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Introduction

Writing a Linguistic Biography of a Ukrainian Maverick

Pantelejmon Kulis (1819—1897), a true Ukrainian maverick, is arguably
one of the most controversial figures in the national revival of Ukraine.
He is also a crucial early figure in the development of the modern under-
standing of Ukrainian literature and language. A prominent writer,
historian, ethnographer, and translator, Kuli§ came from an ancient,
though impoverished, Cossack family in the Cernihiv province in Russian-
ruled (Dnieper) Ukraine. Certainly, the Cossack stereotype of an
independent spirit with a large dose of stubbornness and a somewhat
temperamental vitality could be applied to his personality (Luckyj 1983, 1).
His emphasis on the development of a separate Ukrainian high culture,
including a full-fledged literary language and a truly national literature,
along with his support for the idea of political union with Russia, was
heavily criticized by Ukrainian populists. Although his first historical
novel, Mixail CarnysSenko, ili Malorossija vosem ‘desjat let nazad (Mixail
Carnysenko, or Little Russia Eighty Years Ago, 1843), was written in
Russian, Kuli§ became the first professional Ukrainian writer and jour-
nalist, as well as an innovative normalizer of written Ukrainian. Remaining
a leading figure in the national Ukrainian movement, Kuli§ debunked the
myth of the Cossack past of Ukraine, expressed admiration for the Russian
tsar Peter | and tsarina Catherine II, and made some humiliating remarks
about the national bard and prophet Taras Sevé&enko in his three-volume
historiographic work, entitled Istorija vossoedinenija Rusi (The History
of the Reunification of Rus’, 1874—1877).

In the years 1864—1867, Kuli§ served in the Russian governmental
office of spiritual affairs in Warsaw, where he blamed Polish nationalism
for having caused the uprising of 1863—1864 that sought social reforms
and independence for Poland. Yet as early as 1882 he authored a
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reconciliatory pamphlet appealing to Ukrainian-Polish understanding,
Krasanka 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, Kuli§ 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
certificate of Russian citizenship, though only after he took an oath of
allegiance (Luckyj 1983, 179; Naxlik 2007, 1:372).

Disillusioned with the populist movement in Austria-Hungary, Kuli$
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 Kuli§’s time turned to Islam for answers to Ukrainian
problems. An idealist Christian, he was the first modern Ukrainian poet
to write several major poetic works on Islamic themes, for instance,
“Mahomet i Xadyza” (Muhammad and Khadijah, 1883). Having settled on
his farmstead (xutir) Motronivka, Kuli§ worked on translations of the Bible
and the works of William Shakespeare, George Gordon Byron, Wolfgang
Johann von Goethe, and other European authors until his death in 1897.
Even after his death, he remained an important force for national cultural
awakening, demonstrating his unflagging devotion to his people who, in
the end, recognized his unique legacy in literature and language.

There are two seminal dates—1983 and 2007—in the modern study
of Kuli$’s creative life and literary output. In 1983, George Lucky;j
published a pioneering book about the life and times of Kuli§. This
English-language monograph was the first one to appear outside
Ukraine, where, from the early 1930s onward, Kuli§ had been perceived
as inconsistent in action and a true egotist who came to reject some
basic assumptions of the very Ukrainian movement he helped to found
(Luckyj 1983, vii). This life of Kuli§, as Luckyj admitted, was incom-
plete, since it was retold in its principle phases without the detail to be
expected in a full biography. In fact, the author could hardly produce a
voluminous work because access to most of the archival material neces-
sary for a study of such a caliber was proscribed at that time. Despite
this major hindrance, the aforementioned book proved exemplary in
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many aspects. Its author managed not only to outline major events in
the life and times of Kuli§ but also to put him in the wider context of
Ukrainian intellectual history and of the dilemmas of national culture
found throughout the world. Read at its final stage by Ralph Lindheim
and George Y. Shevelov, Luckyj’s book has, until recently, remained the
only serious study of Kuli$ 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 Kuli§
appeared in Ukraine. Its author, Jevhen Naxlik, offered a sweeping view
of Kuli$ 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
projected onto the Ukrainian cultural and literary landscape. In all respects,
Naxlik’s study will remain the most exhaustive for many years to come,
likely until serious incursions are made into Kuli§’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 Kuli$’s literary output.

