s´vidoctva (gen.) “avouch” (Shakespeare, 1048). This spelling was 
controversial and could hardly satisfy speakers in Dnieper Ukraine. Even 
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more controversial was the introduction by Franko of the palatalized l´ in 
�����"�� ������� ���� ���� �������� ��� �������
� ������ ����� ��� Marcel´ 
instead of Marcel (Marcellus) and, most tellingly, Hamljet instead of 
Hamlet in Kuliš. Remarkably, the same spelling, Hamljet, was imposed 
	�� ������� ��� ��� ������� ��� ��������/��� Hemlet Viljama Šekspira 
(Hemlet-F). Dictated by Polish mediation rather than Franko’s allegedly 
&	���� ���
� ���� ��� 
��"��"�*� q>���������;� {}�|�� {����� ���� ����� ���
spelling was alien to Kuliš and subsequently had little chance to gain the 
support of the bilingual intelligentsia and other social groups in Russian-
��
�����������q�����
���{}|}��{��~{�����!�������������	
���
���������
much in the use of l´ and g in foreign words as in the ratio and level of 
tradition of such instances in written Ukrainian. In Kuliš’s language, the 
cases of l´ and g were tested for their rootedness in the older literary tradi-
tion, as was the case of ljampa, occurring both in old and more recent 
borrowings. Such a distribution of these forms in the language of Kuliš 
��O������������������������������������������
����
���
����������
foundation of new literary Ukrainian (Danylenko 2005, 52).

The rest of Franko’s substitutions were also intrinsically regional 
and, therefore, likely to distort the overall make-up of Kuliš’s language, 
especially as they included a substantial admixture of western Ukrainian 
forms mediated in some cases by Polish. With this in mind, one wonders 
whether Franko’s change of Polissian hulycja “street” in Kuliš’s proto-
graph into ulycja (without prosthesis), more typical of Lemkian and 
Central Transcarpathian, was well grounded. Perhaps Franko was inclined 
to treat this form as one of the recent loan words (Pol. ulica), which did 
not, in general, take any prothetic consonants (Shevelov 1979, 448, 454). 
One wonders whether Franko had the right to eliminate instances of the 
retention (reintroduction) of the etymological o in place of the new i, as 
in vojny (gen.) “war” and )��)�������“haste.” Interestingly enough, this 
�����������������
�����������������������
��	����
;�;������
;����/���
in the “canonical translation” of the 1903 Bible, which differed in its 
orthography and vocabulary from Kuliš’s original translation. As in the 
Bible, cases of the retention of the etymological o in Kuliš’s translations 
������������������
��	����
�����

�������������
����O����"��������
��
northeastern or northern Ukrainian phenomenon, perceived by the trans-

����������������������q=���;������|��}���
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To round out the list of Galician features hidden behind the substi-
��������������	������������������
�����

���������u pidsonnju (loc.) 
“climature” (Shakespeare, 1049) replacing pidsonni (loc.), which would 
������������������
��"��"�������������`�
�j��$�		������������
��
��������������	��+�/�;<'�������;�q+�/�;<'�������;�{}����{|�����
“Galician/Polish locative,” forms ending in -u had been retained, 
�����	
�������������O��������������
����
���������������������������
�������������������=���
�������������������q`��������;�{}���������!�
is no surprise when one comes across such forms in the language of 
Franko and other normalizers of literary Ukrainian in Galicia, Bukovyna, 
and Transcarpathia from the beginning of the nineteenth century onward 
q=��;������{�������

To sum up, if viewed through the prism of Kuliš’s normalizing 
efforts, Franko’s substitutions look regionally tainted. No doubt his 
editorial intrusion was at variance with Kuliš’s language program. As in 
his translation of the Bible, Kuliš’s ultimate ideal of literary Ukrainian 
aimed at its Europeanization through a synthesis of southeastern 
Ukrainian vernacular elements with various dialectal and stylistic 
admixtures. Among them one can name liberal borrowings from 
different languages, as well as some archaic and new derivatives 
��

����"� ����������� ���������� ����
�� q�����
��� {}���� �{~�����
What Franko did was to pluck Kuliš’s Hamlet out from the pan-Ukrainian 
context as construed by Kuliš in his literary works and place it within 
�������������� �� ��"����
� ��
���
� ���� 
��"������������"���>��������
despite the Procrustean constraints, Kuliš’s translation of Shakespeare 
proved more innovative linguistically than those made by his predeces-
sors and could even compete with the translations made by his 
��������������q=���;
����������;�����������������

������q������
=����;��'��;������;����������!������������

HAMLET IN PEASANT LEATHER SHOES

One of these contemporaries lived in Dnieper Ukraine and, almost 
simultaneously with Kuliš, set his heart on translating Hamlet. 
Ultimately his translation appeared in Kyiv in 1882, several months 
before the publication of Kuliš’s “Ukrainian Shakespeare” in Lviv. 
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���������=���;
����������;�q{|��~{}������������������������
�����
cultural activist who was known for his successful translations of the 
tales of Hans Christian Andersen (1873) and Serbian folk dumas and 
songs (1876), as well as his collection of poetry �� 3������� ������ 
(From an Old Notebook, two volumes, 1881, 1883) containing trans-
lations of George Gordon Byron, Heinrich Heine, Adam Mickiewicz, 
=����
� '��������� +���
�;� +��������� ���� ����� ����� ����� q������
{||��� ��|��� ���� ��	
������� ��� ��������;��� ����
����� ��� Hamlet 
became a seminal event in the cultural life of Dnieper Ukraine. His 
translation appeared despite draconian restrictions on Ukrainian-
language publications in the Russian Empire following the enactment 
of the Valuev Circular (1863) and the Ems Decree (1876), which 
banned publication of “any original works or translations” in the 
&'�
��J����������
��*�q=�

�����������������������"���'��������;�
(1929, 25), his translation crowned the so-called ethnographic-real-
istic period in the creation of the “Ukrainian Shakespeare.”

_��� ���������
��
�� ���������	�����������;��� ����
����� ��� ���
����������������������������������
�����������
���	��������������
published with a commentary. The value of this publication was in no 
���� ����������� 	�� ��� ���� ��� ���� ��� ��������;��� �������� �����
������ ���� �����O������ �������

�� ��� ������� �� ����� 
��"������ ������
found in Shakespeare. Let us take the beginning of Hamlet’s famous 
monologue in Act 3, scene 1 as an illustration.

Staryc´kyj’s Translation Shakespeare’s Original

ó Ã  Å± ®± È Ã ?
Ý²Ä�¸�Å°à�ÂÅà��ãµ�×µ�±� 
Ö¼�»¯¿µÂµ�¶®Ì °à��
Ø  ³Â ¾°¯Ã ��Ë¯°®®¹�¾�²ÃÂ» 
Ý¶à » Çµ<®¯¸²®µ ¶µ».
Ø  ³µ¸²Ã¯Ã  ®¯ Ã± °µÂ± ÃÆ¿  
��Ã °à ³µ¸²Ã¯®®¹°à ³µË®Å ÃÄ 
Ö¸²± Â¯Àµ°ç
(Hamlet<���|}~}��

[To be, or not to be: that is  
Ö�����������
Whether ’tis nobler in the  
Ö�������������
The slings and arrows of  
Ö����"������������
Or to take arms against a sea  
Ö������	
���
And by opposing end them?]
(Shakespeare, 1066)
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In his comments, the translator explained his choice of the verb *����“to 
live” by the fact that this expression would mean in English precisely “to 
exist, live.” So he opted for the corresponding Ukrainian verb “since this is 
what is spoken about here” (Hamlet-S, 89). Some critics, including Daniil 
=���������q$���
��=����������{|��~{}�������J��������������������������
origin, made a laughing stock out of the misconstrued line *����!�����*����
os´ de zakavyka q�/�
���{}��������������
���������������	��������������
Ukrainian-language publications, was especially ridiculed, although, as 
was rightly noted by Franko (1955, 343), this form belonged to the Russian 
���������������������������	�
�����+������
�������������;���
��"��"���
��������
�� ���
��� ���� �������������	
�� ���� �������
� q�������� �������
was long chastised in the local press, which mocked the very idea of trans-
lating Shakespeare into peasant parlance. The critique was rather shallow, 
to say the least. Some of the allegedly incomprehensible new words, as 
��������;���"�������������	������������������������������	������
��
incorporated into modern Ukrainian (e.g., mrija “hope, dream,” temrjava 
“darkness,” pryvabnyj “appealing,” znadlyvyj “attractive,” and the like 
§�/�
���{}�������¨���

���������������"����������������������"�������������������������;�
tried to explain in the introduction that his translation was aimed primarily 
�������"���"�����������������������;����
���������

������������"����
development of the local idiom on the basis of classical examples. What 
inspired him in the case of Shakespeare was his “extremely vernacular, 
���������������
"��*�
��"��"��q��������;�{||��������������������������
language at that time lacked adequate expressions for rendering high 
concepts of court etiquette, metaphors, and the embellishments of rhet-
oric, any phrase taken from Shakespeare could read in Ukrainian, as 
��������;�������������&�������
�����������*�q�	���������������"���������
such pitfalls, the translator decided to follow closely the original and 
resort therefore to those devices that had already been “approved in 
ethnography and literature” (ibid., iii). Among them were not only 
commonly accepted words like terrasa “terrace” or scena “scene” but 
also dialectal forms of the type postoly “a kind of peasant leather shoes” 
(for “sandals”) and paterycja “staff, cane” q>���/��������~����������

���
the author deemed it necessary to praise Kuliš, a famous translator of the 
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Holy Scriptures into Ukrainian, who had launched the publication of “the 
whole of Shakespeare.” Thus, the more translations appeared in 
�������������������;�q{||����������
�������������������������������
on the normalization of the literary language, which at that time was yet 
extremely underdeveloped, would be.

�
���"�� ���� ������������ ����� ����� ���� �	������� ��������;�
���
�����������
���������
���q������
����{}�����}~|��������������������
translator did his best to distinguish between prose and verse as in the original 
���
��������"�������������"������������
������������;��
�������"���
the iambic pentameter, a common meter in classical English literature 
including Shakespeare’s canon, into the trochee foot, which was typically 
������������������
�����������������
�������������
����������������
oeuvre. Some deviations from the original resulted in an increased number 
of lines as compared with the original text. All this, according to 
Šapovalova (ibid., 79), made the end result somewhat monotonous and 
rather less dynamic, thus greatly diminishing the faithfulness of the trans-

����� ��� "�����
����� �� ����
�� ��������;��� ����
����� ������ ��� �� 	��
much longer than Shakespeare’s Hamlet�q�������{|}}�����~�����>��������
���������������������"�����������;����������������
������������-
strating the work of a great master of the Ukrainian language (ibid.). 

�������	����������������������;�������
�����������������
������-
vorable reviews. Yet even a cursory look at them suggests that the critique 
of his work was largely unfair and poorly grounded. The most biased 
review, entitled “Gamlet v postolax” (Hamlet in Peasant Leather Shoes), 
appeared in Kievljanin, a Russian chauvinist newspaper of Kyiv. Mocking 
the language of the translation, the anonymous author argued that there 
was no need for this kind of experiment in Ukrainian since the language 
simply did not exist in a literary form (Šapovalova 1976, 84). What was 
���� ��������"� ���� ��������;� ���� ��� ����� ����� ���������� ��� ���
Ukrainian literature and language failed to note positive aspects of his 
����
������������������������������������+���
�;���������������q!�����
istorii ukrainskoj literatury XIX stoletija (Notes on the History of Ukrainian 
Literature of the 19th Century, 1884), reiterated some most unscrupulous 
theses from reviews published by conservative and reactionary periodicals. 
�
������� ������� ����
�����������	����������;��������

���	��������
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“stillborn.” He blatantly repeated, following one of the reviewers, that 
��������;�������
���������
������
������������������������������
��"��"��
������������ ������������

�������������������������
��������
��������
German borrowings, and “inaptly coined words” (ibid., 448). This appraisal 
�����������;���
��"��"�������������	
����������������������������������
failed to furnish any example or convincing argumentation. 

Quite discouraging in this context was the critique of a Ukrainian 

������������������������
����Y���
��>��
�����q{|��~{}�����!������	�	
��<
graphical survey of 1882 Ukrainian-language literary works he contrasted 
��� 
��"��"�� ��� ��������;��� ����
������ ���� ��� 
��"��"�� ��� '������
>
�	���q{|��~{|}����������
��������������������"���������������������
��� �������� ���� �������� ����� �������� ����� ��������
��� ��� �������
�
������ �����������;��� 
��"��"��� >
�	��� �
��� ����� ����� ������� �������
���� ��������"� �� >��
������ ���� ���
�� ����
�� 	�� ����������� �������
�
�������������������
������������������������;�����������������������
����������������
��������������!����������;�������
���������������������
one stumbled upon such words, which, although semantically transparent, 
gave the impression that they had been prepared “somewhere in a special 
�����*� q#��
����� {||��� ��}�������"� ����� �

�"��
�� �������
� �������
Horlenko cited xvalij “that who praises,” lacking in vernacular Ukrainian 
(ibid., 360; Petrov 1884, 459). However, the word was coined in the very 
������ ��� ��� ���������� 
��"��"��� ������ ����������
� ������ -ij is used 
����
�����Y�
���;�������
;������������$����������
����q����
�/���{}�}��
����=���;�������	�����}���!�������������������������"�����������
�����
1886, the word xvalij (see also xval´nyk, xvalytel´) made its way into the 
������������� �������Ð�
��������;� qÐ�
�����{�����������	������
�� ����
����������������Q�����>���/�����q>���/�����}����

Disappointingly, the tone for all of the negative reviews might have 
been set by Kostomarov in his programmatic article of 1882. In 1883, he 
also published an annihilating survey of the literary output of Kuliš, 
including his translations of the New Testament and Shakespeare 
q`���������{||����>����������������;���������� ��	�� ������� �����
line of those who, allegedly, misled the Ukrainian people in matters 
��
���
�����
��������!��������
����`�������������������
��������	;��-
tives of Ukrainophilism through the prism of the recent Ukrainian-language 
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almanac Luna q������{||{�������������������;���	
������������
��������
translations.

Having sketched the historical and political underpinnings of modern 
Ukrainian society, Kostomarov (1882, 892) denounced efforts to keep 
developing the Ukrainian language through the creation of new words 
and expressions since, as he believed, they would simply “expose a pride 
often vain and inappropriate.” Strangely, he doubted also that the younger 
generation of such ambitious Ukrainian writers would ever come up with 
���
�"�����������
��	��;����������������������������	��J��������
(ibid.). From among the “ill-coined” words, he selected +��3�*����“indif-
ference” derived, according to him, from the adverb +��3�*��“indifferently.” 
He ridiculed the form +��3�*���´ by comparing it with the hypothetical 
Russian counterpart �����)�!������´, which would be treated by any 
Russian speaker as odd, to say the least (ibid., 893).

At the same time, Kostomarov praised a short story authored by 
'�������;�����������������������
���������
������������������������������
peasantry. The point is that the critic believed that Ukrainian literature 
was designed exclusively for the peasantry as the basis of Ukrainian 
society. This is why it would be absurd to force literary status on Ukrainian, 
���������������
��"��"��������"�����

<O��"���
���������������������!��
other words, the closer the writer was to the common people, the more 
successful he would be, as was the case, for instance, of Kvitka-
������;�����������
�	��� Ukraine (Kostomarov 1882, 896). As a result, 
Kostomarov also expressed his deep skepticism as to whether the 
Ukrainians needed translations that were not comprehensible to the 
���������������"�����������������������
����������������������
��� �

� ����� ����� 	�� ��������;� ���� ����� ������������ 
����� from 
Shakespeare, Byron, Andersen, Mickiewicz, and the like (ibid., 897). In 
the aftermath of the 1876 pogrom of Ukrainian culture (see Danylenko 
2010b), Kostomarov’s logic seemed controversial, even harmful to the 
�����������������������"����	������������
�������������������
��"��"��
was doomed to vanish, let it disappear without any pressure or enforce-
���� ����� ����� ������� ��� ��������;� q`��������� {||��� |}���� ����
Ukrainians, Kostomarov (1882, 900) believed, had to “leave all Byrons, 
Mickiewiczs, etc. in peace and not resort to the forcible coining of words and 
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expressions that are not understandable to the commoners.” As far as the 
Ukrainian intellectuals were concerned, they could read all those works 
in the original or with the help of Russian-language translations (ibid.).

��������"������������!����
�����	���������������	��������
���������
�����������������������
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����������	
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�������

����������������������������"�
a faithful translation of Hamlet����������;�����
�������������
���������	���
French and German translations available, scrutinized the original with the 
assistance of a native speaker, and compared his translation with the original 
line by line; as a result, his translation turned out to be faithful and “very 
"���*�q�/�
���{}������{���!��������������������"��������������������������
�/�
�����������������������"��������
�������������"���

�������q�	����������

!�������"
������"����/�
��������������������������	
����O���������
`�
�j������������;�������
��������Hamlet����������

����������	
�������
{}���� >�� ��������� ��������;��� ��
�� ��� ��� ����
������ ��� 
�������
Ukrainian in comparison with Kuliš, whose contribution was downgraded 
	��������������
���
��������������"����
�����"������������/����������
������
����������
�����������������������������"��"����
������������;��
whose original works and translations looked innovative despite some 
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Q�	
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��� �� ���� ��� ���� ����� ���
impasse into which he had worked himself (Franko 1902, 307). Clearly, 
this was another case of a biased appraisal that looked narrow and provin-
���
�q'����;�{}|���{�{��

��� �	;������ ����������� ����������� ��� ��� ����
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��������;�����`�
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convincingly refuted Franko’s thesis about Kuliš’s epigonism. Zerov 
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theory of Old Rusian (��������!���) were aimed at the development of 
means to meet the demands of “pan-human thought.” While introducing 
new stylistics, in particular in his translations, Kuliš differed from 
��������;��������������������������������������
�������������������
and populist ideals, thus appearing more evolutionary and natural. By 
����������������;��������������	
�����"���������
��������Hamlet under 
the particularly unfavorable socio-cultural conditions existing in tsarist 
Russia (ibid., 231, 234, 237). This is why his normalizing efforts were 

��"�
���������������������������������
�	�������������	�������������
and even some leading Ukrainophiles like Kostomarov and Horlenko. 

���Î�����q{}�����������"�
���������������������;���
�����
����
�-
gisms were deliberately misconstrued and had never been catalogued by 

��"������ ����������

��� ��������;��� ������ ������ 
��"������ ������-
tion, in general, was quite temperate. Before introducing a particular 
form, he always checked it against existing vernacular and dialectal deri-
������
���������!��{}�������
����
�����/�q{|}{~{}���������������
�����������������
�"������

�"��
���������	����������;�������������
��������������������������������������������������������������������-
���������������Ð�
��������;�����"���������������
������
�����/�q{}����
xxviii) mentioned such forms as hordota “pride,” lyxosliv’je “swearing, 
cursing,” and nedijnis´t´ &�����������*�qÐ�
���{�{��������������

However, as Shevelov (1966, 54) noted, some of the words cited by 
��
�����/����������������������������������������������Ð�
��������;�
����� ��� ������ ��� ��������;�� =��������� ��� 	�
�� ��� ��� ��������
��
���������������������������������	����������;������������	��������
�����J�"�<Q������������� ��� ����Y�
���;���#�
������ ��������������
��
from the Polish language. However, Shevelov concluded against all odds 
that the author should be given credit for his innovative approach. While 
introducing forms of western Ukrainian and sometimes Polish origin, 
��������;������������������������
������	�������������������������
����
���� 
��"��"��� q�	����� �}��� !������� ��������;��� 
��"������ ������ �����
largely reminiscent of Kuliš’s ideas. The difference lay perhaps in the 
conditions under which the two authors were trying to promote their 
programs and the milieus in which they were working. One should bear 
in mind also that Kuliš represented the older generation of Ukrainian 
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����������
����������;�����������"����������O�����
����������������
contemporaries, belonged to the younger generation. Different as they 
��"��������������������"�����������������������;������������������
seemed to follow in principle���������
����"�����������������������	��
Kuliš in his translations and original literary output.