The aforementioned monographs of 1983 and 2007 will, no doubt,
serve as beacons in the study of Kuli§ and his voluminous output,
including his language, largely neglected after Hordyns'kyj’s (1928)
analysis of his translations of Shakespeare. In recent years, however,
Kulis’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;
Honcaruk 2006), although his language program has faded into oblivion.
As arare exception, one should mention, however, an insightful—though
brief—analysis of Kuli§’s incorporation of Galician elements into his
language standard offered by George Y. Shevelov in 1966 (Shevelov
1966, 37-77; Sevel’'ov 1996, 24-67). Apart from Shevelov, a mere
handful of twentieth-century scholars have discussed the role of Kulis in
the formation of literary Ukrainian—especially its biblical style (Ohijenko
1949, 220-221; Horba¢ 1988; Muromceva and Muromcev 1995;
DzjubySyna-Mel nyk 1998, 279).
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A true breakthrough in the study of Kuli§’s language happened after
Ukraine had gained its independence in 1991. Viewed today as a prophetic
figure in the modern Ukrainian revival and, in addition to Sevéenko, a
major founder of new literary Ukrainian, his language has become a focus
of scholarly interest. With rare exceptions (e.g., Matvijas 2008), however,
most of the recent publications demonstrate a fragmentary approach
toward Kuli§’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-
tions (Jermolenko 2010; Solohub 2010; Dolzykova 2010; Kumeda 2010).
Remarkably, all the aforementioned studies appeared in a special issue of
the Ukrainian journal Kul/ tura slova (The Culture of Word), published on
the occasion of the 190th anniversary of Kulis’s birth. Of utmost interest
is a probing insight into the recesses of the linguistic personality of Kulis
offered by Dolzykova (2004). In addition to poetic devices, she also
analyzed dialectal features of Kuli§’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
language of Kuli§ (Tymosyk 2000a; Dolzykova 2001; Tka¢ and Moroz
2003; Moroz and Tka¢ 2006; Danylenko 2010a; Jurkowski 2001), his
translations of the Bible are consistently compared with other biblical
translations into modern Ukrainian. Although a full study of Kulis’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
nineteenth century, is still in the offing, some authors have already
proposed some models for future research that were partly implemented
in this book (e.g., DzjubySyna-Mel nyk 1998). Thus, as early as 1995,
following in the footsteps of Shevelov, two linguists, Muromceva and
Muromceyv, wrote a comprehensive article on Kuli§ as an “innovator” and
“creator of the Ukrainian literary language.” Having criticized a hackneyed
treatment of Kuli§ as an extreme archaizer of the Ukrainian language,
the authors emphasized the twofold nature of his normalization efforts.
On the one hand, Kuli§ was deeply interested in the history of Ukrainian,
especially in those periods that antedated the appearance of Ivan
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Kotljarevs'kyj’s Enejida (1798), which is commonly viewed as the begin-
ning of new literary Ukrainian, and in the works of Kotljarevs'kyj’s
epigones. On the other hand, Kuli§ constantly experimented with
Ukrainian dialectal and vernacular elements. All in all, according to
Muromceva and Muromcev (1995, 13), Kuli§ 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
Kulis was the first to advance the “intellectualization” of literary Ukrainian
through “the introduction of a large amount of abstract words and the
enrichment of semantics of known words.” One of his major achieve-
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’
ideologically biased treatment of Kuli§’s language (Pljus¢ 1971, 331).

Viewed as a staunch innovator, Kuli§ was given credit by Rusanivs ‘kyj
(2001, 233-234) for his work on the diversification of genres and styles
in the new literary standard of Ukrainian. Kuli§’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
creation of special devices for a new biblical style was, as Rusanivs kyj
(ibid.) pointed out, one of the biggest achievements of this writer, who
cooperated with Ivan Puljuj in his translation of the Bible. Unlike in the
work of Muromceva and Muromcev, who discussed the Europeanizing
trend in Kuli$’s language and especially in his translations, Kuli§’s rendi-
tion of the Holy Scriptures was merely touched upon by Rusanivs’kyj
(who nevertheless praised its quality). Yet, as Rusanivs kyj argued (ibid.),
the most significant contribution of Kuli§ to the formation of literary
Ukrainian was his historical novel Corna rada (The Black Council,
1857), inasmuch as Kuli§ succeeded in introducing lexical elements
capable of creating a true historical coloring into written Ukrainian.

In contrast, a negative opinion of Kuli§’s translations, including of
some plays of Shakespeare, was expressed by Macjuk (1996), who placed
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 Kuli§’s trans-
lations vulgarized the lofty language of Shakespeare (ibid., 122). According
to Macjuk, the innovations of Kuli§ were prone to endow words with
“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,
Kuli§ was blamed for developing a peculiar “language doctrine” that could
hardly appeal to Galician Ukrainians. A synthesis of Old Rusian with
vernacular Ukrainian in Kuli$’s language appeared, as Macjuk surmised, to
be in dissonance with the period of “Europeanization of Ukrainian transla-
tions” in Austria-Hungary. This is why Kuli$’s translations ostensibly
looked obsolete the very moment they went to press (ibid., 123).

The aforementioned judgment is quite remarkable. Tentatively, being
of Galician stock may have influenced Macjuk’s judgment, as she was
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 Kuli§ 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
of Church Slavonic (from the name of Meletij Smotryc’kyj, one of the
codifiers of the language) to Russian Slavonic in these lands seemed to
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-
teenth century. Suffice it to recall here the consistent use of Slavonic
forms by Taras Sevéenko (Shevelov 1966, 43). Kuli§ 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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written Ukrainian as compared with its vernacular elements (Hnatjuk
2010). Needless to say, such a synthesis of Slavonic and vernacular
elements could hardly satisfy the Galician populists in the second part of
the nineteenth century, a stance uncritically transplanted by Macjuk into
the linguistic paradigm maintained in today’s Ukraine.

The dissonance in the appraisal of Kuli§’s language by Muromceva
and Muromceyv, on the one hand, and Macjuk, on the other, becomes ever
more pronounced in the case of his translations. The two eastern Ukrainian
linguists discuss the intellectualization of the language in Kuli$’s transla-
tions, while the Galician scholar considers his translations vulgar and
void of any European flavor. Such conflicting views of Kuli§’s language
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
writings produced in Dnieper Ukraine or of German (e.g., Jurij Osyp
Fed'kovy¢) and Polish (e.g., Ivan Franko) in Galicia (ibid.). Kuli§
believed that, for Ukrainian to become a full-fledged literary and national
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
generation of Galician populists as artificial and vulgar. It is not an exag-
geration to say that, in this respect, Kuli§ was ahead of many of his
contemporaries, including Mykola Kostomarov (1817-1885), Jurij Osyp
Fed'kovy¢ (1834-1888), Ivan Necuj-Levyc'kyj (1838—-1918), and even
Ivan Franko (1856—1916), in emphasizing universal culture and literary
values, the world, and attitudes of learning and Enlightenment. All this
can explain Kuli§’s receptiveness to literary influences and models, be
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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,
2010b, 16-21).

In a sense, the transcendental values of the Bible and Shakespeare
became exemplary in the language program of Kuli§, with the Bible being
a source of the biblical high style and Shakespeare a source of the secular
high style. In the eyes of Kulis, the universalism of these works was likely
to reveal their twofold nature. They could not only enlighten his compa-
triots but also help create a full-fledged literary language capable of
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 Kuli§ 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 Kuli$’s time, it is necessary to demonstrate the identity
of endangered culture and language (Luckyj 1983, 182).

This is why Kuli§’s translations are not analyzed in this book from
the point of view of their faithfulness or aesthetic quality. The book
concentrates, instead, on his translations as language products that reflect
the vagaries of the formation and codification of written Ukrainian in the
nineteenth century. These products are of particular importance since,
back in Kuli$’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-
ular how the latter is reflected in rhythm and meter in poetic translations,
are addressed in this book only sporadically. The major emphasis in this
book is placed, instead, on the systematic description of language forms
and the level of their codification by Kuli§ in his translations.

This book may be viewed as a linguistic biography of Kulis 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



Introduction  XiX

new literary Ukrainian through the material of specific translation prod-
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
translations made into other, first of all Slavic languages, is yet to be
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 Kuli§ was not random at
all. Neither was it random in the case of this book. The language used by
Kulis is quintessentially exemplary and consistent with his vision of the
role of Ukrainian and its codification, including of orthography, in the
national movement. Overall, the language of Kuli$’s translations is likely
to reflect quandaries he faced in the process of creating a new type of
literary Ukrainian that, in his plans, was likely to strengthen an affirma-
tion of national identity and function as a strategy to ensure acculturation
of the Ukrainian people. Needless to say, a study of the language of
Kuli$’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 Kuli$’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
works of literature, including translations, less often in journalism, and
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



XX

Introduction

awritten 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
usage, but it was not codified, nor even exhaustively described, and there
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
multiple changes dependent on subjective and objective (socio-political)
factors (Danylenko 2015a, 230-237; Wingender 2013).

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-
ularizing tendency first observed in the prostaja mova and later fully
developed in new literary Ukrainian as early as the eighteenth century
(Danylenko 2008b, 66, 2011b, 245-246; Peredrijenko 1979).

For the nineteenth century, the learned form “Ruthenian” is used in
those contexts which deal with results of regional language mixing
(commonly labeled jazycije), 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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(Danylenko 2008a, 111, 2009a, 225-226). No wonder, then, that the offi-
cial name of the Ukrainian language in Austria-Hungary was “Ruthenian”
(Gr. Ruthenisch). One implication of the name “Ruthenian” was a certain
degree of non-identification of Austrian Ukrainians with Russian
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
in scholarly literature sometimes in conjunction with such terms as
Hetmanate (Cossack Ukraine) and Sloboda Ukraine (Plokhy 2006,
329-333). The term “Cossack Ukraine” is employed in this book in refer-
ence to the population of the Hetmanate, who were often called “Little
Russians” in official documents from the seventeenth century onward.
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,
that Ukrainian metropolitan Jov Borec’kyj (11631) seems to have estab-
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 (ibid., 290-291), which subsequently became reflected
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 Kuli§ at the beginning of
his literary career. Somewhat later, however, he came up with another
opposition, Old Rusian (staroruscyna) versus New Rusian (novoruscyna),
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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 (Kuli§ 1914). Accordingly, in harmony
with Kuli§’s conception, the term “Old Rusian” is employed, in this book,
to label the language and culture of Kyivan Rus” (Shevelov 1979, 55-77).
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
Kulis in his conception of new literary Ukrainian.