Q������������������������������
��"��"�������������;�������
�-
tion of Hamlet does not contain so many coined words as one would 
expect. Neither has it any substantial amount of loan forms, especially if 
compared with the translation of Kuliš. Some interesting dialectal admix-
tures are found, nevertheless, in the phonetics. As in Kuliš’s translations 
������Q�	
�����������;���������������������������������
����������!����
“(related to) border” (Hamlet-S, 11), krivavyj “bleeding (sword)” (ibid., 
81, Shakespeare, 1064), and rozxristana “the mobled [queen]” (Hamlet-S, 
82, Shakespeare, 1064) (see !������“four” [Hamlet-S, 65], attested mostly 
in Southeast Ukrainian [Shevelov 1979, 667]). Some of those forms are 
also found in Kuliš’s translation of Hamlet such as krivavyj (Hamlet-K, 
6v). Interestingly, unlike Kuliš, who used more or less consistently the 
��
��� §"¨� ��� 
�������������������;������	�����
�� ��
����� ������ ����
sound save for in the long naturalized lexemes of Southeast Ukrainian 
like khvaltovnyj “sudden” next to norveh “Norwegian,” proloh “prologue,” 
and Vittenberh (Gr. Wittenberg) (Hamlet-S, 10, 9, 23, 103). It should be 
recalled also that in the latter case Kuliš did not use the velar sound either 
(Hamlet-K, 5r), which was introduced by Franko in his translations in 
accordance with the regional (Galician) practice. Most revealing, 
however, are ��+��)������“dangerous” (Hamlet-S, 31) and )�������“in 
honorable fashion” (ibid., 35, Shakespeare, 1054) with a clearly Trans-
�������������
���
�����
�����������!�to ��(Shevelov 1979, 741).

A rare occurrence of )�3�+��/$�(gen. pl.) “similar” without ikavism 
(MoUkr. podibnyj) might be dialectal as was usual, for example, in the 
���������
����������
���������O�����������
��"��"�����`�
�j�q=���;���
2008, 96) (e.g., )�3$�“under” [Hamlet-K, 30r]). Yet, most likely, this use 
���� ��O������� 	�� ��� ������������"� J������� ������� �
������� ������
>����	�
��"���
�����������������������������������ä������od-, typical 
��� ��� 
��"��"����������
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and Kuliš, in particular in their biblical translations, as well as Panas 
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=����;� q>�������� ������ ���� q��"��� �3$� “from,” odpovid´ “answer,” 
�33��!��´ “to thank” [Hamlet-S, 85, 94, 100], and the like). The “Galician” 
form vid �����������������������;�������
��������Hamlet. A rare case 
of assimilative changes in the morpheme boundary is found in kljanessja 
q���"���������&�������*�q�	�����{�����!��������"�������������;������

��"�
has nothing to do with the phonetic spelling invented and used by Kuliš, 
�������

�� �����"� ��� 
��� �������� ������� ��� ���� 
���� q'����;� {}|���
{|�~{||���+���
����������������`�
�j�������
��������Hamlet the use of 
so-called radical phonetics prevailed (+��$� ��)��� “without a hat” 
[Hamlet-K, 28v] with a place and manner assimilation in +��$���)��). 

In the morphology, ���������������
������������������������

�
���
in the language of Kuliš. Among them, deserving of attention are plural 
locatives of the type hrudix “breast,” �!�/�“eyes,” and )��!�/ “shoulders” 
(Hamlet-S, 46, 65, 82) with the ending -ix, typical of the Central Dnieper 
and Sloboda dialects (Bevzenko 1978, 112; Hrycenko 2007, 27). Similar 
forms are attested in the biblical translations made by Kuliš and 
Alexandrov, whose language is likewise based on Southeast Ukrainian. 
Of interest are competing vocative case forms like pryncju and prynce 
“prince!” (Hamlet-S, 23). The regular ending -e for this class of mascu-
lines is paralleled in the form pryncju ���������������������
����O�������
	�� ������ ���� ��� ������ -ec´ with the palatalized c´ (Bevzenko 1978, 
{�{�����������;��������������
��������������������
�����������
���
�
������6���6�������������
�������������������`�
�j���
��"��"��q=���;���
2008, 97) (e.g., !�������� “cleanest,” !����������� “reddest [color]” 
[Hamlet-S, 45] next to ������������ �����$� “dearest foe” [ibid., 24, 
Shakespeare, 1051], see also �����������[f.] “most important” [Hamlet-K, 
6r]). One should mention also the southeastern Ukrainian superlative 
form ��3����� (Hamlet-S, 91) from radyj “happy.” It is no surprise that 
������������������������
��"��"�����������=����;�q>��������������
27). In this respect, it is worth citing unusual (dialectal) numeral forms 
ending in 6��!��in the language of Kuliš such as 3���!��“twice” and ����!��
“thrice, three times” (Hamlet-K, 4r, 5r, 29r) (compare 3���!�� in North 
Ukrainian [Lysenko, 64]). 

����"��

���������<���	�
������������������������;�������
�����
of Hamlet, of interest is the dative form myni “to me” used throughout the 



Expanding the Literary Canon of the “Ukrainian Shakespeare” 347

whole translation (e.g., Hamlet-S, 8). This old vernacular form was 
commonplace not only in Middle Ukrainian texts, especially those extant 
������������������������q`��������;�{}����{�����	���
������������-
��"��������
�����/���������`�
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���� ���	� ������
�"�� ��� ��������;� ��� ��������
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Ukrainian. In this respect, the most representative examples are vyxodjut´ 
“they exit” (Hamlet<���{����������������������������"������������������
the type maxa next to maxaje “to wave,” promovlja next to promovljaje 
“to speak,” znyka “to disappear,” lama “to break,” �!��!��“to visit,” and 
the like (ibid., 8, 9, 37, 40, 74). Such forms are attested today primarily in 
Southeast Ukrainian as well as in some eastern Polissian and Volhynian 
���
����qY�j/�����{}�������~����������=���;��������������J������	
���
��
����`�
�j����������;��
������"
�����������
���������������������
type este davaly “you have given” (Hamlet-S, 16). On the other hand, the 
use of pluperfect formations did not differ much from that found in 
Southeast Ukrainian, although there are only a few forms, such as zhubyv 
buv “he had lost” (Hamlet<���{{������������
����������������;���Hamlet. 
��
�����������
�
�������
����"������������;�������
����������
��������
together with the obsolete perfect formation had rather an archaizing 
effect in Kuliš’s translation. It is no wonder that the pluperfect formation 
����������
��
������������	��+�/�;<'�������;����������������������
�-
tion of the Bible. 

Among other tense forms, one should mention the so-called synthetic 
future form ending in -mu �����	����������;�����"�����������
������
We do not have statistics but, tentatively, the use of this form might be 
very similar to that in Kuliš’s translations. The only difference is dialectal. 
In the case of Kuliš, the provenance of the synthetic future was northern 
����������� ���
�� ��������;� ���
�� ��
�� ��� ��� ����������� ����������
dialectal usage of the future with the auxiliary clitic -mu concatenated 
����������������q$���
�������{{���{�����!�������������� ����������
reveal any inceptive semantics, thus competing with the more common 
analytic future tense with the auxiliary budu used across the Ukrainian 
speaking territories (e.g., )��������*�����������[Hamlet-S, 65] “while it 
will be belonging to me,” compared with “whilst this machine is to him 
[Hamlet]” [Shakespeare, 1060], [tijatr] mav, mae i matyme [Hamlet-S, 



PART II � SHAKESPEARE348

97] “the theater had, has and will have,” and predstavljatymut´ “[they] 
will perform” [ibid., 103]).

To complete a survey of the representative morphosyntactic features 
������
��"��"�������������;�����������	��������������������������

������ ���� ����� ���������� ��� ��������;�� ������������ ����� ���
kynuty Vittenberha (gen.) “to leave Wittenberg” (Hamlet-S, 23) and 
zmaljuvaty partreta (gen.) “to paint a portrait” (ibid., 57) with the 
so-called genitive-partitive case taken by the masculines. The latter is 
characteristic of Ukrainian, Belarusian, and some southern Russian 
dialects (Danylenko 2006c, 214). What is unusual about the aforemen-
�����������
�����������������;������������������������	
�����������
nouns that could take this type of genitive-partitive case, especially in 
contrast to the norms of modern Ukrainian (e.g., )����*�6*$����������
[gen.] [Hamlet-S, 96] “speak the speech” [Shakespeare, 1068], that is, 
“[you will] deliver a monologue”). This feature is less pronounced in 
the language of Kuliš.

Second, as in the language of other central Ukrainian writers of that 
����� ������
��
�� ������ =����;� ���� !���� +�/�;<'�������;�� ��� ����
����
routinely resorted to impersonal constructions with forms ending in -no and 
-to ��������������������������������q"���������������	;����+������
��������
attested in such constructions, though they have, as a rule, the preterital 
meaning (Shevelov 1969) (e.g., po vas posylano “you were called for,” bat´ka 
moho vbyto “my father was murdered,” mene vbyto “I was murdered,” 
����������$�“they were told,” and so forth [Hamlet-S, 72, 88, 99, 100]). The 
��������������������������������������	��`�
�j�
�����������
���������
������
�������
���
������������������
��"��"�������������;�

���������������������������������;���
��"��"�����&�
���*�q#�
�������
was due to some lexical forms borrowed by the translator from different 
dialects or coined with the help of derivative means available in contem-
��������������������
�����_��� ���������������	
���	�����������;���
translation of Hamlet is the presence of more Russian (Church Slavonic) 
than Galician (Polish) forms in this text. Among the former lexemes are 
aktjer “actor,” vozdux “air,”� +�3��!��� /��+� “future bread,” postarajtes´ 
(imper.) “to try,” vetxyj “old, ancient,” and, perhaps, even a Ukrainianized 
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tijatr “theater” (Hamlet-S, 16, 58, 75, 76, 81, 87). Here also belongs 
EUkr. ���!����� “incidentally” (ibid., 59, 87) from ���!��� “incident,” 
�����������<���
���

��qÐ�
�����||���>���/����������

Kuliš was even more persistent in introducing such loan forms, 
whence the use of ���3�/$�“air,” hosudarstvo “state” (Hamlet-K, 7r, 8r) 
compared to panstvo �����������;�qHamlet-S, 15), as well as ���!��!���
&��
���*����������������
�������������6��!6, and ����!!���“greatness,” 
dyxannje “breath,” and especially spasennje “salvation” together with 
povedennje “behavior” (Hamlet-K, 4v, 6v, 10v, 26v), also preobrazytysja 
“to change” and yskustvo “art” (ibid., 29v, 32r). In some cases, Kuliš used 
����

�
����������� ���� ������� �
�������������� �����"� ���� ���
synonymous with slightly varying nuances in their meanings. One can 
mention here 3*������and�����!���$�“source” found in the same sentence:

¬®�Ë¯È±��¶µÂµ¿¯�°µ¹�Þ±ÂÃÂÆ¶µ�
áµ�¸È±�À®¯¾Ìµ¸à� �¶È±Â±»µ�¾� ²ÃµÅ® Ëà
ÓÆÂ¼µÃ¡�Ã¸µ¿µ�²¡®¯� (Hamlet-K, 31)

[He tells me, my sweet queen, that he hath found
The head and source of all your son’s distemper.] (Shakespeare, 
1059)

!�� ��������;��� 
��"��"��� #�
������ ������ ���� ������
�� ������ ���
parallel use with local forms: zabijstvo (Pol. ��+§���¨�; Vytv., 355) next 
to 3�����+�����“murder” (Hamlet-S, 86, 107), zamir (Pol. zamiar; Vytv., 
362), À)�Á*�3����(Pol. Å	3����) next to xit´, *����“wish, desire” (Hamlet-S, 
31, 35, 37, 48; Vytv., 391).

There are, in fact, not so many neologisms proper in the language of 
��������;���������� ����������������������	�������
���q{}���������
���������������������������������������Ð�
��������;����������������
way around. These neologisms being attested in this dictionary, the public 
began treating them as Galician forms, sometimes ignoring the fact that 
�������������	��������������������������;���
�����������������������
a trap into which some of the Ukrainian critiques fell while propounding 
�����������
����������������������"��������������;����������������� 
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�����������������������������������������������
������������������
������
��������&#�
���������
�"�����*����������������	����������;�

|('^'(>]"�“courtier” (Hamlet-S, 60), “attendant” (Shakespeare, 
1049); SWUkr. |('^<]�qÐ�
���{�{���������7^>|('^9�#�below; 

?|<(<OOQ “look, pretending” (Hamlet<���{}��Ð�
���{��}���

?'^X��Q� “weapon,” _'(<^>È4� 7'� ?'^X��F “comrades in 
arms” (Hamlet<����}��Ð�
���{��{����������?'^X�>_>�“to make, 
	��
�*�q>���/���{��{���

]'^<@=Q^OQ�“shipyard” (Hamlet<���{���Ð�
���{������

=>;]X(<_>GQ�“to feign, pretend” (Hamlet<���{}��Ð�
���{������

'?@^'»O>»� “armed” (Hamlet<��� �|�� Ð�
��� {������� �_���� 
'^X�O>» (ibid., 576);

79(OQ]"� “a certain thing” (Hamlet<��� }���� &�� ��
�<��������
������*� ���������������������q>���/�����{�}������&�� 
�	�����
��������������"���������*����������������������qÐ�
����������

7'G_<_#�“ghost” (Hamlet<��������&	�������*����̀ �
�j�qÐ�
������{|��

7^>(4||Q� “ghost” (Hamlet-S, 41), most likely borrowed from 
Kuliš (7^>(>||Q� in Yov, 1869, 72), SWUkr. 7^>(>|']� qÐ�
���
2:740); of interest is G_^<ÈO<�7^'Q(< (Hamlet-S, 7), “dreadful 
sight” (Shakespeare, 1048);

7^>|('^9�#� “attendant” (Hamlet-S, 15, Shakespeare, 1049), 
attested as 7^>|('^�4� q�
��� ��� Ð�
�� q�������� `�
�j��� ���
�"����
7^>@4;O>]�(Hamlet<`�������������������>���/��q���{{��	��������
the dictionary ����������Ð�
��������;�

7^>;4==Q “visor” (Hamlet-S, 27) (see ?<@^<='�in Hamlet-K, 20), 
“beaver” in Shakespeare (1052); SWUkr. 7^>;4=[� “forehead” 
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qÐ�
�����������������7^>;47']�“what is attached to something” 
q>���/����������

_9\^>_>G#�“to darken” (Hamlet<���{���Ð�
�����}����

È<@=�(<O>»�“armed with a sword” (Hamlet<�������Ð�
�����{�|{��

It is noteworthy that the same tendency to introduce neologisms is 
observed in Kuliš’s translation of Hamlet, although perhaps on a lesser 
scale. One of the curious examples is a re-interpretation of the word 
korolycja by Kuliš in the meaning “queen” (Hamlet-K; see “Matricaria 
�������

�*����Ð�
���{���|���������������
�����
���������koroleva by 
Franko in 1899 (Hamljet-K/F).

��
���� ��������;�� `�
�j� ���� ����� ��������� ��� ���������"� ����
borrowings from western European languages. In some cases he would 
simply transfer lexical elements without changing the source semantics and 
resort, in fact, to a kind of “interlingual homophony” (yljuzija “ghost” from 
“illusion” [Hamlet-K, 6v, Shakespeare, 1049], brotel´ “brothel” from 
brothel [Hamlet-K, 28r, Shakespeare, 1058], pasija “sweetheart” from 
passion [Hamlet-K, 29r, Shakespeare, 1059]). An interesting experiment is 
the use of )�������$� (Hamlet-K, 7r) being a calque of “partisan” in 
Shakespeare’s original (Shakespeare, 1049) and referring to a kind of spear 
or pike with two opposing axe blades or spikes (kelep “a big hammer” in 
��������;��� ����
����� §Hamlet<��� {��� >���/��� {����¨��� !�� ����� `�
�j� ���
more open to western European forms than Staryc´��;�qkuzyn, instrukcija 
[Hamlet-K, 9v, 7r] compared to ��+�*�and nakaz �����������;�§Hamlet-S, 
18, 17] for “cousin” and “message” in Shakespeare [Shakespeare, 1050]).

Dialectal, vernacular, and folkloric elements are markedly pronounced 
�����������;�������
��������������������������

����"���������������
tepera “now,” tuta “here,” and nyn´ky “nowadays” (Hamlet-S, 16, 21, 44, 
88, etc.), also povuz &	��� ���*� q�	����� }�� ����� �������� ���� 
���
�� ����
syllabic-tonic purposes, in place of povz (Shevelov 1979, 479). Of interest 
is the vernacular onomatopoeic (predicative) particle susil´ (Hamlet-S, 
56), representing locomotion (a sudden appearance of the agent) and 
������"�&����������
��
������*���� ������
��	������ q$���
�����
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�������{|~�������{����������`�
�j�������������������������	��
�����������-
lar-oriented, although he also sporadically makes use of some vernacular 
and dialectal forms like tepera “now” and ottakol´ki “that much” (Hamlet-K, 
27r, 29r). 

��������;�
����������������������������������������������������-
tive, whence, for instance, the use of folkloric clichés accompanied by 
diminutive forms: moje serden´ko “my dear” (Hamlet-S, 65) (MoUkr. serce 
“heart”), zdoroven´ky “hello” (ibid., 6, “welcome” in Shakespeare 
[Shakespeare, 1047]), buvaj zdorov in Kuliš’s translation (Hamlet-K, 3v), 
xlop’jata “boys” (Hamlet-S, 70, “friends” in Shakespeare [Shakespeare, 
1061]), nyzen´ko “low,” scenka “stage” (Hamlet-S, 103), MoUkr. nyz´ko, 
scena, respectively. This trend is less obvious in Kuliš. Expressions like 
����!��(voc.) mij “my Cossack” (Hamlet-K, 29r) for “sir” in Shakespeare 
(1058) are relatively rare in his translation. 