As this book will show, the language of Kulis 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, Kuli§’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
sources is determined by linguistic precision and typographic style. Major
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
Authorized King James Version of the Holy Bible (Thomas Nelson Bibles,
1977). Unless noted, all other translations accompanied by grammatical
annotation are my own, including examples excerpted from Kuli§’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 (Houghton Mifflin Company, 1970).
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
preferred style, with only a few exceptions reflecting primarily different
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 "respectively). In Middle Ukrainian, the letters “i,” “n,” and
“pr” are transliterated as follows: i, y, and y. 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
according to the official form or tradition used in the country where they
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
of the first bricks in the Western scholarship not only in the study of
Kulis’s language but also in the history of literary Ukrainian in the nine-
teenth century. Introducing Kulis’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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Exploring Psalmody

THE BOOK OF PSALMS

From 1869 to 1871, during his travels to Austria, Italy, and Germany, Kuli§
was already working on a translation of the Holy Scriptures. There is some
evidence that he began his translation project during his government
service in conquered Poland, between 1864 and 1867 (Kulis to Xil ¢evskij,
90-92), or even earlier, in the late 1850s when he was preparing a second
edition of a collection of sermons composed in Little Russian by Vasyl”
Hreculevy¢ (1791-1870) (Makar 2006, 362). The inducement to serve in
Warsaw after the defeat of the Polish uprising in 1863 was provided by the
Russian government and by Kuli§’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
productive (Luckyj 1983, 142—-143). A year after his appointment on 23
December 1864, he rose to the rank of clerk of special assignments, fifth class,
and a few months later he was appointed acting director of the Office of
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
uncritically, use in his journalistic scholarship and in his historical writ-
ings, such as Istorija vossoedinenija Rusi (History of the Reunification of
Rus’), published in three volumes in 1874 and 1877 (ibid.).

Indeed, from the late 1860s onward, Kuli§ was almost completely
engaged in the translation of the Holy Scriptures. He viewed this project
primarily as an enlightening, rather than religious, mission. In a letter of
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4 September 1872 to Oleksa Hatcuk (1832—-1891), he wrote, “I have in mind
not religion but philology [slovesnist ] (Kuli§ to Hatcuk, 49). As early as 4
August 1868, in a letter to Oleksander Kistjakivs kyj (1833-1885), he
informed his correspondent that he had already finished a translation of the
Pentateuch (Kuli§ to Kistjakovskij, 2:303). Deeply involved in the transla-
tion and boldly experimenting with stylistic devices, Kuli§ confirmed the
fast pace of his work three months later, in another letter of 29 November
1868 to Ivan Xyl ¢evs'kyj (1819—1899), an old friend and a countryman
from Nizyn (Xil ‘Cevskij, Nekrolog). Excited by his translation project, Kulis
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)” (Kuli$ to Xil ‘¢evskij, 90-91). Kuli§
also wrote that Psalm 1 had by that time appeared in the Lviv periodical
Pravda, founded with his financial assistance, in which the first fifty psalms
of the Psalter, and Moses’s two songs, were to be published soon. “Let our
enemies have hard times!,” he exclaimed, and added that he had finished
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, Kuli§ intended to offer poetic paraphrases of the
Hebrew Scriptures in Ukrainian, in particular of the book of Psalms,
which would reflect his vision of the high style in the new Ukrainian
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, Kuli§
published anonymously Psalm 1 (Psal/ 'ma 1) and Psalm 13 (Psal 'ma 13).
As he added in the aforementioned letter to Ivan Xyl Cevs 'kyj, he
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), Kulis published Yov (the book of Job)
(Yov, Pravda; Yov, 1869; Yov)' and Pentatevx Musijevyj (Pentateuch) as a

1 The word-initial y in the name Yov (Ukr. Hog) was pronounced as i and not the glide ;.
The iambic pentameter of the syllabic structure proves that the syllable-initial vowel
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supplement to the Lviv periodical Pravda (issues 1-24). All these works,
except Psalm 15, appeared under the pseudonym Pavlo Rataj. In the same
year, Pentatevx Musijevyj was reprinted under the somewhat pretentious
title, Svjate Pys ‘'mo, abo vsja Byblyja starohoy novoho Zavitu, rus 'ko-ukra-
Jjins koju movoju perelozena (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 (Studyns'kyj 1930, xxiii—xxiv, XXvii—xxviii).
Finally, as early as 1871, Kuli§ completed his versified translation of the
Psalter, Psaltyr abo knyha xvaly BoZoji (The Psalms or the Book of God’s
Praise), which appeared under the same pen name in Lviv (Levyckij 1888,
165). Kulis§ was particularly proud of his Psaltyr, which was subsequently
reprinted several times in different publications and collections of his
works (Kyryljuk 1929a, 43—45), in particular in the third volume of the
Prosvita edition of 1909 (Psaltyr, Rataj).

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, Kulis§ included in
his elementary primer Hramatka (1857, 2nd ed. 1861) anonymous para-
phrases of Psalms 12, 53, and 132 (Kuli$ 1857, 4043, also 8-10, 15-25).
In fact, they were excerpted from one of the closing pieces of the collec-
tion Try lita (Three Years) of Taras Sev&enko, comprising ten psalms
translated by the author in 1843—1845 but published only in the first full
edition of the poet’s Kobzar in 1860.