ý�����������
����������
��"��"�������������;��������
�"���
�
������������q���	�;��{}�|���{�~���������������pane-prynce (voc.) 
“prince,” mandrivec´-hist´ “vagrant, travelling guest,” !����`´- lukavec´ 
(Hamlet-S, 31, 48, 51, “ungracious pastor” [Shakespeare, 1053]), vistun- 
poslanec´ “messenger” (Hamlet-S, 12), 3����6!�3���“[it is] surprising” 
(ibid., 84, “Is it not monstrous[?]” in Shakespeare [1065]), and lyxa-
navisna dolja “outrageous fortune” from the famous “To be, or not to be 
�«�«�*���
�
�����qHamlet-S, 90, Shakespeare, 1066). Remarkably, Kuliš 
did not avoid using such constructions. However, viewed through the 
prism of the whole of his translation of Hamlet, these appear archaic 
���������������
���������"����
�
�������������������
����������������;��
In other words, Kuliš’s use of folkloric devices is reminiscent of that in 
the translation of the Odyssey 	�����	�;�����������������������������
�������
���O�����������
�
���������������������������	�������������
��������������q$���
�����{}}}�����~���������������~������J������	
���
Kuliš in some cases modeled his constructions on seemingly repetitive 
expressions found in Shakespeare: po tij rjadni-dohovory (loc.) modeled 
on “by the same covenant and carriage of the [articled] design” 
(Hamlet-K, 6r, Shakespeare, 1048) and kolotu-trevohy (gen.) patterned 
on “[of] this post-haste and romage in the land” (Hamlet-K, 6r, Shakespeare, 
1049) (compare ��� ���������� ��� ���)��� ��� ��������;� §Hamlet-S, 11]). 
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Thus Kuliš’s translation appears to be a kind of replica of Shakespeare’s 
Hamlet despite some cases of inappropriate Ukrainianization, as dis-
cussed above.

Finally, like Kuliš in his translation of Hamlet�� ��������;� "
������
himself in lexical diversity and liberally employs parallel lexemes. The 

��������������"�������	������O�������	�������
�
������������������
what is more probable, the normalization-in-progress of literary Ukrainian 
at that time. It is worth citing such parallel forms as: zabijstvo ~ 3�����+-
stvo “murder,” mara ~ postat´ ~ pryviddja “ghost,” ozbrojnyj ~ ���*����
“armed,” *�3������~ xit´ ~ *����~ )�*�3����� “wish,” xutko ~ motorno ~ 
���3���“fast,” 3��*����~ *����“wife,” and prydvorec´ ~ 3�������$�“atten-
dant” (Hamlet-S, 15, 27, 28, 31, 34, 35, 36, 37, 48, 60, 86, 104, 106, 107, 
and so on). As a rule, these are interchangeable, although they are different 
by origin (e.g., zabijstvo from Polish compared to 3�����+����� from 
Church Slavonic, or the innovative derivation in ozbrojnyj “armed”). Here 
also belong cases of grammatical parallelism of the type maxaje ~ maxa 
(3 sg. pres.) “to wave” and promovljaje ~ promovlja (3 sg. pres.) “to 
speak” (ibid., 9, 10, 40, 41). Although both are attested in Southeast and 
North Ukrainian (with the exception of some eastern Polissian dialects) 
q=���;�������������AUM������������������{�~�{���������

�����������"�
in -aje�����
���
��������
���������
��"��"�������������;��������������������
����������
�������������������������������q����j�����{}�}��{{|~{����

As has been demonstrated, the two translators shared some linguistic 
predilections and translation procedures. Although belonging to different 
generations, both were pioneering normalizers of new literary Ukrainian 
in the making, especially during the second part of the nineteenth century. 
In particular, both believed that translations into Ukrainian would expand 
the functionality of literary Ukrainian and help crystalize its norms. Thus, 
there seems to be solid ground to claim that their language programs were 
almost identical, especially with regard to the coinage of new lexemes 
and introduction of words from different Ukrainian dialects and contacting 
languages. At the same time, however, there were also pronounced differ-
ences between their translations.

!��"�����
����������;�������
�������������
�������
����������������
compared with that made by Kuliš. Yet, however paradoxical it may be, 
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��������;��� ��� ��"�� 	�� ����� ����
�� �����������	
�� �� ������������
readers. Kuliš was more sensitive to the historical dimension of the Ukrainian 
language, whence his wish to bring life back to the legendary Old Rusian 
language (��������!���) as the main literary variety of written Ukrainian. In 
�����������������������������������������;�����������"�������������
were matters primarily of synchrony and space, thus including the south-
western dialectal area together with its neighboring languages, Polish and 
German. This is why his innovations were sometimes awkward and his 
������ 
������ �������
�� ����� ��� ��� �	������� �� ��� ����
� ����� ��� ���
language of Kuliš. Nevertheless, despite his innovative approach to the 
translation of Shakespeare, Kuliš was still anchored in the folkloric mode of 
poetic narrative. Hence his liberal use of folkloric devices, in particular 
���������������������
������������������������"����������������������
����
������������������>�
��<����������;�qÎ�����{}��������

It is hard to believe that only a few words created or borrowed by 
��������;�����`�
�j��������	������
�����"����������������
�������
Ukrainian (Shevelov 1966, 59). It is not, in fact, surprising, since the 
�������
���
�����"�������������������O��������������{�}|���������
ultimately prevailed in the development of literary Ukrainian during the 
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. This is why, though for 
��������� ��������� 	��� `�
�j��� ���� ��������;��� ����
������ ��� Hamlet 
belong today, according to some literary scholars (e.g., M. Moskalenko 
������ä���{�{���ä���{|�~{|{������������������
���������
��������
�������
Ukrainian rather than its modern canon.

THE YOUNGER GENERATION STEPS  
TO THE FORE

'��;�� ����;����� q��� ���������� ��� '������ `���/�� {|�{~{}{���� ����
belonged to the younger generation of Ukrainian writers, regarded both 
`�
�j�������������;�����������������������������
��������qÎ�����{}����
��{��� !������� ��� ��� ������� ����� ������"� �"����� ��� ��� �������
Ukrainian revival and, by that time, had made an extraordinary contribu-
tion to modern Ukrainian literature and the normalization of written 
Ukrainian. However different their language programs could be, the two 
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strongly believed that Ukrainian translations of classic world literature 
were indispensable for the resurgence of Ukrainian culture and its promo-
tion across Ukraine and beyond.

A founding member, along with her brother in 1888, of the literary 
circle Plejada�q�����
���������'��;������;�����had no doubt that transla-
��������������
�����
����������
��	�����������������
��������
���������
���������"�����
��������������������'��;������;��������������������-
cially his tragedies Hamlet, Othello, Macbeth, King Lear, Richard III, 
and Coriolanus� q����;����� {}���� ��{��� #������
�� ���������� 	�� ���
����
������ ��� `�
�j� ���� ��������;�� '��;�� ����;����� �
��� �������� ��
translate some plays of Shakespeare, prompting her at some point to 
begin studying English. As she wrote in one of her letters to her uncle, 
=���;
��$����������������{��+����	���{|}��q����;�����{}����{�}���
she was eager to read Shakespeare in the original (Minenko 2011). Most 

���
�����
������{|}��������������������$�������������
�������������
'��;������;��������

��	�"���������"������������������"
����������
�-
mately expanded her vision of the English playwright and his oeuvre. 

=��������� ��������'��;������;��������
�� ���������Hamlet and 
King Lear, as these were congenial to the views of the young poetess 
������"������;��������������
���
�������������������������������������
onto her personal perception of the world. Shakespeare became a vital 
�������������������������'��;������;�������������������
�������������-
tance of Shakespeare in several articles devoted to various literary topics. 
She discussed, in particular, the place of Shakespeare as a playwright in 
the modern social drama of social groups in the nineteenth century. In 
�����������
���'��;������;�������������������������&���������������-
tion” in the European belles arts, ��"���"� ��� ���� ���
������
������ ��
female character comparable to that of Cordelia, the youngest of King 
Lear’s three daughters in Shakespeare’s tragedy (Šapovalova 1976, 
{��~{�|����������������������������
��������������������������'��;��
����;�������
�����������������������
�������&���"�������������*�q{}�����
inspired by the tragic fate of Ophelia, whose death is presented in her 
���������"�����
�������#���������������q�	�����{��~{����

�����

��'��;������;���������"�
���������
����������������������������
�������
�����������������������
�����������������������;��������������
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����� ��������;� ���� �������

�� `�
�j�� ���� ����������� ����
����� ���
Shakespeare’s works not so much a literary priority but a matter of moral 
����������
�������������������������������'��;������;������������������
was not important as an awakener of oppressed people but as a writer of 
���������
�	�����

� ������"�����
��������'��;������;�����������������
�������������<��������
������������������������>������$�����
�"�������
George Gordon Byron, Victor Hugo, and Adam Mickiewicz (Strixa 2006, 
{��~{�}������������������������
�������
�����������������������������
plays. Still, it is not clear why she did not undertake translating either 
Hamlet or King Lear, which are mentioned or incorporated one way or 
another into her literary and critical works as well as personal letters.

!��=�����{|}|��'��;������;�����������������������	������������
to translate the tragedy Macbeth q����;�����{}�����������������	�����
���� ��� ��
�

���� '��;�� ����;����� ����
���� ��
�� ������� {�� ��� �����
�����

��� �� ����� ��� !� q���� 
����� ��� ��
��� ���� ��	
������ ��� {}���
q>�������� {}���� �}�~�}|��� ���� ������ �������� �� ���� ����
�����
(Makbet-L). The fact that she did not complete her translation, which 
remained outside the mainstream of the “Ukrainian Shakespeare,” was a 
����
��������������������������������������������������q`�/���{}�|��
43). Nevertheless, fragmentary as it is, her translation demonstrates an 
essentially new understanding of both the tragedy and the Ukrainian 
language into which it should be creatively “transposed.” Even a brief 
��������������������'��;������;�����������
��������������
��"�
�������
Kuliš’s translation, this latter oriented, as has been discussed, toward both 
historical and contemporaneous dimensions of new literary Ukrainian.

'��;�� ����;����� ����������� Macbeth in an accessible style that 
could attract primarily the younger generation to the play’s audacity 
(Minenko 2011). To some extent, one can agree that by lowering the 
��"����� ��� ��� ���������� ��� ����
���� 
��� ��� �"������� ������ ���
Shakespeare’s text and thereby achieved lucidity in the translation 
without compromising the “naturalness of its language” (Šapovalova 
{}����{���������������������'��;������;�����������
��������Macbeth, 
such work is best served by “up-to-date, colloquial” Ukrainian rather 
�����������	���������������!����������������"����������������������-

����� ;�����������
����	��������������
���
� ������ ����	����������
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�����
�	���

�������	��`�
�j������������������;��������
��"��"������
rooted in modern dialectal diversity.

����"�������
� ��"����
� ������ ������ ���'��;������;������� ����
�-
tion, one notices very rare southwestern Ukrainian words like trivoha 
“alarm” and vbiraty “to dress” (Makbet-L, 2, 11, Shakespeare, 1187) 
(compare krivava rana “gash” in Kuliš [Makbet-K/F, 3, Shakespeare, 
1185]) or a few northern Ukrainian forms without the expected ikavism 
like tabor “camp” (Makbet-L, 2) next to tabir in Kuliš. In all other cases, 
��� 
��"��"�� ��� '��;�� ����;������� ����
����� 
����� ����� �����
�� ����
demonstrating relatively homogeneous southeastern Ukrainian features. 
For instance, unlike the northern Ukrainian neuters ending in -e after long 
palatalized consonants as used consistently by Kuliš, she resorts to 
modern forms ending in -a (e.g., nasinnja “seeds,” *������“life,” znattja 
“knowledge,” and even Kuliš’s neologism pryvyddja “ghost” [ibid., 8, 9, 
11; compare Yov�� {|�}������>���/��� ���{�¨�� ��� 
���� ��������� ��� �
���
�����������������;�������
��������Hamlet).

��&�����
*�"������<������������������������������	��'��;������;�����
in byty svynej (gen.-acc. pl.) “kill[ing] swine” (Makbet-L, 6, Shakespeare, 
1185), while Kuliš in this case resorts to his usual, primarily southwestern 
�������������������<�����������������	;���������������������q�����
���
children, etc.) in the plural after the transitives (AUM, 3, part 3, map 41): 
3������������(nom.-acc. pl.) “strangled swine” (Makbet-K, 4r) (compare the 
accusative in )�����������[SP/NZ����¨����`�
�j�������
;�;�������
�����������
Bible).

In the morphology, deserving of attention is another “natural” feature 
(i.e., a regular plural [erstwhile dual] form used in the environment after 
the numerals dva, try, !������[Bevzenko 1978, 64]): try vid´my (Makbet-L, 
1) as compared with the collective numeral in troje vidjom “three witches”  
in Kuliš (Makbet-K, 2r) in accordance with the “spirit” of vernacular 
����������q�����/������;�{}����{����

��������	�
�������'��;������;������
���
���������
����

�	�
������
and dialectally homogeneous from the point of view of new literary 
Ukrainian. There are fewer stylistic variants in her translation as compared 
with the wide array of stylistically marked lexemes in the language of 
Kuliš, such as *������������ (Makbet-L, 5) “a sailor’s wife” (Shakespeare, 
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1185) or ���������“captains” (Makbet-L, 3), compared to the colloquial 
derivatives locmanyxa and het´many in Kuliš (Makbet-K, 3r, 4r). In total, 
'��;������;������� ����
�����������
����������
��������
����
�����

��
marked lexemes, for example:

(=<|<^#�(a non-pleophonic word, most likely, of western Slavic 
origin) (Makbet<'��������Ð�
���{�{{���������]'^'=#�(Old Rusian) 
from Karl (Shevelov 1979, 97) and (=<|>]<�(Church Slavonic) 
in Kuliš’s translation (Makbet-L, 3v, 7r) (king in the original 
[Shakespeare, 1185]);

?='_>» (Makbet-L, 5), most likely a Polish borrowing, different 
from the old eastern Slavic non-pleophonic form ?='_'�“gold” 
(Shevelov 1979, 96) (]<^@'(<O9�#�in Kuliš [Makbet-L, 4r]);

(4OÈX(<_>�“to hail” (Makbet<'��{{���������������{{|���Ð�
���{�{����
(Pol. ¨�����¨�Ï�[Vytv., 327]);

7^9G=<(O>»� (Church Slavonic) “most worthy” (Makbet-L, 11, 
Shakespeare, 1187), used also by Kuliš.

���������

�������������������	��'��;������;�����������
��������������
its contemporaneity and homogeneity. If compared to the translation of 
Kuliš, her translation seems to be more attuned to populist demands and 
the system of today’s literary Ukrainian. Although based primarily on 
Southeast Ukrainian with a small admixture of Church Slavonicisms, her 
language was also open to Galician elements. Interestingly, such elements 
���������������	��'��;������;������������������������"�<��
����"�����
but in daily vocabulary (Shevelov 1966, 100). The latter strategy was 
different from that chosen by Kuliš, who opted for Galician elements 
with an eye towards enriching abstract vocabulary. This is why the 
language of Kuliš’s translation, combining, on the one hand, “radical 
phonetics” in spelling and stylistically unusual lexical collocations, on 
the other, may look somewhat clumsy as compared to the language of 
'��;������;�����
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Kuliš’s Translation Lesja Ukrajinka’s 
Translation

Ô�×µ�Èç�¸�®±³±¸®µ²Ã �¸µ®¯�²Ãµ¹»¯�
ëµ¸�¶¸¯�³»µ¸Ò¹��¹Ë�ÌÅ±³»¹ÒÒ¹�¾� 
Ö°Ì¯½ÃÄ
Ý¶ ®�µ¶®µ°Æ�¸�³»¯¸¯®®�° ²Ã±ÒÄË°�
ã±Àµ×¯¶® ¾�ë¯Ë¶µ®¯»Ä¶��×µ� 
Ö³µÂµË 
ÚÃµ¸³ » ²Ä�¶µ�®å¿µ�®¯� 
Ö¼Æ®Ãµ¸® ÒÃ¸µ��
Ù¯²¿�²µ¼� Ç�µ²ÃÂµ¸¸�À¯Ç¶®Ç�
Á¶°µ¿ �¸�ô±Â®¸�Ã¯�Æ� 
Öô¿¯»µ¸Ë¿»¯²¹®�
(Makbet-K, 2v)

Ó¯°�µ¼ ¶¸¯�¸¾²ÄË¯�
ëµ¸�¶¸¯�³»¯¸Ò��×µ� 
Ö³» ®ÆÃÄ�®¯¸³±Â±¾° �
Ô�² »µ½�µ¶®¯Ëµ¸��Ó¯°� 
Ö»½Ã ¾
ë¯Ë¶µ®¯»Ä¶<¼Æ®Ã¸® Ë� 
ÖqÃ¯Ë ¾�¸®�ÀÂµ¶Æ�
Ûµ�®Äµ¿µ�¸²±��×µ�Ê� 
Ö» Çµ¿µ�¸�²¸Ã�
Ù¼Â¯»µ²Ä���¸®�À� 
ÖÀ¯Ç¶® Ç�µ²ÃÂµ¸¸
Ù¼Â¯¸�¶µ�²±¼±�Ë±Â®¸��
Ö¿¯»»µ¸¿»¯²¸�
(Makbet-L, 2)

[Doubtful it stood, As two spent swimmers that do cling together And 

������������������������
����=������
���_�������	������	�
������

�����������
��
���"���

����������������$����������������������

the Western Isles Of kerns and gallowglasses is suppli’d.] (Shakespeare, 

{{|�~{{|��

In sum, if assessed through the prism of the vernacular-based stan-
dard of modern Ukrainian, Kuliš’s translation might appear incoherent 
and anachronistic. However, if evaluated from the point of view of hypo-
thetical possibilities, Kuliš’s Makbet exposes a parallel pathway for 
normalization and standardization, which literary Ukrainian could have 
taken in the second part of the nineteenth century.

“WE ARE ALL PEASANTS TODAY”

������=����;�q�������������������J��/������{|�}~{}��������������-
inent populist writer and normalizer of literary Ukrainian who, inspired 
	�� ��� ����� ��� `�
�j� ���� ��������;�� ���� ���� ������� �� ����
���"�
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Shakespeare. He also translated the Song of Songs, although the quality 
of this paraphrase, permeated with highly regional vernacular forms, left 
much to be desired. 

������=����;����
������������������������
�����Macbeth and King 
Lear. ������
�����{||�����������������
���������������;��������=����;�
q{}�{�� ����� ������� ��� ���� ���� ����� �� ����
��� Macbeth was a 
complete disaster. He managed to translate Act 1, scenes 1, 2 and, partially, 
3, and never returned to this translation afterward, discouraged by some 
����������	
��������
�������������������������������������;����!��
the spirit of the populist Weltanschauung, he concluded disparagingly that

however you translate Shakespeare, he sounds somewhat 
weird in our tongue; there is no real speech, not even a single 
human being. This is, I think, because he depicts a life unfa-
miliar to all of us; it is all about either kings or their courtiers 
���
����������

���������������«�«�������������
��������������
�
circumstance, all that seems alien. (ibid.) 

What a chasm between, on the one hand, the Kulturträgerism of Kuliš 
pro  phesying the coming of a new messiah, Shakespeare, to deliver the 
unworthy Ukrainian people from their barbarism and, on the other, this 
homestead perception of the English playwright’s legacy expressed in 
terms of local parochialism! It is no wonder that such a parochial vision 
��� ������������ �����
�� �������� ������ =����;��� ����
������ ������
appeared rustic when compared to the language of Kuliš and especially of 
'��;�� ����;������� ����
������ ��������� 
��"�
�� ��� ��� ����� ����
���
foundations (Shevelov 1966, 100):

Panas Myrnyj’s Translation Lesja Ukrajinka’s Translation 

ÚË¯À¯ÃÄ�³µ³Â¯¸¶���«�«�
ºË�Ç°¯Â¯�²ÃÂ»��ËÆ»Ä�¿Æ¶½Å Ç
¬µ® �Æ¶¯Â » �®¯�»¯¸ �¸µÂµ¿¸�
Ý¶ ®�ãµ¿�À®¯�Åµ¿µ�¸µ® �ÇµÃ» �
Ø�¸°±ÂÃ �Æ�¿¯Â¹Å¾�¸Â¯È¾� 
ÖËÂµ¸��

ô¯ÈÆ�¸¯°�³Â¯¸¶Æ��×µ�¸µ® � 
Öµ¼ ¶¸¯�
Ñ±°µ¸�À�³µ¶¸¾® ° �®¯¼µ¹° � 
Ö¿¯Â°¯Ã �
ÝÃ¯Ë�¸µ® �³µ¶¸¾®µ�¸¶¯Â » �®¯� 
Ö¸µÂµ¿¯�À¯¸À¹Ãµ�
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Ø�®¯¿¯¶¯Ã �À®µ¸Æ�¸²�²ÃÂ¯Ç �®¯� 
ÖÞµ»¿µ���«�«�
Ô»±�¹�³¶Ãµ° ¸²Ä��À¯¿Â¯» �°µ·� 
ÖÂ¯® �
(Makbet-M, 3)

¬µ® �¸�ËÂµ¸�²ËÆ³¯Ã ²¹�ÇµÃ» �
Ø�®¯¿¯¶¯Ã �»½¶¹°�³Âµ�Þµ»¿µ�Æ�
Ù¯³±¸®±�Ã¯Ë��«�«�
Ô»±�¹�°»½��Â¯® �¸²�µ¶ËÂ � 
Ö» ²Ä��«�«����qMakbet-L, 5)

Kuliš’s Translation Shakespeare’s Original

ôµ» �³µ�³Â¯¸¶
ô¯À¯Ã �¸¯°��Ãµ�²±�¼Æ» �¿¯Â°¯Ã 
Ù�¶¸¾® °�®¯¼µ�°��Ã¯Ë�¸µ® �1 
Ö² ³®Æ» 
Ñ¯�¸µÂµ¿¯�Æ¶¯Â¯° �¶¸µ¾® ° �
è ¼¯�¼�²Ë¯À¯Ã ��×µ�¸µ® �ÇµÃ» 
ôÆ³¯Ã ²Ä�Æ�ËÂ¸¯¸ Ç�²¸È Ç� 
ÖÂ¯®¯Ç�
Ø �¸¸Ëµ¸Å Ã �®µ¸Æ�Þµ»¿µ2Æ��
Ñ±�À®¯½�¾�²¯°��«�«�
Ó¯�¹�µ²»¯¼��Â¹ÃÆ®ËÆ�³Âµ²¹ÃÄ�Â¯® �
(Makbet<`����~���

[If I say sooth, I must report they  
Ö����
As cannons overcharg’d with  
Ö���	
����������������
Doubly redoubled strokes upon  
Ö�������
Except they meant to bathe in  
Ö������"��������
Or memorize another Golgotha,
I cannot tell.
But I am faint, my gashes cry for  
Ö��
��¨�q�������������{{|��

!��{|}�~{|}���������=����;�����������������
�������������
�����
of King Lear������������	���������������
����q{}����{��~{�}���������-
ingly demonstrated, on the 1893 prose Russian-language translation of 
����
�`��j���q{|��~{|}�������������������������������������
����������
����
��������+���
�;�̀ �/���q+����
���̀ ��������{|�}~{||����Q��"�����
�
�����������`�/���������
���������	���������������
��������`��j����
who was criticized for his bookish and hackneyed style which obscured 
in some locations the original text of the tragedy (ibid.). Nevertheless, 
�����������
���������=����;�������������� ����
��������King Lear, 
supported by Vasyl´ Horlenko. The latter ultimately praised his protégé’s 
translation, which, to his mind, looked even better than that made by 
Kuliš. In his letter dated 28 May 1896, Horlenko wrote:

The translation of Kuliš, as you will see, is not so natural and 
pure in its language as yours. He has many clumsy expressions 
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and words, and he plays with the Little Russian tongue too freely, 
albeit sometimes successfully and sometimes not. In addition, 
the reader is confused by his script, which seems somewhat 
prankish. He employs everywhere the kh to render the aspirated 
sound. He has translated King Lear and, as rumor has it, the 
whole of Shakespeare. He translated from the English with a full 
understanding of the spirit of the poet. But at the same time he 
employed the language too loosely. (Rudyns´ka 1928, 34)

One month later, in another letter to the same correspondent, trying 
to boost his morale, Horlenko continued criticizing the translation of 
Kuliš:

I am positive that, having familiarized yourself with the transla-
tions of Kuliš, you also share my opinion about their vain 
pretentiousness and the somewhat strange whims and language 
innovations that he introduces. All this makes his translations 
awkward and somewhat distracts the attention of the reader, 
since one has to get accustomed to so much new in both his 

��"��"����������"��������«�«�����������
��������������
��������
language conveys the purity of the live common tongue, and this 
is why it is useful. (Rudyns´ka 1928, 36)

The most plausible explanation for this patently partisan critique is 
Horlenko’s personal attitude toward Kuliš, who did not fall within the 
ambit of contemporary populist ideology. Horlenko was a devout populist 
whose views tended to limit the horizon of the revival of Ukrainian liter-
ature and language. In fact, Horlenko’s aesthetic and literary predilections 
were reminiscent of Kostomarov’s (1883) views on the homestead use of 
Ukrainian literature. Needless to say, in creating his translations, particu-

��
������������������`�
�j������"���"��"���������������

It is not surprising, therefore, that Horlenko preferred to extoll the 
������ ���� �
�������� ��� ������ =����;��� �������
��<	����� ������
Ukrainian over Kuliš’s language. Being replete with unusual borrowings 
and derivations, Kuliš’s language was at variance with the critic’s vision 
of the monodialectal development of new literary Ukrainian. Quite in the 
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��������>��
�����������
�������������������=����;��������������������
to add some scathing remarks about Kuliš’s translation of Othello. 
��������"���������=����;�q{}�{���������������������������������������
tragedy in an adequate manner, Kuliš ultimately failed to produce what he 
������ ����Othello’s O���������
��
���������������� ��� ����
������
language proved dry and stillborn.

������������������������������������=����;�������
�������������
translation of King Lear that compelled Šapovalova (1976, 112) to declare 
������
��������������
�
��"��"�����`�
�j����������
���������&����*�����
&������
������������������������������������������*�'�����"�������������-
cial Soviet constraints on Šapovalova’s reasoning in 1976, it is possible to 
answer in one word: regionalism. To put it bluntly, the closeness of Panas 
=����;�������
��������������������������

�����������������������&�����*�
of its linguistic norms were rooted in its regional, southeastern dialectal 
idiom, which the writer had been cultivating all his life in the Poltava prov-
ince. His idiom was premised exclusively on the language practice of the 
��
����������������������������������q>����������������~�������������

��"��"�����������=����;�������
��������King Lear was regionally exem-
plary since its puristic norms were anchored in Southeast Ukrainian. It is no 
�����������������������������=����;�������
�����������������������
corrections in its Vorlage before it went into press in 1970 (Lir, 1970).

What are those regional features that, unlike Kuliš’s synthetic idiom, 
make King Lear familiar to the Poltava peasantry? I will list some of them 
��

����"�>����������q��������~��������
����
����������������������<
�"���������������=����;���������������

In the phonetics, there is the confusion of e and y as, for instance, in 
podilyne “divided” (n. sg.) (Lir-M, 2), the active use of the high-mid front 
vowel y in word-initial position as in ��!��“differently” or yde (3 sg pres.) 
“to go” (ibid., 2, 10), and the introduction of i in place of other vowels 
(mit´ [ibid., 10] instead of myt´ “moment”). The last change is not attested 
in Kuliš’s language. One should also mention palatalization of r´ in the 
����<���
���������������hospodar´ “duke” (ibid., 3, 4) and the use of y in 
genitive singular neuters like ���+���*������(gen. sg. n.) “sick[ness] in 
fortune” (ibid., 11, Shakespeare, 1144). Finally, there is no overt distinc-
tion between h and g ���������=����;���
��"��"������������������

����"�
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the current practice of eastern Ukrainian literati, ������=����;��������
mark the velar sound g in the spelling of western European geographical 
and personal names where Kuliš resorted to the digraph kh: Burhundija, 
Halija, Hloster, and Rehana (Lir-M, 1), compared to Burkhundija, 
Kha lija, Khloster, and Rekhana (Lir-K, 1). There are, however, some 
���������
��"�������������

��"����̀ �
�j������O��������������&���<����-
western” phonetics, uniting in one series of phonemic localization the 
phonemes h, k, and x but not g (Danylenko 2006c, 192), whence Burhundy 
(pl.) “population of Burgundy” and Burhund next to Burkhund “Duke of 
Burgundy” (Lir-K, 1v, 2v, 5r).

������
���������"�������������������	��������=����;������������
scale as in Kuliš’s phonetic orthography, such as in +�� (< bez)� !�3��
“without a miracle,” zvicci (< zvidci) “from here,” and nat (< nad) toboju 
“above you” (Lir-K, 8r, 9v, 10v). One of the most obvious examples is 
������������	������������	�����������������O�����������
��-sja (e.g., 
zdajetcja [3 sg. pres.] “to seem” [Lir-M, 8] compared to hodyccja [3 sg. 
�����¨�&§!������¨�����*�§Lir-K, 11r, Shakespeare, 1143]). Overall, unlike 
`�
�j��� ������� ��� ��"����
� �������� ��� ������ =����;��� ��������� ����
���

��"� ���� ����� ���������� ��
���� ��� ���
���� ������� ��� ������������
������"� ����� �������� ���������� ���
���
� �������� q=���;��� ���|���
translations made by Kuliš in the 1890s look more multidialectal and 
�������
������������������������������������������� (Lir-K, 6v), in Kuliš 
compared to a southeastern (modern) Ukrainian form ������� “sixth” in 
������=����;�qLir-M, 6). 

���� ������
�"���
� ����<��� ��� ������ =����;��� 
��"��"�� �����-
����������������"����
��������������������
����	����������������������
treated today as stylistic variants in modern Ukrainian. One should begin 
with the lexeme ljude “people” (Lir-M, 2), which was introduced into nine-
����<�������
��"��"����������	�����/�����q����j�����{}�|��{��~{�����
���������

���������=����;������������
���������������������ljudim (dat.) 
“people” (Lir-M, 8; Hrycenko 2007, 27), typical of Southeast Ukrainian 
q=���;����������|������������������	�������������
��"��"�����������
���
on the southeastern derivational pattern ending in -nnja/-ttja, as in mennja 
“name,” *������“life” (Lir-M, 5), and even such a Church Slavonic form as 
����*3������ “birth” (ibid., 9); note the rare koxanja “love” without 
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Panas Myrnyj’s Translation Shakespeare’s Original

æ�°±®±�±�×±�¾�¶ÂÆ¿ ¾�² ®�
À¯Ëµ®® ¾��²Ã¯ÂÌ ¾�¸¶�Ò±¿µ��
��9�°µ±�²±ÂÒ±�»±È ÃÄ�¶µ�Ç�
µ¼µÇ�µ¶®¯Ëµ¸µ��qLir-M, 2)

[But I have a son, sir, by order of 
law, some year elder than this, who 
yet is no dearer in my account.] 
(Shakespeare, 1139)

gemination (ibid., 2). Kuliš, instead, resorted to forms ending in -nnje/-ttje 
(e.g., odriddje “generation messes” [Lir-K, 5r, Shakespeare, 1141] with the 
���������������������������od-; compare the derogative Rus. otrod´je 
&�����������*�������"�����������������������������"�������������������
������=����;���
��"��"������������������������;�������
����ostatnjuju 
(acc. f.) “last” and ����!����(n.) “[that is] better” (Lir-M, 7, 3).

Of particular interest are comparative formations of the type ��3������
(m.) “happier,” and especially ����3!���(m.) “younger,” +����!���(m.) 
“richer,” and the superlative ���3��������(m.) “most expensive” (Lir-M, 2, 
����������������������"�
��
�����������������=����;����������q>��������
2007, 27). Needless to say, all the aforementioned comparative and super-
lative forms were substituted for by other forms in the 1970 publication of 
������=����;��� ����
������ ���������
������3���, +�������, ���3���*!�� 
(Lir-1970, 514, 523, 524). The latter forms were used by Kuliš (Lir-K, 2v, 
3r, 4r), who conversely continued to employ bookish superlatives with j in 
���������6���6�(Tymošenko 1971, 204) (e.g., 3������������“most worthy” 
and ������+������“most beloved” [Lir-K, 7v, 8v]).

Most interesting, to be sure, is the vocabulary, including a peculiar 
dialectal form �*�, 
�	���

�������	��������=����;�����

����������������
also �3*��or �3�*��(Hrycenko 2007, 27). This is a kind of identifying or 
emphatic particle whose semantics is sometimes very fuzzy as, for instance, 
in the following fragment:

>���������������������"�����������������=����;�������	�
����������
���������������������������	�
��"��"������������������
������q��;��������
adverbs, and nouns), which all “add an unnecessary coloring to the text of 
Shakespeare” (Šapovalova 1976, 112). Most of these diminutives seem to 
	���������
�����������������������
���
����"���������������
�������������
��������"����������������������������

����"������������������������
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������=����;�����������&��
�
�������	�

������*�����������������������-
spondences in the original: harnen´ko “well,” noven´ke (n.) “new,” 
nedavnen´ko “recently,” harazden´ko “well,” durnisin´ko “stupidly,” and 
pramisin´ko “straight.” Note also serden´ko “heart,” ������!�����“sister,” 
holovon´ka “head,” baten´ko and taton´ko “father,” and many others (Lir-M, 
2, 4, 5, 8, 9, 11, etc.). Unlike his early translations of the Bible, Kuliš 
employs diminutives in his translations of Shakespeare rather sparingly.

������=����;�����
"�������������
���������

�����
�
�������
����
dru zjaka “friend,” bratuxa “brother,” durosvit “fool,” projdysvit, bydlo and 
kodlo “villain” (Lir-M, 9, 10, 11, Shakespeare, 1144), bazikaty and balakaty 
“to talk” (Lir-M, 5, 10) or “to reverb no hollowness” in Shakespeare (1141), 
and many others. His language sometimes appears much too idiomatic 
(izvyxnuvsja s pantelyku “[Lear] is mad,” yz hluzdu zsunuvs´ “fell to folly” 
[Lir-M, 5, Shakespeare, 1141], and ni pary z ust “[on thy life] no more” 
[Lir<=������������������{{�{¨���!��������=����;���������������������-
less, interesting series of synonyms, which contain rare bookish forms like 
korolevstvo ~ carstvo ~ vladarstvo “kingdom” (Lir-M, 2, 3), hospodar´ 
“Lord” ~ vladyka ~ korol´ “king” (ibid., 3, 4), or vladar´ “prince” (ibid., 6, 
�������������{{�{���������
���	��'��;������;����������������������������
a wider, eastern Slavic folkloric connotation like hospoda “palace” (Lir-M, 
����������������{{�}��������������������������������������Ð�
��������;�
	������������������������������������Q�����>���/�����q>���/���{���}�������
{����~������+�� also hornycja “castle” (Lir<=��|��������������{{����Ð�
���
1:153) from ESl. ¦��#��`��“large room” (Sr., 1:560). Strangely enough, 
������ =����;� 
��"�
�� ������� ����"������� ����� 
���� kozak “Cossack” 
(xata “house” [Lir-M, 11]). They are also rarely attested in Kuliš’s transla-
tion of King Lear���
���"�������������������!��“Cossack” (voc.) “sirrah” 
(Lir-K, 12r, Shakespeare, 1144).

As has been mentioned, the vocabulary of Kuliš, the translator, is 
����� ����� ����������� ���� ��
�
����������� ��������� !� ���
�� �������
some terms of address applied by Kuliš in his translation of King Lear 
(i.e., knjaz´, korol´, car´, and monarx “king” [Lir-K, 3r, 5v, 7r]), each one 
a borrowing into East Slavic. Unlike Kuliš’s translations of the Bible, 
Church Slavonicisms are not numerous in his translation of King Lear, 
perhaps due partly to the secular contents of the tragedy (e.g., vsuje “in 
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vain” [Lir-K, 6r, Shakespeare, 1141]). The lofty narrative is rendered, 
instead, with the help of Russian Church Slavonic and especially Russian 

��������������������� ��������������� ���������=����;��*����“life,” 
)��*����(f.) “fore-vouch’d [affection],” dobroditel´ “virtue” (Lir-K, 3v, 9r, 8r, 
Shakespeare, 1142), )��3��*���� “to offer,” neobxodymost´ “divine 
thrusting” (Lir-K, 7r, 13r, Shakespeare, 1144), and hrubyjan “unman-
nerly [Kent]” (Lir-K, 5v, Shakespeare, 1141). The overseas coloring of 
the translation is highlighted through the use of Polish borrowings and 
Galician forms serving as “interlingual homophones”; consider fortuna 
(Lir-K, 13r) ~ “fortune” (Shakespeare, 1144), katastrofa (Lir-K, 13v) ~ 
“catastrophe” (Shakespeare, 1143), vkontentuvaty (Lir-K, 9v) ~ “to content” 
(Shakespeare, 1142), and konspyracija (Lir-K, 11v) ~ “conspiracy” 
(Shakespeare, 113).

As in his paraphrase of the Song of Songs, the language of Panas 
=����;��� ����
���� of King Lear is dialectally homogeneous and 
conspicuously regional. Kuliš always tried to avoid these features in his 
language (Naxlik 2007, 2:383). Ideologically, all this brings Panas 
=����;��� ����
����� �
����� �� ����;� ��������/��� ������� ��� 
�������
Ukrainian as intrinsically monodialectal and regional. The fact that 
modern Ukrainian is largely based on Southeast Ukrainian, which Panas 
=����;����
���������������
�������������������������������
�����-
��������q$���
��������|	���!��������������������������/�����=����;��
�������
���������
������������

<O��"������<����������
��"��"�����"����� 
A synthesizing mission was undertaken by other writers, especially 
Kuliš who, in his translations of Shakespeare in particular, was striving 
for a fusion of different dialectal and chronological elements into one 
language system.

ONE OR MULTIPLE HOMESTEADS? 