Even a cursory look into the language of Sev&enko’s paraphrases and
the abovementioned translations of Kuli§ seems to speak to a strong

was stressed, as evidenced from the following line: Pocav tohdi lov i rece, as opposed
to Pocav znov lov i rece, “Moreover, Job continued his parable, and said” (Yov, 72-73;
Job 29:1), where word-initially one can pronounce a glide (Naxlik 2007, 2:271, fn.
271). No doubt, this syllabic structure was originally set forth by Kuli§ (Yov, 79).
Incidentally, while working on the second (poetic) translation of this book, Kulis intro-
duced another transliteration, with the prothetic /2, whence Hyjob (Kulis 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 ReuB3, Das Alte Testament:
iibersetzt, eingeleitet und erldiutert, which came off the press in Braunschweig in
1892—-1894 (Reuf), and was most likely consulted by Kulis.
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vernacularizing tendency in Kuli§’s stylistics. Nevertheless, despite a
distinct limitation of Church Slavonicisms in his translations in compar-
ison with Sevéenko’s paraphrases, Kuli§’s language program was much
more complex. To take Sevéenko’s Psalm 12, first published in Hramatka
(Kuli§ 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 stuZajusciy (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, Kuli§’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 dokolé “how long” used in the first line (Biblija 1862,
278v; Ps 13). Instead of zlyi, as in Sev&enko, Kuli turned to z/jusci ljude
“vicious people,” with a long naturalized (vernacularized) intensive form
in -us¢- (Kurylo 1960, 18), and instead of blaho, we find dobro “bounty.”
In one case, however, Kulis resorted to the reflexive verb spastysja “to
save, survive” (spasus’ 1 sg. non-past) in a biblical context, a word
commonly used at that time in the vernacular (Hrin¢., 2:682-683).
A similar distribution is observed in the language of Psalms 53 and 132.
Yet a more nuanced picture is gleaned from Kuli§’s early paraphrases
when compared with translations made by his predecessors, in particular by
Petro Hulak-Artemovs kyj (1790-1865) and Myxajlo Maksymovy¢
(1804-1873), and especially Taras Sevéenko (1814—1861), one of the
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 kyj paraphrased Psalms 91, 123, 133,
139, and 140 (Hulak, 420-425, 437). Having gained massive critical
acclaim after their publication in the early twentieth century, these
paraphrases were dubbed “[as if] forged” (Jefremov 1924, 1:407) and
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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'kyj’s psalms were written in the
Alexandrine verse form that was the most popular measure in French
dramatic and narrative poetry during the seventeenth century, reaching its
highest development in the tragedies of Pierre Corneille and Jean Racine.
Zerov (1960, 157) concluded rightly that Hulak-Artemovskyj had
produced the best Alexandrine verse in Ukrainian poetry, and cited specif-
ically the final lines from his version of Psalm 91.

Hulak-Artemovs kyj’s Translation Kuli§’s Translation
[...] Bin Ha MeHe criofiBaB csi; Bin Ha MeHe ynosae,

S1 c;1060HI0 MOT0, 30 MHOIO BiH CITI3HAB CHI. s1 3a-Te Horo iz36asio,
[TonpocuTs BiH YOTO, MOCITyXato HOro, i cnacy Woro ox MyKu,

B mpuroni 6ymy 3 HUM; 3@KypUTh CS 9OTO, 60 1M1 MO€ BiH JIFOOUTB,
S po3Beny xypOy i ox neuanu 30asnio, npu306e MEHEe—IIOUYIO,
[pocnasimro aHi #oro 1 aHi 10 THIB TPHOABIIO; 030BYCh 0 HOTO B my3i,
I nBip #OTO XKUTETS 51 paeM 00Caxy, JIOBI'HH BIK HOMY Aapyro,
I BCiM MO€ Hai HUM crnacinbis NOKaXYy. 1 MU0 HOMY CRaceHHe.
(Hulak, 421) (Psaltyr, Rataj, 259)

[14. Because he hath set his love upon me, therefore will I deliver
him: I will set him on high, because he hath known my name.
15. T will be with him in trouble; I will deliver him, and honor him.
16. With long life will I satisfy him, and shew him my salvation.] (Ps 91)

The extract from Hulak-Artemovs kyj’s translation looks particu-
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 kyj. He resorts, instead, to vernacular devices as his
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 spasin ‘nja “salva-
tion,” pecal” “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-
ciated, as pointed out by Mykola Zerov and Serhii Jefremov, in the early
twentieth century.