�����������������
��������
����������
��q=��=����
�����������ä���
{|{~{}����!�����������������������
��������
����`�
�j�������
������
of Shakespeare. Not surprisingly, while preparing them for publica-
tion, he introduced a lot of changes into the texts, especially Hamlet. 
Having learned about Franko’s editorial intervention in Kuliš’s 
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translations, the widow of the writer pleaded with a Ukrainian 
���������� =���
�� '������� q{|��~{}{���� �� ���	��� ������� �����
making any corrections in the translations of her late husband 
q������
���� {}���� {��~{����� �� ������� ����
��� ���� ��� ��O�����
�
��	
��� �"���� ��� J������<��
��� ��������� '������� ������ �����
�� ��� ��
delicate situation. In fact, it was he who, while Kuliš was still alive, 
organized a series of fundraising events for the publication of Kuliš’s 
translations of Shakespeare and in a letter of 15 November 1894 asked 
Franko to undertake the editing and the writing of an introduction to 
������������
��������
����	��`�
�j�q'�������{}�������~�����

In his letter of 26 September 1899, while referring to the opinions of 
some Ukrainian writers, Lysenko asked Franko to make changes in the 
translations of Kuliš sparingly and only in those extreme cases that 
warranted editorial intrusion. Kuliš’s works and his use of the Ukrainian 
language, he continued, were to be kept sacred for the sake of all 
Ukrainians. This is why Franko’s emendations had to be based on his 
tactful understanding of the vernacular language used by Kuliš in his 
creative work (Bernac´ka 1993, 250). Agreeing with some changes made 
by Franko (e.g., koroleva instead of Kuliš’s korolycja), Lysenko deemed 
it necessary to remind him of possible differences in the two regional 
����������������������q�������;�����{}�����{~��������"������������
���
he cited the word vhonobyty, which could mean “to respect, host” in 
Galicia and “to please” in Central Ukraine (Bernac´ka 1993, 251). But 
most importantly, Franko was not to refer anywhere in the introduction to 
actual editorial changes. Otherwise, Lysenko wrote, Kuliš’s widow “will 
�������
��������������"��������

�����
���������������������������
single word or expression of her husband be changed” (ibid.).

Yet, although somewhat restrained, Franko’s editorial work did not 
stand too still. Controversial as they might appear from the point of view 
of Kuliš’s alternative language program, Franko’s changes demonstrated 
not only his editorial skills but also his long-standing interest in the 
literary output of Shakespeare, an interest revived most likely during his 
editorial work on the translations of Kuliš. It is noteworthy that Franko 
���� ��� ���� ���������� ���� �� ����
��� �������������� �������� �����
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1882 onward, he translated twelve sonnets, four of which were published 
during his lifetime and the rest posthumously in 1912; he also translated 
Mariana’s song (Act 4, scene 1) in Measure for Measure, which was 
published in a footnote to the comedy in 1902 (M. Moskalenko 2006 
5/6, 190; Mira, 74, 126, Shakespeare, 411). However, Shakespeare’s 
plays remained beyond his creative capacity for a long period of time, if 
one leaves aside translations of very short excerpts from King Lear 
(1879) and The Tempest (1884) that were published together with the 
complete translation of The Merchant of Venice (1912) in 1956. Although 
dated 1912, the translation of the latter play was initiated as early as 
{}��������
���
�����������
����������������`�
�j�������
���������������
two fragments were translated by Franko from German since the writer 
did not know English at all, which, as he lamented in one of his letters, 
�������������������������	�����������
����������������;�������
�����
of Hamlet q�������{}����{��~{�������
������� ��� ���������
����� ���
1890s did he master English so that he became capable of translating 
Shakespeare from the original (Šapovalova 1976, 118).

There is a striking difference between the language of the two 
fragments, on the one hand, and the language of the translation of The 
Merchant of Venice����������������������"���������������������
�-
tions may be viewed as intrinsically regional, hence such dialectal 
features as the dative case form ditjem “children,” the reduplicated 
demonstrative toto (preferred inter alia�	�������`�	�
;������;��������
translation of the Gospels), adverbs like vidsy “from here” and odoce 
“up there” (Lir<������~����������������
����sylov “force” (instr.) and 
the Church Slavonicism ��!� “father” (voc.) (Tempest-F, 237). Similar 
features are conspicuously absent in Franko’s translation of The 
Merchant of Venice (Merchant<�������������
����������;�����������
aforementioned two small translations of Franko with the translation 
of King Lear������	��������=����;���������������`�
�j�������
�-
tion. It is easy to notice that the regional forms in the following 
��������������������������������=����;�������
�����������������
����� ����� ��
�����

�� ����������� ����������� ��� ��� ����

�
� ���"-
ment from Kuliš’s King Lear:
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Franko’s Translation Kuliš’s Translation

¬�\O4�Ã¯�²¯°¯�ËÂµ¸�
É�× Â±�²±ÂÒ±�Ë¯È±�\>��×µ� 
ÖÃ¯ËµÈ
ëµ¹�»½¼µ¸�Ã¯Ë¯��¹Ë��Ê·�
é Ì�¸�Ã°�°µ¹�G>=#O4»È<��¸²� 
ÖÆÃÇ �
¬²�ÂµÀËµÌ �È Ã¹�O4;'�¶»¹�°±®±�
ëµÊ�Ê¶ ®±�Ç<G_[�Ãµ�»½¼µ¸
Û»¹�¸¯²�°¾�'_;9���<^F!  
(Lir-F, 235)

Ú�Ãµ¿µ�È�\9_<=X�¹��×µ� �²±²ÃÂ Ò¹�
�®ÃÄ�°±®±�³µ�®¾��ÚË¯ÈÆ�(4|�±ÂÒ¹��
¬µ®¯�°µ¸�¸ ¾®¹®¯� À�XG_�Æ�°±®±�
ºË�¹�»½¼»½�¸¯²��Ñ±�²Ë¯À¯»¯� 
ÖÃ»ÄËµ�
áµ�¹�¸²Ç� ®Ì Ç�Â¯¶µ×¸� 
ÖÒÆÂ¯½²Ä�
ºË�®�±�¸�®¯¾¸ ÌÌ¾�Gß9^4�ÅÆ¸²Ã¸¯�
Ü�Ã»ÄËµ�¸�°±®±�×¯²Ã¹��×µ¼�»½¼ Ã �
¬¯²��¶µÂµ¿�(9=>;9G_('! (Lir-K, 3r)

Panas Myrnyj’s Translation Shakespeare’s Original

Ù�²±²ÃÂµ½�° �µ¶®µ¿µ�Âµ¶Æ�
�®ÃÄ�È±� �°±®±��¹Ë� �··� 
ÖÒ® » �
Á¯»Ë¯�¼Æ»¯�··�Ã¯�× Â¯�°µ¸¯¥
Ô�¸²±�È�Ã¯Ë � �¹�¶µ¶¯°�¶µ�®±·�
Ñ±°¯Ê�Â¯¶µ×¸�®¯¾ËÂ¯× Ç�Æ� 
ÖÈ ÃÃ�
ºË�¸¯²�]'�<_#��Ý¶® °�µÃ °� 
ÖËµÇ¯®®¹°
á¯²» ¸¯�¹�¾�È ¸Æ�® °��° » ¾� 
Ö_<_X! (Lir-M, 3 )

[I am made of that self metal as my  
Ö������
And prize me at her worth. In my  
Ö��������
!������������������������������� 
Ö
����
Only she comes too short, that  
Ö!��������
=���
��������������

������;���
Which the most precious square  
Ö�������������������
��������!�����
������
�����
In your dear Highness’ love.]  
Öq�������������{{���

Franko’s translation of The Merchant of Venice looks different from 
his previous, less successful two attempts. Frist of all, in terms of its form, 
Franko retained prose and poetic parts, rendered adequately the iambic 
pentameter, maintained (with rare exceptions) an equal number of lines, 
and did not change anything in the content of the comedy. Linguistically, it 
was a true success, primarily for the normalizers preferring the southeastern 
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vernacular model for literary Ukrainian. It is a pity that the translation 
appeared thirty-four years after the poet’s death. Otherwise, it could have 
boosted the development of translation studies in Ukrainian, and in partic-
ular the creation of a canon of the “Ukrainian Shakespeare.”

The language of this translation is dialectally homogeneous without 
the patent Galician elements or Polish loan forms that were commonplace 
in the local koiné. In fact, a similar homogeneity was typical of most of 
Franko’s late literary works, especially those dealing with lofty narratives 
as in the poem Moses qJ����������;����{����}�������������������������
of several regional forms, the language of the translation of The Merchant 
of Venice� 
��������������
��&����

��*� �������
��������
�� ��#�
������
readers and even many Ukrainian speakers living in the Russian Empire. 
Among the most telling regionalisms are the following lexemes: vidky 
“whence,” dovh &��	*�qÐ�
���{�}|��{|}�����*!����“man” (Pol. ���!����, 
Rus. ��*!���), procenty (pl.) “percent” (Pol. procenty), kopaty “to kick” 
(Pol. ��)�Ï, ibid., 365), xata “house” next to palata (Church Slavonicism) 
and kimnata “room,” +���!���“talk,” and balakun “talker” (Merchant-F, 
253, 254, 255, 256, 257, 260, 262). Surprisingly, quite in the spirit of 
Kuliš and in compliance with the older eastern Slavic literary tradition, 
the translator employed a compound form �����6�����!, literally “prince 
�����"��������������������*��
������������	�;����������
����������-
tive type extensively in his translation of Homer’s Odyssey (Danylenko 
{}}}�����~�����

Some morphological forms in Franko’s translation, however, can be 
viewed as somewhat regional. First, they are not numerous and, second, 
they are also encountered in the language of some writers living in 
Dnieper Ukraine. Among those moderately regional forms one comes 
���������������������������<���6, found in such comparative and super-
lative forms as +�����!������ “more brilliant,” ��������� “sooner,” and 
�������������“best,” compared to “fairer [than that word]” (Merchant-F, 
252, 253, Shakespeare, 119). The -���6�������������������������������
��������������������
����������
��"��"�������������;�����`�
�j��������
most radical regional form is the genitive plural ending -yj for masculines 
of the type �!���“eye” and �������“money” (Merchant-F, 254, 255, 262); 



PART II � SHAKESPEARE372

this ending is attested in abundance in old Galician records and modern 
������������������������
����q`��������;�{}��������

Overall, the choice of linguistic devices was in no way incidental for 
�������� ������ 
��"��"�� ���"���� ���� ��������

�� ����"���� �� ���� ���
demands of local Galician populists and readers. One should recall in this 
respect that his stance on the normalization of literary Ukrainian was 
controversial and, despite its leftist rhetoric, parochial. All this broke out 
�����"����{|}{~{|}��
��"��������	���	������Y���
����;/�����qQ�����
>���/��������������
�`�������;��������������������������������
�����
on the one hand, ����!������������É

;��`���������!����Y���������;������
�������������������������

����
��������������q�����
���{}����|{~|����
!�� ���� ���
�� �� >���/������� ��
�����
� ����
�� ������"� ��� ���������
Polonisms, “Moskalisms” (Russianisms), provincialisms, and “Rutheni-
anisms” (Galician forms) in the written language (����!���) cultivated in 
Galicia and elsewhere (see Danylenko 2009c), Franko (1891a) discussed 
the historical reasons behind the dialectal diversity of the Ukrainian-
�������"� ���������� ����� {���� ����������� ��� ������"�� ��� ����� ��
diversity. However, in his line of argumentation, Franko defended not only 
the multidialectal foundation of literary Ukrainian, which was positive, but 
also the possibility of a multidialectal variety of literary Ukrainian, a thesis 
that was fraught, according to Shevelov (1966, 63), with danger. In fact, 
Franko (1891a, 357) did not believe in the unity of literary Ukrainian, post-
poning this for the future, since “at the time being we do not have it yet and, 
due to the well-known, serious reasons, we cannot have it.”

Shevelov (1966, 64) pointed out that in his language program, Franko 
�����������������"����������
�����������������������
������������������
As a result he opened a path to another type of parochialism, different from 
that of the “one eastern Ukrainian homestead” propounded by the bulk of 
eastern Ukrainian purists. As a matter of fact, Franko posited equal status 
for multiple homesteads, each having the right to develop independently 
in accordance with its internal laws and embracing ultimately a greater 
differentiation of southwestern Ukrainian dialects. Attractive as it might 
look, this scenario was not likely to bring the Ukrainian nation together in 
the linguistic or any other sense (Danylenko 2009d, 2015a).



Expanding the Literary Canon of the “Ukrainian Shakespeare” 373

!�	��������
������������������������O�����������������
����������
period, in particular, by the local ����!����q��������;���������~����������
proved so critical of the experiments of Kuliš in his translations of the 
Bible and Shakespeare. Kuliš’s intention to create a language capable of 
uniting all Ukrainian speakers through the introduction of various 
dialectal and chronological elements in the system of new literary 
Ukrainian was, strictly speaking, alien to Franko. The latter was open to 
vernacular and other elements being used in one or even several regional 
���������� 	�� ���� ���� ��;��� ������������ ����� ��������� ����
�� 	��
minimally intermingled for now, whence the existence of the western 
Ukrainian (Galician) literary norm as opposed to that developed in 
$����������������������	
������������
��"������

���������"��������-
cratic solution. In fact, however, such a solution was likely to lead to a 
political and societal impasse in the future (Shevelov 1966, 64).

Luckily this outcome was avoided, and the idea of one homestead 
vernacular ultimately prevailed in the creation of a new language stan-
����� 	����� �������
�� ��� �������� ����������� �	;�����
�� �������"��
this type of standard, although to a lesser extent, was also in the sights 
of Kuliš’s normalization efforts. Yet his vision of a vernacular-based 
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the new vernacular-based paradigm of literary Ukrainian. Still, it is 
precisely because of its cosmopolitanism that Kuliš’s language program 
���������	������������"�����������������"������������������������<�
century Ukrainian.
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First, from the early 1880s onward, pursuing the awakening of the Ukrainian 
people, he worked on the creation of a new translation tradition that would 
differ from the folkloric and burlesque trend cultivated by Petro Hulak-
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range of authors and languages, his new translation approach was designed 
to expand the horizons of world literature for his compatriots, which would 
ultimately lead to a modern version of Ukrainian identity and nationality 
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high style and its secular variety, capable of rendering the books of both the 
Bible and classic world literature in Ukrainian. 

Ideologically, translations of such works were aimed at the gradual 
acculturation of the Ukrainian people, evoking a universal vision of the 
���
�� ���� ��""����"� ����"���� ��� ������� ��
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��
be achieved, according to Kuliš, through translations of the Holy 
Scriptures and of masterpieces authored by Shakespeare. Not surpris-
ingly, Kuliš worked on these translations until his last breath in 1897. 
Nevertheless, his attitude toward translations into Ukrainian was rather 
ambivalent at the outset of his literary career. As early as 1849, he main-
tained that writing original works was more important than translating 
somebody else’s oeuvre, inasmuch as the public expected serious contri-
butions from him as an author (Kuliš 2005, 296). But already in the late 
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Conclusion
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with the idea of eventually translating a wide array of English- and 
German-language works of literature. Such translations, he argued, would 
contribute to the formation of a true Ukrainian community premised on 
national ideals and ethnic aspirations (Kuliš to Galagan, 349, 354).

��

�������"������������������{|�����������
��{|��������������
���
as 1876 Kuliš believed that “[translations] wipe out the originality of the 
Ukrainian language, and literature therefore will not take a step forward” 
qQ���������;� ������ {||���>�������� ����� ��������� 
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lead our Old Rusian [��������!���] through cultured languages as was 
done by New Rusian [�������!���]” (Naxlik 2007, 2:262). Translations 
from the cultured, that is, modern western European and liturgical, 
languages could in a sense strengthen Ukrainian, while elevating it to 
“scholarly status” with “civil esteem” and subsequently transforming it 
��������
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The formation of written Ukrainian would be ultimately facilitated 
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of normalization of this language. It becomes clear therefore that Kuliš’s 
translation practice and its dynamics were changing in tandem with his 
linguistic views. The latter process was dependent on changes in his 
perception of the place of Ukrainian (vernacular), sandwiched histori-
cally between vernacular Polish and non-vernacular Russian (i.e., the 
“New Rusian language” stolen from the Ukrainians). Together with the 
problem of the dialectal foundation of future literary Ukrainian, the inter-
relations between Ukrainian, Polish, and Russian proved to be a stumbling 
block in debates, often full of acrimony, between Kuliš and Galician popu-
lists (Franko 1898).

The place of Ukrainian in its relation to Polish and Russian was 
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�j��������{|�����
���������
�����
���&$������������%�;��
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not go to press until 1914. Broadly speaking, his discussion can be 
�������� �� ��� ��
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with, already in “Varangian times,” there were two languages in the 
Ukrainian lands, one used by the aristocracy in the church and in court 
and the second utilized by the peasantry. During the “Lithuanian period,” 
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the local Rusian princes purportedly called in foreign teachers who helped 
them create a kind of “middle” plain language positioned between Church 
Slavonic and the Ukrainian vernacular. After their victory over Poland, 
the Ukrainians continued to employ the same two languages, although 
������������
�
����	�����������������������������������������������
of its language and poetic devices.

However, as soon as Ukraine was incorporated into the Muscovite state, 
the local bookish and scholastic language was transplanted into a Russian 
secular and spiritual milieu, where it gradually prevailed in the whole of 
�������q`�
�j�{}{�����~�|���!������������������������&����*�
��"��"������
further cultivated only at the monasteries and in the administration. Overall, 
having absorbed some Polish words and borrowed the Russian akannje, this 
type of bookish and scholastic language was not considered by the commoners 
as the language of Poland, Muscovy, or Ukraine. Yet this language gave rise 
to literary Russian, which, though re-introduced into Ukraine, was never 
�������	�� ������J���������������������� ��� ����� ���� ��"����������;���
competitor to vernacular Ukrainian, tempered in the times of the Old Rusian 
princes, was, as Kuliš argued, the Muscovite (Russian) language, which 
appropriated the legacy of Old Rusian (���!���) without offering anything in 
������"��q`�
�j�{}{������~������

Kuliš’s interest in the state and status of vernacular Ukrainian, which, 
unlike the bookish language, had been struggling through many centu-
ries, was well-grounded. At that time the writer was focused on the 
promotion of Ukrainian folklore and the vernacular devices that he 
�
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���������Sovremennik (The Contemporary), dated  
20 March 1845, Kuliš wrote about his recent travels to Little Russia 
where he had recorded the local language, still unspoiled, as he main-
tained, in contrast to the old, aristocratic language, which had been 
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once more returned to this topic, though using terms coined much later. 
He contended that Old Rusian in Dnieper Ukraine vanished under Russian 
rule, while in Galicia this language fell into oblivion during the Polish 
��"������qY���;���{}�|���{�|���
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Construed in the romantic spirit, this theory of Old Rusian looked 
controversial, especially in the context of the relationship of Ukrainian to 
the two neighboring languages, Polish and Russian. For example, in his 
1864 letter to Leonid Hlibov, the author wrote that “half of the Polish 
lexicon is derived from our words” (Rytter 1992). At the same time, in the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the Muscovite language also 
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take back what the Russians had borrowed and never returned, despite the 
fact that Aleksandr Puškin and other prominent Russian authors “managed 
our homestead” (Kuliš to Galagan, 349). This is why, as Kuliš pointed 
out, he translated Canto 1 of Lord Byron’s Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage 
into his mother tongue, as if there were only English and Ukrainian and 
no Russian language at all in the whole world (ibid.).

Nevertheless, the Russians developed a poor language (New Rusian, 
�������!���) that could hardly compete with Ukrainian (Old Rusian) or 
	�� ������ ���� ��������� ��� �� ��������� ����
����� ��� ��� Q�	
�� qY���;���
1928a, 218). In his later years, having revised his historiosophic views, 
Kuliš completely changed his opinion of the historical context in which 
literary Russian (New Rusian) emerged. In his 13 May 1888 letter to his 
old friend Stepan Nis he claimed that, from time immemorial, the 
Ukrainians had been closer to Muscovite Rus´ than to Poland in terms of 
religion and language. Ultimately, it was the Poles who divided them and 
persecuted the Ukrainian Cossacks (Kuliš to Nos, 14). However, in spite 
of all these historical vicissitudes, the Ukrainian language retained its old 
literary tradition founded in the times of Old Rus´. To demonstrate this, in 
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contemporary Ukrainian, a custom inherited by its speakers from the Old 
J�����������qY���;���{}�|���{}|��

Yet, in the future, there was a chance to reconcile these two languages 
sharing the common legacy of Old Rus´. On the one hand, as Kuliš (2009, 
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writers. On the other hand, disillusioned by the burlesque idiom of Ivan 
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polished forms, thus getting closer to literary Russian in the future. One or 
two talents would accomplish then a merger of the two languages. It would 
therefore be a mistake to label Ukrainian a dialect since Russian and 
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step, while his own ��������3��(Black Council) followed suit in approach-
 ing Russian. His novel was written not in the language of the Ukrainian 
peasantry but in the language used by hetmans and the local aristocracy, 
whose education was comparable to a western European one: “That is 
almost Russian, biblical Russian, albeit with a Little Russian accent” (ibid., 
323). At the same time this language did not deviate from Ukrainian since 
Ukrainians treated it as their mother tongue, whilst common Russians could 
easily understand the language of his novel (Kuliš 2005, 84).

In sum, while propagating a populist view of the Ukrainian language, 
Kuliš maintained that Ukrainian was a part of the all-Rusian legacy and 
that it had to develop in consonance with, not in opposition to, Russian 
q'����;�{}|���{��������������������������������������
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of Ukrainian at that time, such a position was the most popular interpre-
tation of the eastern Slavic languages in the second part of the nineteenth 
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Ukrainophile, believed in the coexistence of literary Russian, the common 
standard for all the East Slavs, with the new literary Ukrainian in the 
making (Danylenko 2006c, 353).

In light of the diachronic perspective of Ukrainian as advocated by 
Kuliš, one wonders to what extent the whole theory of the distribution of 
Old and New Rusian can be sustained by the current distribution of 
Ukrainian dialects. One has to answer also which dialects might be taken 
as the basis of literary Ukrainian. Furthermore, what other (loan) elements 
could be allowed into the system of this language? In this respect, Kuliš 
held a unique position among all other normalizers, in that he tried to 
synthesize various dialectal elements in a new literary norm, whose foun-
dation, however, remained solidly southeastern Ukrainian.
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Kuliš homed in on his position on several occasions. One of the 
interesting loci is found in his 1864 letter to Leonid Hlibov:

Nomys follows slavishly his local dialect, which is not advis-
able; otherwise we shall never bring together our torn, thoroughly 
��������
��"��"���q`<;�{}�����|��

In the same letter, he gives a series of suggestions as to how to normalize 
certain linguistic forms:

One has to retain the ending -yty in all the verbs inasmuch as this 
is how the largest and best part of Ukraine speaks, including Red 
Rus´ in a wide sense. We should assiduously support all the 
forms that are used over there and do not contradict the spirit of 
the language since, for the time being, the normalization of the 
language almost stands still in our lands, while in Galicia the 
younger generation and best minds work energetically on this. 
q`<;�{}�����|��

All in all, while giving credit to the language program(s) of the Galician 
and Transcarpathian Ukrainophiles, Kuliš proved to be more open to the 
introduction of multiple dialectal forms, which would help avoid parochi-
alism in creating a new language standard.

His appraisal of the normalization and literary activities of his Galician 
and Transcarpathian compatriots changed drastically after a notorious misun-
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166). The so-called “second letter” that Kuliš addressed to his Galician 
compatriots looked very interesting in this respect. Full of bitterness and 
somewhat sketchy in its argumentation, the letter offered in a succinct way 
the programmatic views of its author. Kuliš argued, for instance, that Galicia, 
while lagging behind the “Ukrainian poetic word,” should not be focused on 
���/�����������&����>��������������/������	���������
��*

Having emerged from the people and for its sake we advanced a 
small, yet completely independent literature, and with respect to 
it, we should not accept what you retain from the old times 
(etymology) or what you create in between etymology and 
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phonetics. When you stand up for your separate character, you 
show the narrowness of your tendency. We want to be read not 
only by Ukraine but also in Galicia, which we prove with the help 
���������/������
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They will and should read us in Galicia even if you did not accept 
anything from our taste; however, they will read you in Ukraine 
��
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There are two principal issues discussed in this excerpt. First, Kuliš 
was loyal to the idea of the primordial nature of the Ukrainian vernacular, 
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arbiters of a new literary standard, but rather the people themselves, in 
their speech practice and taste. And, second, not Galicia but Ukraine 
stood out as the pan-Ukrainian unifying center that had to be followed by 
the Galicians living in Austria-Hungary, who were still incapable of 
creating their own literature and language to compete with those engen-
dered and cultivated in Dnieper Ukraine.

To put it schematically in linguistic terms, an exemplary literary 
language had to be vernacular at its core and based on Southeast Ukrainian. 
Were this language adopted by the Ukrainians of Austria-Hungary, then 
its norm might absorb some admixtures from Southwest Ukrainian and 
the Galician-Bukovynian koiné (including western European borrow-
ings channeled through Polish). But such admixtures were not likely to 
change the structure of the southeastern literary norm, in particular its 
phonetic script (Franko 1898, 14). The latter had all the advantages over 
the etymological one used by Galician Russophiles or the combination 
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Kuliš applied the above conception in his original works as well as 
his biblical and secular translations. The use of borrowings and dialectal 
elements was not random in his works. Thus linguistic (vernacular) 
purity was still high in most of his literary works written in the 1840s. 
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Gradually, the period of linguistic purism gave way to what can be 
called a “synthetic period,” which lasted from the 1880s until the death 
��� ��� ������ ���{|}�� q+��
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synthetic period, Kuliš would not create new linguistic forms lest they 
were similar to the Russian equivalents. Also, he liberally introduced 
loan, archaic, and Church Slavonic forms that sometimes were of the 
same origin as their Russian counterparts, whence, perhaps, hasty accu-
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borrowings in Ukrainian held center stage in the language program of 
Kuliš. In fact, the receptiveness of Ukrainian to loan forms became a 
signature feature of the language of Kuliš, who envisioned the future of 
Ukrainian as a synthetic (mixed) system comparable eventually to that 
of English, Italian, and other western European languages. 

In a series of letters addressed to Stepan Nis in 1890, Kuliš defended 
the use of borrowings from western European languages. As a model for 
Ukrainian, he mentioned the borrowing process from Ancient Greek and 
Latin into the modern languages of Europe; one of them was modern 
English, heavily permeated with loan forms that did not, however, inter-
fere with the ultimate transformation of English into one of the cultured 
languages (Kuliš to Nos, 19). In another letter to Nis, Kuliš raised again 
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The Europeans, as Kuliš pointed out (Kuliš to Nos, 21), built their 
languages as well as their houses right on the ancient Greek and Roman 
ruins. Nobody would complain that the language of Dante was in fact 
stolen from the Romans, although at the very outset it was mere slang 
that Cicero would hardly have tolerated. Hence, while using the older 
marble and bricks, a house of Ukrainian could be erected, at least partly, 
independently.

Bookish and Church Slavonic forms were commonly used by Kuliš, 
depending on the cultural and linguistic context and the literary genre of a 
particular work. For example, in his translation of the New Testament in the 
1870s, the author would choose a Church Slavonic form, even its Russianized 
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version, rather than its Polish equivalent as sometimes was suggested by 
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biblical translation, which as Kuliš admitted in 1870 was designed not so 
much for Galicia as for (Dnieper) Ukraine with its predominantly Orthodox 
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Ku  liš’s ambivalent treatment of the Polish admixture in the Galician 
variety of Ukrainian was not accidental, being a consequence of his nega-
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Interestingly enough, Kuliš could tolerate some Polish forms appea-
ring in harmony with the stylistic texture of a particular text. Some of 
them would remind him of the older Ukrainian (Ruthenian) forms of the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, whose use would be appropriate in 
some contexts. Occasionally, some loan words, transferred by Poles from 
western European languages, could even appear indispensable. According 
to Kuliš, Polish borrowings, as appropriated and channeled through the 
Galician koiné into Southeast Ukrainian, represented other cultured 
languages and literatures that could serve as a model for a new literary 
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Shakespeare, which, as a result of the Ems Decree issued on 30 May 1876 
by the Russian Tsar Alexander II, was prepared for publication in Galicia 
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Overall, the adoption of Galician elements by Kuliš was selective 
and limited in some genres. In the Ukrainian Bible, for instance, one 
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tions of Shakespeare, Galician forms were essentially Polish lexical 
transfers from the cultured languages, so indispensable for the coloring 
of the western European setting in Shakespeare’s plays. There seem to 
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to whom there were quite a few active Galician forms in the language 
of Kuliš. In other words, the Galician admixture was minimal in the 
language of this author. But chronologically speaking Kuliš was a 
pioneer in transferring Galician elements into a new vernacular stan-
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writer to demonstrate that one could and had to use Galician elements 
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in a literary language, even one based predominantly on Southeast 
Ukrainian. In the second part of the nineteenth century Kuliš’s stance 
appeared even more radical, since the emergence of this new vernacu-
lar-based language hardly heralded a transgression from a bookish and 
purportedly dead language to another, vernacular standard. In the case 
of this language, one deals rather with a switch from the northern 
Ukrainian basis of the old literary tradition to a southeastern one of the 
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coexisting with the secular literary tradition of the prostaja mova 
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cally, Kuliš was a pioneering normalizer of written Ukrainian who 
“cleared away the rocks and stones” so Galician elements could make 
their way into a new literary Ukrainian premised largely on Southeast 
Ukrainian. 

As evidenced by his translations, Kuliš’s contribution to the normal-
ization of literary Ukrainian proved matchless in the nineteenth century and 
	������� ����� ��� ��������� ���� ���/������ ������� ��� ��� ���� ������ ��
������������������"������������
�������������
��������������������/�������
poetic idiom retained its intrinsic connection with the language of the 
��������������������!������������������;������������������������-
rary populist reader might treat his language as a kind of “authentic” and 
“natural” product, in contrast to the language of Kuliš that looked, especially 
���"������������
�����	�����/�������������
�	����������&������
�"��
�������
��
�� �����������*� ������� ������� ���� q'��������;�{}�}�������
Interspersed with elements of different styles and registers, the language of 
Kuliš was truly synthetic and multilayered, thus impressing the readership 
���� ��� �

�"��� �������
���� ����� ��� ���� ���� &�������
*� 
��"��"�� ������
�����������������

�������������������������
�����/������������"������
level of appreciation (Shevelov 1966, 45). 

Among those who did not accept Kuliš’s theory of Old Rusian and 
the corresponding archaizing trend in his choice of lofty vocabulary for 
the high style was the Ukrainian historian Mykola Kostomarov and the 
Galicia-based writer Ivan Franko. Although belonging to different gener-
ations of populists living in tsarist Russia and Austria-Hungary respectively 
�������������"����������������������������������������
����������;��"�����
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of Kuliš’s vision of literary Ukrainian unexpectedly concurred. Both 
blamed Kuliš for supposedly disregarding the vernacular basis of 
��������������������"������������������
����
�����	���
��������	
�����
the two parts of Ukraine. In his notoriously unfavorable survey of Kuliš’s 
literary activity, Kostomarov disavowed his former friend’s capacity to be 
a leading normalizer of written Ukrainian. According to him (Kostomarov 
1883, 224), the language of Kuliš’s translations of Shakespeare would 
������� ������������� 
����"� ��� ���J���������������������
���������
��
tense, coined haphazardly, and devoid of any link with the plain idiom. 
Kostomarov’s hypercriticism was provoked by his belief in cultural and 
linguistic differences between the two historical parts of Ukraine under 
Austro-Hungarian and Russian rule respectively. While the Ukrainian 
used in Galicia reached a high “degree of cultivation” (ibid.), Dnieper 
Ukraine, he insisted, was not yet ready to recognize the pioneering inno-
vations of Kuliš, which the Galician reader could appreciate at least to 
some extent. By criticizing Kuliš’s intent to create a “cultured language” 
for use in the two parts of Ukraine, Kostomarov expressed his total aver-
�������������"����������������̀ �
�j�������	������"������������������
“local homestead(s)” (see Danylenko 2009d).

Neither did Franko give credence to the pioneering role of Kuliš in 
the development of literary Ukrainian. The Galician critic offered the 
most vituperative attack on Kuliš’s translations and on his language 
program in general (Zerov 1967, 49). It is worthwhile citing the following 
excerpt from Franko’s introduction to the translation of Lord Byron’s 
Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage made by Kuliš:

�«�«�������������������
�������������"�����������������
��"��"���
these translations cannot satisfy our taste (during the last years of 
his life, being deranged by his hatred of Cossacks, hajdamaks, 
and, in general, of the peasantry, Kuliš passed over vernacular 
Ukrainian and tried to create, specially for his translations, a 
certain “Old Rusian” language, that is, Ukrainian with purport-
edly archaic yet in fact Church Slavonic and Muscovite coloring). 
[This language] looks awkward, scholastic, naïve, and in fact 
����
�������������������������
�������������������"���
���«�«�����
far as the lexicon is concerned, we are not speaking about it at 
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�

����
���������������"�������	�
��������`�
�j�����
�����
his theory of “Old Rusian” to the hilt. It was not possible to follow 
������������
��"����q�������{}�����~���

In his invective, Franko lumped together linguistic and non-linguistic 
arguments, which were delivered impressionistically. Trying to get rid of 
the barbaric past of his people and revise Ukrainian history, Kuliš 
���;����������������������������������������
��������������������
In this he expressed what reason remained in romantic mythology, 
including the romantic interpretation of the vernacular basis of literary 

��"��"������������
�"������������������������

�����������;�����������
	���"���O�����������������
��������q'����;�{}|���{��������������	
��
positivist view of the Ukrainian language as offered by Franko remained 
in fact residually romantic and parochial. Eliminating the historical 
dimension, the critic was prepared to support a regional (dialectal) foun-
dation of literary Ukrainian, which, being synchronic, could multiply in 
order to meet other “regional tastes.” Apparently democratic, this solu-
tion, in reality, was not capable of advancing one pan-Ukrainian literary 
standard as implied by Kuliš in his theory of the Old Rusian foundation 
of Ukrainian.

J�;��������	���	�����������$�������J������`�
�j�������������-

�����������������������������������������������������
���������������
vision of literary Ukrainian was ultimately ousted by the ethnographic 
trend as determined by the principle of a monodialectal basis for its 
vernacular standard. That the latter principle got the upper hand in the 
competition over the southwestern and southeastern Ukrainian dialect 
foundations was not the decisive factor in the defeat of Kuliš’s theory of 
Old Rusian in the nineteenth century (Danylenko 2008a). His was a 
completely alternative program that, being incompatible with the vernac-
ular trends cultivated in Austrian- and Russian-ruled Ukraine, was 
doomed. Today one can only guess at the detours that literary Ukrainian 
would have made had Kuliš’s language program prevailed.
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LITERARY WORKS AND TRANSLATIONS 

a > ’e, 110
accusative case: independent accusative of 

time, 170, 171
���������<"��������������	;����{����

348, 357
“Adagio pensieroso,” 355
��;�������
��"�q���<����������������

104, 160
agentive phrase, see passive constructions 
akannje, 376
all-Russian language, 296, 297, 311
alternation o, e : i, 25n4, 167, 302
alternation u- : v-, 79, 101, 103, 122, 145, 
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anaptyxis, 25n4, 264, 316
apheresis, 104, 160, 264, 309, 335
Apocrypha, 153, 158, 177, 185, 253
�)�����)���$�!���3�������������������

apostola Yvana Bohoslova, 73n8 
apostrophe, 187 
assimilation of obstruents, 34, 82, 168, 335
assimilative palatalization, 34, 142, 143
auxiliary clitics: clause-second (Wacker-

nagel’s) position, 323; conditional 
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preterit auxiliaries, 103, 108, 110, 
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�{������~���

auxiliary verbs, 99, 122, 170, 212, 247, 
304, 348

Q��	�������{��~{��
Bible: “analytic” order, 175; Czech Bible, 

196; Elizabeth Bible, 129, 131, 195; 
French Bible, 67, 196; Hebrew, 34, 
��}����������������������<#������
Bible, 196; German Bible, 4n1, 50, 
185; Italian Bible of 1903, 196; 
Poetic Books, 174, 176, 275; 
“poetic” order, 175; Rusian Bible, 38, 
188; Ukrainian Bible, 109, 153, 173, 
{�|��{|�~{|���{}������~�����
���~�������}����{����������~�����

��|���|����|������������Q�	
�������
{����{�������~�������������

biblical style, see high style 
bilingualism, xvi, 108, 283, 336
British and Foreign Bible Society, 37, 
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{�{��{����{�|��{����{����{|�~{|���
189, 195, 265 

Bukovyna dialects, 162
0�+���������!����������������
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1.Staroho Zapovitu, 61

Cari, 174
Carpatho-Rusyn, 117, 138
Central Dnieper dialects, 44, 55, 65, 121, 

145, 168, 200, 207, 214n6, 217, 267, 
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Charitable Society of the Publication of 
Useful and Cheap Books, 69

Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage, 281, 377, 384 
Church Slavonic, xvi, xx, 6, 11, 19, 21, 32, 

33, 36, 39, 41, 43, 44, 45, 55, 77, 82, 
88, 90, 94, 95, 96, 98, 99, 100, 110, 
111, 117, 118, 119, 120, 122, 124, 125, 
129n2, 132, 135, 138, 139, 144, 148, 
{��~{����{�}��{|�����{�����������������
276, 277, 376: East Slavic recension, 
47; Russian recension, 152, 167, 171, 
276, 277; Ukrainian (Meletian) 
recension, xvi, 200; “vernacular 
��������
�������*�{�|~{�}

��������
������������������~���{�~{���
{}~�{�����������}~�{���������������{��
|�~|���|���}���{����{{{~{{���{{|��
{�{��{����{�{��{����{��~{����{�}��
{�|��{��~{����{����{��~{����{����
{����{�}��{}�~{}���{}}~����������
�{|~�{}����{�������������������}��
���~��������~��������~��|���{���
358, 366

!��> ��, 160 
colloquialisms, 218, 326, 330
Common East Slavic, 250, 298
comparative degrees, 161, 212, 365, 371
��������3�������������������������~�������|
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Cossackophilism, 298
Cossacks, 20, 39, 83, 189, 229, 262, 280, 

285, 292, 377, 384
Cymbelin, 290

Das Alte Testament: übersetzt, eingeleitet 
und erläutert von D. Eduard Reuß, 4n1

Deuterocanonical books, see Apocrypha 
���������������/$��)�������$�)��������

�������$��)�������$����������������$�
Lukoju, 73n8

������������|~}��{�����~����{����{{���{����
{�{���}}��������������������~���

Dniester dialects, 102, 130, 137, 139, 140, 
142, 162, 187, 240, 317, 334, 335, 341

���!��������+��������������6�/���`���6
turec´ka u 1853 y 54 rokaxi, 65n5

Dvi moskovky, 181
&$������������%�;����������;��*�����
Dzvin, 231, 281, 285

-e �����"������{����{|������~��|�������
263, 303, 317, 346, 357

-ej ending, 161, 170, 170n2
��������������{|�����|~�}������������ 

338, 382 
Enejida������|�������}��|���|�~|���{����

216, 261, 218, 313 
-enk(o) ����������
euphony, 10n2, 79, 103, 122, 145, 243, 

��|~��}�
-ex ending, 170n2
Ezekyjel´, 174

future tense: analytic forms, 160, 169, 
�{�~�{{��������������������������
in -mu����}~�{{��{����{�}����}���{���
212, 323, 324, 325, 347