At first blush, Kuli§’s lexical make-up is very similar to that in the
translation made by Hulak-Artemovs 'kyj, although the ratio of bookish,
in particular Church Slavonic, elements is somewhat larger in Kuli§’s
paraphrase. All this is hardly accidental, since Kuli§ was more experi-
mental in new linguistic forms. His metric foot is different, however. To
begin with, Kuli§’s paraphrase reads somewhat lighter, closer to the spirit
of a folk song; however, it is also written in regular trochees, a metric foot
with a long formal tradition. Suffice it to say that trochaic meters were
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 kyj’s
translations are marked by an obvious vernacularizing tendency applied in
tandem with the nascent indigenous classicist tradition. By contrast, Kuli§’s
paraphrases were largely oriented toward the blending of heterogeneous
elements. To illustrate the stylistically uniform elements of Hulak-
Artemovs kyj’s language, one can mention such vernacular lexemes as
pryhoda “occasion,” najmyt (m.), najmycka (f.) “farm-hand,” pani “mistress,”
pan skyj “manorial,” neboha “poor woman,” doskuljaty “to annoy” (Hulak,
421-422). Among representative morphological forms, deserving of atten-
tion are diminutives like nuzdocka “want” and ¢van ko “arrogant person”
(ibid.). No wonder that all these lexemes, with the exception of WUkr. and
NUKkr. doskuljaty with the § ~ s fluctuation shared by West Slavic (Shevelov
1979, 740), are found in the burlesque Enejida of the founding father of
modern Ukrainian literature, Ivan Kotljarevs'kyj (1769-1838) (Enejida,
Index, 101, 106, 109, 119, 142, 196). These lexemes are also attested in
Hryhorij Kvitka-Osnov’janenko’s language (Kvitka, 1:408; 2:192, 233,
284-285), save for ¢van ko (m./f. sg.) next to the Russianism ¢vannyj (adj.)
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“arrogant” (ibid., 3:597); also Kvitka-Osnov’janenko’s regionalisms
nan 'myt, nan 'mycka “farm-hand” (ibid., 2:201-202) derived most likely
from the verb nanjaty “to hire” (Hrin¢., 1:1041) (Rus. nanjat").

Additionally, a conspicuous lack of the relative pronoun kofryj in
Hulak-Artemovs kyj’s paraphrases is particularly noteworthy. Instead, he
used the relativizer §¢o, as found in the relative clause sco tam Zyves na
nebi “that dwellest in the heavens” (Ps 123), in place of the active present
participle used in the Church Slavonic version Zyvuscemu (m. dat.) na
nebesy “dwelling in the heavens” (Hulak, 421). Kuli§ 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
zytel” i car “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.

Hulak-Artemovs kyj’s translation of Psalm 133 is even more revealing
(Hulak, 422). Riddled with colloquial expressions that are hard to find in
the paraphrases made by Kuli§ and especially Sevéenko, this translation is
one of the clearest examples of a vernacular standard that was cultivated in
Sloboda Ukraine and in the former Hetmanate in the nineteenth century
(Danylenko 2008a; Matvijas 1996). One should bear in mind, however,
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
vague among the literati. Identified as a “Perejaslav-Cyhyryn dialect” in the
written output of Sev&enko, this variety, according to most of the Dnieper
intellectuals, was purportedly flourishing as compared with the “artifici-
ality” and “lifelessness” of the Galician language. Yet, as Kuli§ 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 (Otvet”, 258-259).

In Hulak-Artemovs’'kyj’s translation, one finds typical southeastern
Ukrainian lexical forms. For instance, there is an excessive use of diminu-
tives like vkupci “together” and bratiky “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
a fluctuation of 3 sg. present tense forms in first conjugation, as attested in
the bulk of southeastern dialects (Matvijas 2006, 63) (e.g., stikaje “to run
down” next to kapa “to descend” and pada “to go down”). Surprisingly,
there is but one uncontracted adjectival form in Hulak-Artemovs'kyj’s
paraphrase: sc¢aslyveje (sg. n.) “happy” (Hulak, 422).2

The approaches that Kuli§ and Sevéenko use in the translation of this
psalm are different. Sevéenko’s paraphrase was first published, as has been
mentioned, in Kuli§’s primer Hramatka, while Kuli$ included his own para-
phrase in the complete translation of the Psalter published in 1871 under the
pen name Pavlo Rataj. Sevéenko’s translation is replete with numerous
bookish and Church Slavonic elements such as myro dobrovonnje “odorous
ointment,” ryzy dorohyi “precious garments,” tvarjam” zemnorodnym”
(dat.) “reptiles,” vocarytcja (3 sg. non-past) “to rule, govern,” and espe-
cially omety “skirts” (Kuli§ 1857, 43; LLP, 2:541). Among morphological
forms, it is worth citing a series of pronominal (uncontracted) plural adjec-
tives: Sytyi “embroidered,” dorohyi “precious,” Ermons ‘kyi “of Her -mon,”
sviatyi “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 Stepan Rudanskyj (1834—1873), one of the most
typical representatives of the populist trend in the Ukrainian literature of the nine-
teenth century (Rudans’kyj 1908). Skillfully crafted, his paraphrase appeared in
1858, that is, almost simultaneously with Hulak-Artemovs kyj’s translations. Some
similarities between Rudans’kyj’s translation and paraphrases made by Hulak-
Artemovskyj jump out. To name just a few, the languages of the two authors are
premised on the same southeastern dialects coupled with pronounced folkloric and
vernacular admixtures, which seem to prevail especially in Rudans’kyj’s very short
text. In the vocabulary, suffice it to mention husli i cymbaly “psaltery and cymbals”
(ibid., 299). In the morphology, the poet uses uncontracted forms like #iji “those” or
tjazkiji [vorohy] “powerful enemies” (ibid., 299-300). Finally, one should cite the
pair Jerusalym ~ Rusalym (ibid.) used in tune with the so-called euphonic processes
and triggering alternations like iira ~ hra “play” and the like in the fourteenth century
(Shevelov 1979, 283, 294-301; Zovtobrjux et al. 1979, 198-200). What is unusual
about Rudans’kyj’s paraphrase is that it is written in iambic tetrameter with alter-
nating female and male rhyme, a metrical foot also employed, with a classicist
coloring, by Kulis in his paraphrase of Psalm 13.
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comparison with other Ukrainian writers of that period, the ratio of

uncontracted forms in Sevéenko’s works was particularly high as a result
of the historical influence of Church Slavonic and Old Ukrainian. What is
more remarkable is that the presence of such forms became even more

tangible in his later writings, a fact that, according to Tymosenko (1971,

199), speaks for their normalized status in the poet’s idiom.