Galician-Bukovynian dialects, 207
Galician-Bukovynian koiné, 16, 215, 313, 

�{�����������~��{�����~�������{��
380, 382

Galicianisms, see western Ukrainian 
regionalisms 

“Gamlet v postolax,” 340 
gemination of consonants by assimilation 

of j, 26, 59, 122, 207, 238, 272, 303, 
309, 364, 365 

"������<�����������������	;����{�������
genitive-partitive case, 348 
Grammatica Slavo-Ruthena, 117
Great Russian language, see Russian 

language 
Great Russianiasms, see Russianisms 
Greek Catholic Church, 54, 65, 124, 129, 

{��~{�������

Habakuka, 174 
Hajdamaks, 281, 292, 384 
Hakhkheja, 174 
����!���!���, 48 
Hamlet���|{���}�~�}�����{����|���{�~�{���

�{}�{�����~�������{~������������}
Hamljet���|{���}�����{~�����������{���

�{�~�{}����{~��������~��{���������{
Hamljet�������������������!, 315
>�	��������{|���{~������������������������

�������{����~����{�}��{����{��~{����
{|���{}{~{}�����{����}~����������
��{~�����������������������~���

Hemlet Viljama Šekspira�����~����� 
330, 336

high style, 4, 7, 13, 18, 40, 58, 60, 172, 
184, 220, 249, 273, 306, 383: biblical 
variety, xviii, 17, 96, 270, 278, 305, 
�{�������
���������������������~�����
�{{~�{�������

Hiob, 4n1, 257
���������������3��������!���, 140n6
Holosin´nja���������{~���
Holosin´nja j Pis´nja Pisen´, 157
Holy Scriptures, see Bible 
>�
����������������������|~����|}��{����

153, 177, 185 
“Homer i Šekspir,” 285
Hoseja, 174
Hramatka���~���{������ 
�������������%����������, 293 
Hucul dialects, 102, 118, 140, 142, 144, 162, 

{����������{�����������~��������~��}
Hyjob����{�����~�������|
Hýob, 174 

i < o, e see ikavism
ikavism, 23, 25n4, 80, 112, 119, 197, 204, 

243, 302, 345, 357
Iliad, 22 
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Illustrierte Pracht Bibel für Israeliten in 
dem masoretischen Text and neuer 
deutscher Übersetzung, 233 

impersonal constructions, 81, 99, 122, 
{�|��{����{������|�����~�������|

Ioana, 174 
Ioel´, 174
Iosuja Nunenko, 174 
Istorija vossoedinenija Rusi, xi, 3, 280
-ivn(a) �����������
-ix ending, 29, 169, 264, 346

j > l´, 206
Jak kozam rohy vypravljajut´, 320
����!���, xx, 127, 140n6, 148n9, 200, 

���~��|���{������~���
���������{�|
��*����¬��������+�����������

kh���"��������|~��}����{����������
Kievskaja starina, 62, 291 
Knyha Iova na Malorus´ku movu 

)�����*���, 166 
Knyha Psal´miv Proroka Davyda, 22 
Knyha Tovytova, na malorus´ku movu 

perelo%ena s������������!��´koho, 163 
Kobzar, 5, 34, 82, 209 
kolomyjka, 158, 190, 276
����������!���, 36, 65n5
�������������������)�����������

Velykden´ 1882 roku, xii, 63, 156 
`�
�j�������{~�����������
Kul´tura slova, xiv

l´ “light,” 214 
Le livre de Job, 256
��!�+���, 215
��������$����������������������$�

��$��������, 86, 111, 215, 216
��������$����5!$����������$�����������, 215
Lemkian dialects, 84, 130, 137, 206, 

��|~��}������
Leo XIII, Pope, 64
Lexicon palaeoslovenico-graeco-latinum, 42 
linguistic debates, 93, 372 
linguistic parochialism, 42, 360, 372, 379 
literary Ukrainian: Carpatho-Rusyn, 117, 

138, 141; Central Dnieper variety, 44, 
55, 65, 121, 145, 168, 200, 207, 214n6, 

�{�����������~�����������������"�
trend, xv; Galician variety, 45, 48, 113, 
125, 317, 323, 382; “Galician vogue,” 
91, 95, 131, 186; monodialectal, 93, 
354, 362, 367, 385; multidialectal, 146, 
334, 364, 372; regional varieties, 43, 
102, 185, 201, 368; vernacular-based, 
xv, xx, 10, 77, 90, 159, 166, 201, 228, 
�������������~������}����{{�����~��{��
359, 362, 373, 383

Little Russian, xvi, xxi, 3, 16, 32, 34, 41, 56, 
�����|~�}���{��|���||��{����{����{����
������������|���}�~�}}����|���������|�

Little Russianisms, 125, 311, 363, 371
Luna, 342 
&'���	����������;�����������´ Vpr.

Krylošanynu Malynovs´komu na 
referat molytovnyka,” 42 

&=��������¤������*���������~��� 
Makbet, 359
Malejaxyj, 174 
Malorusko-nimeckyj slovar, 34, 142, 186, 

211, 229 
&=���;��*�{}
&=����;��Q����
�����*����
Middle Ukrainian, xx, xxiii, 84, 88, 

}|~}}��{����{����{����{}}�����~�����
�{�~�{�����������~�������}��
��{~������������|���}|����{~�����
309, 329, 334, 337, 341

��/��������������������������������
vosem´desjat let nazad, xi

Molytovnyk dlja rus´koho narodu, 42, 44, 
55, 61, 88n10 

�����������$������������������� 
/�����������6������`�����5�5���{~����
44, 88n10, 127

“Moskalisms,” see Russianisms 
�������!���, 107
Muscovite language, see Russian language 

Na temy movy, 59 
Nahum, 174 
Narod, 79, 156, 197, 243
Narys istoriji ukrajins´ko-rus´koji 

literatury do 1890 r., 93
Ne xody, Hrycju, 60n2 
&+�����*�{} 
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“new g,” 301
+��������������������|����~�����}~����

������~�����|����~������~�}���{��|���
|���||�{���}�~}{��}���{����{{���{����
{�}��{������{����{�}�{���{��~{����
{����{����{����{|�~{|���{|���
{||~{|}��{}�����������{�~�{{���{���
��{���������}~���������������
���~��|���}����{�����{���|{

neutralization: of place and manner, 70, 
��|~��}�����~��{�����~��{�����
voicing, 25, 168, 241, 261, 264

�����!���, 107
-no, -to predicative forms, see impersonal 

constructions 
���������<�����������������	;���� 

105, 357
non-pleophonic forms, 30, 162, 195, 358
normalization of literary Ukrainian: 

�����������������|���}�~{����{�{��
{�|~{�}��{����{||��{}��������
���~������������
��������������|���
}���{����{��~{�|��{����{����{�}��
163, 166, 233, 326 

+���������������|{��{����{����{�{~{����
164, 206, 301, 335, 346, 353 

northern dialects, see North Ukrainian 
novorus´ka mova, see �������!��� 
�������!���, xxi, 251, 375, 377

Obadyja, 174 
�+�!��������������, see all-Russian 

language 
Odyssey, 22, 86, 106, 202n4, 216, 

���~������}|��������������{ 
�
��J���������������~����������||��

{�}~{����{�}���{|���������|��
���~��{��������|����}����{��������
�������|�����~������|�~�|�

Old Testament: Amos, 174; Apocalypse, 
173; Chronicles, 175, 185, 241, 246, 
272; Daniel, 175, 185, 273; Ecclesi-
astes, 175, 177, 267, 270; Esther, 175, 
{|�����������������{��{����{}�~{}{��
216, 271; Genesis, 61, 191, 233, 271; 
>�	�������{��~{����>�""����
{��~{����>������{��~{������	���������
�����|���{��{����{��~{����{��~{����

{}����������|����{�����~����������
��������~��������
��{�����������
{��~{������������{��~{�������"����
{��~{����!�������{}��{��~{����{}���
Kings 174; Lamentations, 157, 
{��~{����������������{~�����
���~����������=�
������{����=������
4, 17, 47, 94, 155, 158, 160, 173, 184, 
{|}��{}�~{}{��{}���������������{��
��{��+������{��~{����+���������
{����{|���������	�������{��~{����
Pentateuch, 4, 37, 47, 58, 61, 66, 
{��~{����{�}��{}{���������{�������
�����������	���{��~{����{|���{}���
��������
�����~���{���{���{}����������
���������{��{����{����{�|��{��~{����
{|���{|�~{|���{}��������
��{��~{����
���"�������"������~�������	����{��
{��~{����{����{����{|�����}�������
Î����������{��~{��

Orthography; etymological, 38, 43, 141, 
185, 236; ���%*��, 224; kotljarivka, 
���~��������������������{��~{����
{|����{{����{����������~����������
��������~����������������}���
������������{~����latinica��{��~{�{��
���������!������{�������~���; 
��������������������������{~��������
��~�����}~|���|�~|���}{��}���}�~}���
}|��{��~{����{{�~{{|��{�{~{����
{�}~{����{����{|���{|���{|}�������
�{������~���������~�������{~�����
��{����|��������}����}}~����������
�����������������������~������|�; 
“radical phonetics,” 34, 143, 230, 
239, 264, 268, 273, 346, 358

Osnova���}����������|~��}����|~��}���|�
-ovi, -evi dative case ending, 26, 165, 169
-ovi, -evi locative case ending, 169

&���`�
�j��������;����������� 
��
;������*�{���

paratactic constructions, 105, 273
���������������������|{��}�~}|��{����

111, 122, 147 
Pentatevx, see Pentatevx Musijevyj 
Pentatevx Musijevyj���~��������|���{�� 

85, 95
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��©���+��¥������6)���������)�¨�����
���§�����¦���¦�+������ª��3���«�����, 
67n6 


�����������������/, 155 

�������**�, 174 
Plejada, 355
pleophonic forms, 96, 126, 199, 216, 295
pluperfect tense, 213, 245, 347 
����
;�����
�����{����{|�������� 

���~�������{
����;�����
�����{����{�����{�
&����;�<$������<>���
*����
���� 

102, 140
��
����
��"��"�����~������~�|������

{{{~{{���{{|��{��~{����{�}��
{��~{����{��~{����{����{����{�{��
{����{��~{����{����{|���{}��������
��}���{�~�{����������������~�����
��}���������������~��|���}����}���
����������������{�~�{����{�~�{|��
��������~��������~�������{�������
��|�����~�������|���������{��
���~��|���|����|��

Polissian dialects, 82, 103, 164, 186, 208, 
���~��{���������|�����������������
347, 353

Polonisms, 26, 44, 86, 125, 133, 151, 260, 
277, 372 

)���!����, see Polish language 
Poltava dialects, 65n5, 84, 89, 119, 188, 

204, 208, 282, 363
populists, xi, xvii, xxi, 22, 53, 59, 65, 83, 

}���}�~}���{����{����{|{��{|��������
������|����|����|}���{{~�{�����{��
335, 372, 375, 379, 383

Pravda���~���������~�|�����������}�� 
|���{��~{�|��{�{��{����{|�~{|{��
197, 203, 223, 233, 236, 255,  
266, 282 


���!������+��, 157, 231
Pro vojnu z Francuzom, 85n9 
prostaja mova���������~�������|{��||��}���

110, 117, 119, 121, 124, 152, 195, 
201, 214, 220, 240, 278, 372, 383 

Prosvita Society, 5, 16, 35, 43, 158 
prothesis, 5n1, 235, 303 336
&���/����*�|���{|{����}~�{�����������

��!���������������������5!��, 38


����!�%���������)�����6�������������
narodno-ruskij, 215 

Prysmyrena kaverznycja, 283 
���
�����~���{���{��������������}���{~����

�����{��������{����{�}��{��~{����
250, 253, 262, 275, 277 

Psaltyr, see Psaltyr abo knyha xvaly 
0�*����


��������+��������/�����0�*���, 5, 14, 23

������$������������������$�����`�, 73n8

��������$����%`5�`�������6����������$�

�$�)�����3��$�������%�$�����3-
no-ruskij, 132, 215 


����������������������3��5�/�������������
������%���`����������+������*����, 
93n11

Psal´ma {������{�����~��
Psal´ma 16, 4, 22, 30
purists, 372

“radical phonetics,” see orthography 
regionalisms, 9, 131, 139, 200, 220, 249, 

318, 371 
relative clause: resumption, 209, 304 ; 

relative pronouns, 9, 137, 201, 208, 
304; absolute relativizer, 118, 169, 
200, 208, 304

������!���, 107
¬���������5��������, 126, 142, 231 
¬�����!�������3������*�������������, 125
Rus´ka pys´mennist´, 109n1
Rus´ka trijcja, 109, 117, 126
¬�������������������3������ 

hrammatika, 117 
Russian Bible Society, 129n3
Russian Church Slavonicisms, 164, 170, 

345, 367
Russian language, xvii, xix, xxi, xxii, 16, 

18, 27, 43, 53, 59n1, 63, 65n5, 67, 
85, 88, 94, 95, 107, 117, 125, 129, 
152, 161, 167, 171, 209, 214n6, 221, 
226, 227, 232, 242, 248, 251, 277, 
278, 281, 286, 296, 311, 312, 343, 
��|����{����������~��|�

Russian Old Believers, 41, 42
Russianisms, 121, 125, 151, 164, 172, 

214, 220, 260, 263, 267, 299, 
���~��|���{{~�{���������|{�
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J�������
��������}�~}���{����{�}��{�{��
{�����������{~����������������|�

Rusyns, xii, xxi, 39, 51, 55, 62n3, 63, 125, 
141, 156

���!���, 107 376
Ruthenian, see prostaja mova 
Ruthenianisms, 372

Samuel´, 174
sandhi positions, 25, 204, 243
scriptural translation, see translation of the 

Bible 
6�!��À�Á��������{��
secular style, see high style
���/������������������������������������

141, 284 
Shakespeare’s plays: Antony and Cleop-

atra, 291; The Comedy of Errors, 
�}�~�}{���{���Coriolanus, 282, 291, 
355; Cymbeline, 290; Hamlet, 281, 
�}�~�}�����{����|���{�~�{����{}�{��
���~�������{~������������}��Julius 
Caesar, 291; King Lear���|�~�|���
�}{�����~��������~��������~�����
369; Macbeth, 291, 308, 315, 
���~��{����������~����������
Measure for Measure, 291, 369; The 
Merchant of Venice���}�����}~��{��
Much Ado About Nothing, 291; 
Othello���}�~�}{���}����}|���������}��
355, 363; Richard III, 320, 355; 
Romeo and Juliette, 320; The Taming 
of the Shrew���|�~�|����}{�����~��{��
The Tempest, 369; Troilus and 
Cressida���}�~�}{����������

slavenorosskij iazyk���������������
�������
Sloboda dialects, 29, 84, 269, 346
��������������������������%���)��

)���������������!���, 65n5
Slovar´ malorossijskaho, ili juho-vo-

���!�����������������, 88, 248
Slovar´ ukrainskaho jazyka, 79, 112, 184, 

187, 230, 326, 327, 334, 341, 366
Slovo, 13n3, 140n6
Slovo na slovo do Redaktora “Slova,” 

140n6
����!�����!���)��������������������, 91 

������������������������}~|���|���||��
}���}���{��~{����{{}��{����{�{��{����
{��~{����{��~{����{|���{}��������
�{�����}~�������������������������
�}}���������|���������{�����~�����
���~������������|�����~����������
��{��������|����|�~�|��

southeastern dialects, see Southeast 
Ukrainian 

Southwest Ukrainian, 97, 130, 170, 179, 
{}���{}}�������������{�~�{����{|��
229, 246, 326, 329, 337, 350, 380

southwestern dialects, see Southwest 
Ukrainian 

Sovremennik, 376
spelling, see orthography 
��������!�����xxi, 47, 159, 344, 354, 375
Studium Ruthenum, 124, 138 
Sud´di, 174
Svit, 287
Svitohljad��ukrajins´koho naroda, 245 
Svjate Pys´mo, abo vsja Byblyja staroho y 

novoho Zavitu, rus´ko-ukrajins´koju 
�������)�����*���, 5, 85

Svjate Pys´mo Novoho Zavitu, 52; Pys´mo 
Novoho Zavitu movoju rus´ko-
ukrains´koju pereklaly vkupi 

�����������3��±�
�����, 52

Taras Bul´ba, 62
tautological expressions, 262 
The Igor´ Tale, 217
Tovytovi slovesa���{��{��~{�}��{�{��{����

170, 249, 276
transitional dialects, 162, 207, 270, 303 
����
�����������Q�	
����������������~���

10n2, 18: poetic, 40, 157,  173, 220, 
221, 249, 272; prose, 17, 51, 156, 
{����{��~{����{����{�}��{}����{���
�{}~��{����������~�������|�������
�{�����{����{������
��
�������~�������
40, 42, 49, 86, 131, 193, 204, 255, 
�}���������|���������
����~�|��
|�~|����������������~���

transliteration, xxiii, 4n1 
�%/��������)��%����������������%,  

27, 61
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6�!6��������}�
Ukrainian language, xiv, xix, xxi, xxiii, 5, 

13, 21, 32, 49, 55, 60, 62, 64, 66, 
67n6, 70n7, 79, 90, 93n11, 107, 120, 
158, 184, 186, 203, 215, 222, 230, 
�|�~�|���������{������~��{��
��}~������������������~��|�������
���~��|���|����|�~�|�

“Ukrainian Shakespeare,” 290, 300, 
���~�����������{�~�{�

Ukrainophilism, 46, 156, 341, 383 
�������!���, see Ukrainian language
6��!6�������������}

Y�
���������
������{|�����|~�}���|�� 
180, 338

Venec´kyj kupec´, 290
verb serialization, 262
Vergewaltigung der Basilianer  

in Galizien durch Jesuiten, 64 
�5�����$, 125 
Volhynian dialects, 110, 206, 347 
&Y�;���������������������������*��� 
Vteky, 216 
vulgarisms, see Russianisms 
Vyl´hel´m Tel´, 282

West Ukrainian, 166, 168, 187, 216, 219 
western Ukrainian regionalisms, 23, 78, 

102, 139, 146, 200, 205, 220,  316
written Ukrainian, see literary Ukrainian 

Xarkiv Historical and Philological 
Society, 67n6 

Xarkiv Romanticists, 28, 44, 65
Xliborob, 156 
Xutorjanka�����~��������
Xutorna poezija���|{���|�~�|� 
Xutorni nedoharky, 224 
ÿ����������²����²��, 266

-yj ending, 170, 170n2, 371 
Yov�����{����{��~{�|��{�{��{��~{�{�� 

220, 236, 251, 255, 257, 261,  
276, 357

xw ������<����
�"���
���|��|���|�~|���
159, 235, 303 

��3�������������, 338 
Za Neman´ idu, 60n2 
��)���������*����¬���, 227, 235 
Zaxaryja, 174 
Zorja, 64, 126, 282, 293
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WORD-FORMS