Hulak-Artemovs'kyj’s Translation
Hema Bxxe kpacyoi JItoachKoi B ChBITI 10,
Sk BKynui Opatikul ®KHUBYTH 110 OOXKiil BOI.
Tax mupo nopore JTMCHUTH Ha TOJIOBI,
ITo AapoHoBiii ctikae Gopoxui
I xana Ha fforo ofIe)Ky CaeTORBY;
Tak aepMOHCBKas1, cKazamy
npumMipom K CIIOBY,
Poca naoa B ropax ClOHCBHKHX 3
MOKpPHX XMap;
Taxk 1 Ha IX pocuTs i3 HeOa OoXXuit Kap,
A 3 HUM IIAC/IUBEE KUTHTS I
OnazocnoeenvHsl,
I Oyze BiK B yeCTH iX y JIFOIEH IMEHBHSI.
(Hulak, 422)

Sevéenko’s Translation
Yu € 110 Kpaie, JyJde B CBITI,
Sk ykymi xuTH,

3 6parom 106puM J0OPO TIEBHE
[To3nath, He AiMATH?

ko mupo dobposonne

3 roJoBH YeCTHOT

Ha 6opony Aaponto

Cnanae pocoro

I Ha mmTHi omemu

Puszu oopoeui,

Abo pocu Epmoncorui

Ha ceamui ropu

Bucoxkui, Cuoncovrui
CragaroTh ¥ TBOPATH

Jlo6po meapsam 3emHopooHum
W 3emiti, ¥ JIFOISIM:

Ortrak Opartis Omarux CBoix
Tocnonp He 3a0yme!
Bouaputus B 1oMy THXHX

B cembi Tili Benukiit

I momute imM 706py noito

Opn Bika 1o Bika. (Kuli§ 1857,
43; Sevéenko 1963, 1:344-345)

Kuli$’s version, on the other hand, is shorter and seems to be modeled

on the Church Slavonic version.

1
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Kuli§’s Translation

1o 3a moOpe, 1110 3a J1t0060
BciM Oparam yKyTri ®utH!

MOB APOHOBI MTaXyIUM
MHPOM T'OJIOBY MAaCTUTH.

000 Maxoli CTiKalTh

Ha Opany, 6paxy ApoHIo:

Tak €PMOHCHKI POCH KPOILISTh
ropy Ty4unyto CioHIO.
KpOIUTATH 3THXa, U HE CAKHYTh
OnaromarHi boxi piku:

Church Slavonic Translation

GE uTO AOEPY, HAH YTO KPACHO, HO
&me KATH BPATIH BKOIE;

Akw Mpo HA Taakk, CXOAALIEE NA
BPAAS, EPAAS AAPWHIO, CXOAAL|IEE NA
WMETH OAEHKAK erw: Idkw poca
AEPMWHCKAA CXOAALIAA NA TSpid
CIWHCKTA: MKW TaAMl 3anoBEAA
TAb EATOCAOBENIE M HKMESTH A0
gEkKa.

(Biblija 1862, 304)

y Onarux OpariB JOCTaTKU
HE MOMEHINAITh BO BIKH.
(Psaltyr, Rataj, 320)

[1. Behold, how good and how pleasant it is for brethren to dwell
together in unity!

2. Ttis 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, Kuli§’s paraphrase can
easily compete with Hulak-Artemovs kyj’s translation, which contains
only two lexical transfers from the Church Slavonic text of this psalm:
myro “ointment” and blahosloven 'nja “blessing” (Biblija 1862, 304r, Ps
133). Kuli§’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
to find the whole line 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 Kuli$’s translation, such
as tucnuju (acc. sg. f.) “fertile,” blahodatni (pl.) “blest” and blahyx (gen. pl.)
“blessed,” the expression vo viky “for evermore” (ChSl. do véka), and a long
naturalized (vernacularized) adverb, ukupi “together,” from ChSl. vkupé
(Biblija 1862, 304r). Generally, these Church Slavonicisms have little effect
on the biblical poem in the Ukrainian language (see Gillingham 1994,
190-206). Thus, showing a minimum of obsolete features, Kuli§’s language
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 Kuli§ is at variance with that of Hulak-
Artemovs 'kyj’s translation, and shows a contrasting tendency. The latter’s
language is premised on the southeastern Ukrainian vernacular with a
minimum of Church Slavonic elements sometimes Ukrainianized beyond
recognition, such as the diminutive nuzdocka “want” (Hulak, 422) without
anew affricate in place of the dental d (Shevelov 1979, 629). Kuli§ seems
more fastidious and traditional and, at the same time, oriented toward the
vernacular, while Hulak-Artemovs'kyj’s texts show a homogenously
woven high style, based exclusively on the vernacular and designed for
both religious and secular genres.