Note: some word-forms cited as random examples are not included

English

brothel, 351

catastrophe, 367
conspiracy, 367
content, 313, 367, 370

fortune, 338, 352, 363, 367
friends, 257, 315, 352

illusion, 334, 351

king, 71, 136, 141, 247, 
310, 326, 358, 366

passion, 351

sir, 150, 313, 352, 365

welcome, 352

Church-Slavonic 
A'0 123, 134, 136
.�/�������	�$��12
.�G��	�0�133
.����'�&�134
,hfl@¨ 12
,hf’nïb 12
,¥’cnm 99
,¥’nb 99

dr¨’gä 12, 123
dzblj’cnê 123
��	�0 100
�
����0 143
�
'& 134
���=�2& 123

UlÂÕm 12, 133, 134
UlÂÕb 134

lj,hj@ 12
�I�9I 134

�4��:�99, 133, 134, 136
tÊcb@ 134
�A��-�136
tμcnm 123

öf’nb 123
�&�&��0�134
�&��	�0�12, 123
öb’nb 12
özå’b 123

L����134

&A���134
&��D��&��134

rhfczj@ 12

��	�0�135
kj’öê 134
kj’zj 99
����0�133

����134, 135
��	
��12

��0�136
������136
�&���133

(��	�0�123
(��
�.�	9�99
(��&��I&K�134


'I���	�& 133

I��&�134

#$�����0 136
�������0 135
ckj’dj 123
���
�9&��0�134
cj’km 100

���
�&��0�134
�����	���12
�����������12
����&+�123

��	=$��100
�
5�&	9���123
�
5	�0�123

3�.�	��133
38	�
��99
34�
�	�&�99

��.&�	�&�� 135
����	���12
�����&	��� 100
† 136

D	
-�136

xkªdäÊrb 100

%�	�� 12, 123, 134, 135

German 
Ablösung, 328

Q�O�����"�����

Erde, 258, 259

Fluch, 257

Hiob, 5, 257

los, 327

ruthenisch, xxi,124

������O��������
Strolch, 330

Traktament, 318

Welle, 243

Greek 
�����, 235

������	, 303

� ���, 306

Latvian
�
������{{}

Lithuanian 
�
$������{{}

Polish
	
<��õ����|

cynamon, 215

����õ�����
dworzanin, 218

fala, 243
��������õ����}
frasunek, 330
fraszka, 320

"���õ��{��
gaduþ���{��
"��þ���{�{�����

����õ���{�
�������;���
�����{|
kop�õ����{
kralka, 326
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który, 304

loz, 327
luz, 327
þ�����õ����|
þ�����õ����|

��j/��������{
mizerny, 260

natchnienie, 294
����;��;<�������

���"����{|
pugilares, 318

skaza, 327
skupowanie, 318
���6�������}

twarz, 329

ulica, 336
�����;���õ���}�

��������õ����|

��	ÿ;�������}
zamiar, 349
zmaza, 327
6<���������}

Ukrainian 
Cyrillic script
¼»¯¿µ²»µ¸±®Ä®¹��{{
¼»¯¿µÅ±²Ã ¸ Çà��{�
¼»¯È±®à���|���{
¼»¯È±®® ¾��{}|
¼»Æ¶ ÃÄ���{}
¼µÈË¯Â�����
¼µÈËµ¶¯¾Ë¯Ã �����
¼µÈËµÂµ¶Ã �����
¼µÈ® Òí��{��
¼µÂÀµ�����
¼µÂÌ±��{�|

¸¯Â¸µ¶ìÃ ��{�}
¸¶¯½ÒÄÒ¹����|
¸±» Å±²Ã¸µ�����
¸ ¸µÈ¶¯Ã ����{
¸ ¶ °¯��{}�
¸¡ËÆÂµ¸¯®¡¾��{�}
¸ ²µË ��{{
¸¶���}��}|��{{���{{��������

365, 370
¸¶à��{|���{}�
¸®ÌÆ¸¯Ã ����|
¸Ëµ®Ã±®ÃÆ¸�®®¹���{�

¸»¯¶¯ÂÄ����|
¸µ¶µ¸à��{��
¸µÂµ¿ ��{����{�������
¸µ²ÃµÒÇ�����
¸³µ¸¯¸��{�}
¸³µ¶µ¼¯¸��{{�

Þ¯»»±·��{��
Þ¯»»±ì��{��
¿¯Â¯À¶à���{���}�
¿¯Â°ì¶±Âà��{�}
¿»¯¿µ»½Å ������{{���{{�
¿µ��{����{�|��{�������
¿µ»µÃ¯��{�}
Þµ²³µ¶±®Ä��������{
Þµ²³µ¶Ä��{{����������{����

128, 133, 134, 
{}�~{}���{}|�������
254, 271

¿ÂÌ®��{}|
¿Âµ°¯¶¹®²ÄËµ¿µ��{�|
¿Âµ®µ����|
¿ÂÆ¶Ç���������|
¿ÂÆ¶¹Ç����|
¿Æ°®µ��{{�
¿ÆÂÃµ°��{��

=¯»»±·��{��
*µÃ»µ�����

¶¯ÃµËà��{��
¶¸µÂµ¸ Ëà�����
¶ ° ¶Ã �����
¶²ÄË �����
¶µ¼Âµ¸µ®®Ê��{{
¶µÀ®¯ËÆ�����
¶µËÆ³ �����
¶µ»¸��{��
¶µÂµ¿ ��{{
¶Æ�¯Ã �����

	Â°µ®²ÄË ��{{
±Ç ¶® Ç����|
±Ç ¶²Ã¸¯����|

Ê¶ ®µÂµ¶®¡¾��{�|
Ê¶®µÂµ¶®¡¾��{�|

È¯¶¯®Ä®Ê����{
È ¶ñ¸²Ë¯��{��
ÈÆÂ¼ ��{��

À¯¼Â±²Ë» Ã �����
À¯Ëµ®��������������}|
À¯Ëµ®���{��{}|
ÀµÂÆÈÈ¹�����

À¼¯¸»½���
À¶¯¸¯®®¹�����
À¶Æ�¯» ¾�����
À±°®µÂµ¶® °��{{
À»¯��{�����|
À» ¶®¹° �����
À»µÃ ¾����|
À»µÃµ����|
À»½ÀÆ¸¯Ã �����
À»½Ë¯���{}�����
À°¯À¯�����
À®Æ¶È±® ¾�����
Àñ³Â¯¸¶¡��{����{�|

À¼¯¸»½���
Éµ¯®à��{{���{�|

 ¶��{{�

�µ¯®��{{���{{�
�µÂ¶¯®��{{�
�Æ¶¯�����

Ë¯°ê®®¡Çà��{��
Ë¯Â¼µ¸¯®±ÒÄ����|
ËµÂ¯¼»¹Â®¹�����
ôÂ±²Ã Ã±»Ä��{{�
Ë»±¸±Ã¡��{�
ËµÂµ»±¸²Ã¸µ��{�}
ËµÃµÂµ¿µ°à��{{�
ËµÇ¯ÃÄ�����
ËÂ¯»¹�����
ËÂ±¸®¯��{�}
ËÂ±²Ã Ã ²���{{�
ËÂ±×±®Ê��{{�
Ë» ÅÆ×µ¿µ��{{�

»±¸ÅÆË��{��
»±¸ÅÆËà��{��
» Ç¸¯��{�|
» ÅËÆ¸¯Ã ²¹�����
»µÃµÅ Ã ����|
»?¶Ë¯��{�}

°¯Â®��{��
°¯½Å¾��{��
°±Ã¯»Æ�����
°±Ã±�����
°±ÃÄ�����
° Âµ��{{
°µ¸»¹Å ��{{�
°µÒ¯Â��{�}
°ÆË ���

®±¸��{��
®±¸¿¯²¯½× °à��{{�
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®±¸³µÂ¹¶Ëµ¸¯®¯��{}�
®±¿µ������{{���{{���{����

145, 150, 272, 359
®ê°à��{��
®±³Ã����|
®±³»µ¶®µ¸��{��
®±³µÂµÅ±®à��{�
®±³µÃ¯����|
®±³Â Ë¯¹®®¡¾���{}
®±Å±²Ã ¸ ����
®±Å±²Ã ¸��{}|

µ¼»¯ÀÆ®µË����|
µ¸µ×Æ��{{�
ñ¸Òí��{��
µ¿µ®Ä��{{�
µ¶�����{{������}|��{�|�� 

258, 435
µ¶±ÈÆ��{{��{{�
ñ¶Ë ��{�|��{��
ñ¶² ��{�|
µÈ±�����
µÀ¼Âµ¾® ¾�����
µÀ®¯¾°Æ½× ¾���{}
µË¯¹®Ä®�����
µ» ¸¯��{�|
µ°±Ã ��{{
µÃ¯ÒÄË±�����
µÃµÃµ��{��
µ�Â¯��{�}

³¯¶¯��{{
Á¯®��{��
³±¸®¹Ëà�����
³±»ÄË¯����|
³±Â±°µÃ¯Ã ²Ä����|
³±ÂÈ±����|
³±ÂÌÌ® ¾����|
³±Å¯» �������{
³ÃÄ°¯��{}�
³»±® Å Ã ²Ä����|
³»µ¶ ����
³»ñ¶à��{��
³µ¸²Ã¯»à±°à��{�|
³µ¿ ¼¯Ê��{}|
³µ¶Æ�¯»²ÃÄ����|
³µË¯¹®ÄÊ��{{�
³µ®µÅ����|
³µ²Ã¯ÃÄ�����
³µÃÂ±¼ì��{��
³µÇµ¸¯» ��}}
³µÇµÂµ® » ��}}
³µ¹²® Ò��{{�
³Â¯¸¶ ¸µ��{�|
³Â¯À® ËÆ¸¯Ã ��{�|

³Â±°®µ¿µ��{��
³Â±²»¯¸® ¾��{}�����|
³Â±ÃÒ����|
³Â±Ò®Ä����|
³Â ¼Å® Ë�����
³Â ¸ ¶¶¹�����
³Â ¸ ¶µË�����
³Â ¸¶¶¹�����
³Â ¿¯Â®¯����|
³Â ¶¸µÂ±ÒÄ�����
³Â °Âµ°��{{
³Â ®¯¶ ����{
³Â ÇµÂµÌ ¾����}
³Â Å»Ê�����
³Â Å»»¹�����
³Â Å³µË����{
³Â ¹Ã±»Ä��{�|
³Âµ²¯Ã¯ÂÄ����|
³Âµ¹¸¯����}�����
³Æ²ÃµÌ®¹��{}�
³Æ×¯��{�|
³½Å¾��{��

Â¯¸¯Ì����}
Â¯ÃÆ±��{��
Â±Å±��{{���{}�
Â À ��{{
Âµ¶ ÅË¯��{�}
Âµ²Ãà��{�

²¯°¯Â¯Ã ����}
²¸¹Ã ��{{
² »Ä®¾Ì¯�����
Ú µ®��{�
Ú µ®²ÄË ��{{
²®µ¸ ¶¯Ã �����
²µËµÃ Ã ���������}
²µËµÃ Ã °Æ�����
²³¯²±®®Ê���
²³¯²·®Ä®¹���
²³ È±¸ ¾����}
²³È±¸ ¾����}
²³µ»µ°à��{��
²Ã¯ÃËµ°à��{�|
²�¯®Ã¯Àµ¸¯ÃÃ ����}
²Ò»±® ¾��{�}

Ã¸¯ÂÄ����}
Ã¸¯Â¹°��{{
Ã¸µÂ ÃÄ��{}|����|
Ã±°Â Ã ²Ä����{
Ã±°Â¹¸¯��{}������
Ã °Æ�����
Ãµ¿¶����{���{}
ÃµÃµ��{��

Æ¼¾�����
Æ¼¾® Ë�����
Æ¸��{{�
Æ³µ¸¯Ê���

�Â¯²Æ®±Ë�����

Ç»µ³¯Ëà��{�}
ÇµÂµ¼¯��{�}

Ò¯Â²Ã¸µ����~����{{���{�}
Ò¯Â½�����

Å±Â±À��}|���|�
Å±Â³¯»µ��{��
Åµ¸±®��{�}�����
Åµ»µ¸Ë��{����{����{}|����{

Ì¯¼»å¸¯® ¾����{
Ì¯Â¯®ÄÅ¯��{{�
ÌÃÂµ»Ä�����
× Â ¾��{�|

������
��!��
Abraham, 47, 183
�	��;����{|�
Adam, 234
��;������|
�
����;������
apel´, 316, 320
Aron´, 234

babuvaty, 218
baby, 106
	�/;����{��
	�/��������
bahac´ko, 205
bahactvo, 303
	����;��}}�����
bahatyr, 99
	�;��%��������
	�
�/������{
balakaty, 366
balakun, 371
	�����;���{��
	��/����{��
baten´ko, 105, 366
bat´ko, 78, 105, 165, 348
bazikaty, 366
bedra, 119
benket, 163, 171, 248
	�������;��{��
	��������;�����
	��������;�����
	��������;����������
	���
�j��;��{��
Bih, 316
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	�
�;������
	�
;����}
bišenstvo, 306
	�%;��<����;�������
blaha, 6, 272
	
���;���������
	
�����;�����
blaho, 6, 24
blahodat´, 151
	
������·��{�
	
�����;������}
blahosloven, 162, 213
	
����
�����;���{�����
	
����
������;���{��
	
����
����;����{|
	
���;������}���{|}
blazen´, 87, 88
blaznyty, 87, 88
bla*en, 31, 130, 131
bla*en$��27, 33, 131
	
�%������|���|{
	
�%����;������|��� 

87, 199
bludnyci, 72
	��;������{}
Bohom, 25
	�����

;���{��
bolest´, 100, 151
	�
������{��
bovvan, 247
brama, 247, 294
bramy, 197, 201
branka, 262
brašno, 163
	��·����}
bratuxa, 366
bratymu, 210
	�����������;����
brona, 294
brotel´, 351
	����
;����{�
budovano, 122
Q�������;������
Q��������;������
	�����������;��{��
	������}~�{{

car, 9, 71, 326, 366
carstvamy, 264
carstvo, 366
��;��{|����������������
cerkvu, 122
cmulyty, 308
cyc´ky, 71
cymbaly, 10

cynamon$, 215

/��	�
��{||�����
/������}�
/������}�
/�
;�����{�{���{|
/�
;���;����{|
/�
����$, 130
/�
���������
/���������{{�
/������}|��}}��{{{�� 

147, 246
/������<
������������
/���������
/������;j�;�����
/�����������
/�
������{{{
/�
������{}}
/�
��������������
/�
������	���������
/�����{}
/�������{�{
/�
�����{{�
/��������|
/�����;��|
/������{��
/���;j�;�����

dali, 161
darovaty, 130
�������{��
davaty, 35
$�%	�������
derevo, 96, 199, 272
deriv, 302
desnyca, 30
������;���{��
detyna, 316
��;���������
��
�;�/������
dobro, 6
dobroditel´, 305, 367
��	������;���{�
����
����
dokoli, 6, 20
dolen´ka, 160
��
������
���;����
domovyna, 165
dorohyi, 10
dosih, 295
���;������}�
��j��
;����|
dovh, 371
���������
���;����
��%����}�

drevo, 20, 24, 29, 96,  
179, 199, 272, 299

����;��������
dubravyna, 217
dubrovyna, 217
duka, 217
����;���}�
durosvit, 366
dušehubec´, 72
dušohubstvo, 349, 353
���;/������
���;/������
����;�������{|���{�
dytyna, 316
�����</���������
������;����������}
�%���
�����}

Ermons´kyi, 10
esy, 30
Evfrat, 233
������;�����
exydstvo, 260
exydztvo, 305

������;��|���|���|�
��������|
����|�
���������|�
fol´guvaty, 302
���	;���|�
fortuna, 293, 367
�����
;����|�
����%����|�
fyhovyna, 269
��
;�����������
��
���;���{|�
fylystymci, 183
��
����
;�����{|�

#�
�
�·��{��

����;���{��
����;���{��
>�
�;������
��
�/��j/������|
>��
;�����{�
hamor, 112
���;�/�;����
harna, 106, 304
harnen´ko, 366
Havrylo, 65, 71
hde, 334
Hemmorenko, 202
het´man, 120, 122, 217, 

248, 309, 358
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��

;�������
hlaholaty, 87, 101, 121, 

151, 196, 216
�
���
;�/�;��}�
�
������}
Hloster, 364
hlum, 92
�
���j/���{��
ho, 110, 130, 323
hod, 171, 204
hodyni, 304
��
����/���{��
homonity, 172
�����
����}
hordota, 344
>���;���������
���;�/����{{�
������;������
horod, 20, 87, 217
hospoda, 78, 86, 216, 

267, 366
Hospoden´, 33
�������;�;���{{�
hosudarstvo, 349
hovirka, 112
hovoryty, 24, 120, 216
hovorytymeš, 210
�����j/�;��{����{�{
hrib, 197
��;���j/�;��}����{������
��;���/��;�����
������;������;��{�|
hrono, 269
hroši, 35
���j�;�����
hrudix, 264, 269, 346
����·����{�}
��
��;����������|����������
hvaryv, 117
>�;�	����{��������������|
hynuty-pohybaty, 25

id, 118, 160, 187, 205, 
206, 302

idol, 247
�
;���;������
Iosyp, 234
���<��%��������
istynno, 78, 87
istyno, 78, 87
����;���{
����;���;���{
Izrail´, 94

izvidsi, 103

;���j/�;<��;�j/�;��{��
���������{
��������������
;������������{�����}�
;�������{��
;���������
;����������{��
;������}���{{
����������
;������������}�
;����$��124, 132
;����������;��{{{
;����������;��}�
;��������{|�
��������}�
;�����;���{|�
;����;�����{|���{|�
������
����{���
;�����|���}�
;������{��}���{�{��{����{�{��

160, 162, 209, 212, 
237, 245, 304

���������������
����������
�����������
;�
��;����������|
;������}��
����������������|

kadylo, 213
karabel´, 303
karablyk, 303
katastrofa, 367
�����/�;��{��
��%���}�
kelep, 351
������/�����{��
khaleri, 301
`��
�;������
���
;����;���}�
khal´ony, 301
Khloster, 364
khondol´er, 301
khraty, 268
khrona, 268
khvaltom, 301
kiš, 310
�
��������;����{{
�
��;������j���;����{{
`
;����;���{�
�
��;���{{}��{�{

�
�/�j/�����{{|
klymatura, 333
kmet, 217
��;�����{�����{�������� 

366, 371
���%�����|�
��	�
��;������
kodlo, 121, 366
komonnyk, 218, 273
����������;������
����	
��������
korali, 267
�����;���}�
korol´, 326, 366
koroleva, 351, 368
korolevstvo, 366
����
��;�����{����|
koryca, 215
�����;����{�
kostoida, 294
�����;��{��
����;��}��|{��{�|�������

209, 304
koxve, 85
kozak, 310, 366
��%��;��{��
krad´koma, 164
kralev, 323
�������;������
���j/�;������
Krestytel´, 119
�������;��������{������
krovy, 111
������;���{����{}}
kryvo, 72
���%�����|
kurvy, 71
kusok, 90
kuzyn, 351
��;������{|�
��;�����{|�

lampa, 214, 215
lampada, 215

��;�j/�;���{�

���/������

�;�/�;�����

��/��������{�{

��/�����{��

����;�������{�{
levyk, 23

�%����}}����|�����

;�������{����{������
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;�	�/������������|��|�

;�	���;�����´, 86

;�	�;��}�

;������������{����{|���{}}��

218, 246, 263, 364

;���;��{����{{{

;�������{��
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