INVOKING GAVRILA DERZAVIN

A somewhat different picture arises in a comparison of Hulak-
Artemovs'kyj’s and especially Kuli§’s language with Maksymovy¢’s
translations of twenty-nine psalms that appeared in the 1859 issue of his
almanac Ukraynec” (A Ukrainian), that is, almost ten years before Kuli$
published his translations.’ 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
of Moscow, Filaret (Drozdov) (Danylenko 2010b, 10). Maksymovy¢, who believed
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comparable with different folkloric measures. Thus, Psalms 1, 11-14, 38,
41-42, 51, 54, 64, 78, 83, 114, 124-125, 128, 136, 141, 143, and 150
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
Myxajlo Moskalenko (2006 3/4, 157), into “a robust language, which,
generally, corresponds to the fundamentals of the literary language.” In
discussing the type of literary language used by Maksymovy¢, one should
concur with Moskalenko (ibid.) that Maksymovyc¢’s paraphrases are
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. All this allowed Moskalenko to juxtapose
Maksymovy¢&’s paraphrases with Sevéenko’s masterly translations of
some psalms, though leaving aside Kuli$’s paraphrases allegedly marked
by “some freshness of expression” and “in some cases, innovation . . . in
formal approaches” (ibid.).

Still, the level of Kulis’s innovation in his first paraphrases remains
unappreciated, with the exception, perhaps, of Horba¢’s appraisal of
salient linguistic features in Kuli§’s Psaltyr (Horba¢ 1988, 60—64). It is
not our goal here to undertake an exhaustive linguistic analysis of
Kuli$’s psalmodic paraphrases, which appear rather as prolegomena to
his future biblical translations, especially in the 1890s. Yet to gauge the
innovative value of his early translations in the context of the formation
of literary Ukrainian in the mid-nineteenth century, it would be profit-
able to compare some of Kuli$’s paraphrases with the translations made
by Maksymovyc¢.

Psalm 15 comes here first into consideration:

that his translations of the psalms were more faithful to the original than those made
by Sevéenko, continued translating the psalms. Thus, in his letter of 18 March 1869
to Pétr Vjazemskij (1792-1878), Maksymovy¢ wrote about the publication of
Psalms 29, 35, 89, 93, and 101 in 1867 in Halyc¢anyn, then a literary supplement to
the Galician periodical S/ovo; 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-
lated by Maksymovy¢ to thirty-five (Holovas¢enko 2006, 58).
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Kuli§’s Translation

Tocniou, xTo OyJie KUTH
Y TBoemy momi?

XT10 ocdane Ha TBoemy
Cuowni cBiToMy?

Toli, XTO XOIUTb Henopouens,

Pobuts mupy npasay;

XT10 100pO Yy Cepili MUCIIUTh

Yo6oromy Opary;

XTO HIKOMY, TiIJIECTUBIINCH,

31a He 3aMHUIILIAE;

XTO CyCiJIOBI TOKOPOM®B
Cepus He Bpaxkae

XT0 JeaunXb HEHABUAUTh
JloOpuxb moBaxae;
OO0insBIIN, 3a00KUBILINCH,
CroBa He JlamMae

XTO rpomrMa 3aroMiTTIIH,
JInky He mpuiiMae
OTTakuii HIKOJIU Bb CBITI
CMyTKy HE JI03HA€.
(Psal'ma 15)

Maksymovy¢’s Translation

XT10-%B, 0 [ocmonn, Tams Oyme
Bb nomy TBoEéM®B xuTH?

XTO Bb TBOIO CBAITYIO TOPY
Moske noctynuTu?

Toit, XxT0 WecHO TIpoOyBae:

Bce no nmpasnt poburts,

U cBaTyto npaBay JOAAMb

3b NIUPBIMb CEPIIEMb MOBUTS;
SI3b1KOMB CBOUM®B HE che
Knesemur mixou;

CBolMB OMMKHUMB 37a HE KOUTH
1 (ixb HE 3710CIIOBUTH;

XT0 011b BCEXb OOTOTPOTHBHEIXD
Outll onBeprae,

A nroneit nazouecmuéuxv
Hobpe noBaxae;

XT0, TOKIISIBIITUCH CBOMY JPYTY,
Ero He 3paxae;

Cpébrna Bb pocms He TO3bIYAE;
Bzsimokw He npiiimae.

XT0 Takb abaTu moiMeThCs,
IToBbkb HE 3BUXHETHCS.
(Maksimovic 1859, 8)

[1. Lord, who shall abide in thy tabernacle? Who shall dwell in thy

holy hill?

2. He that walketh uprightly, and worketh righteousness, and speaketh

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.

15
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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-
ducing instead semantic ones. Like Sevéenko’s writing in 1857—1859, the
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).

Yet, on closer inspection, Maksymovyc¢’s work looks simplistic. He
ends up with excessive emulation of folkloric means piled one on top of
another, while Kuli$, though oriented toward common linguistic devices,
digresses deliberately from his southeastern dialectal basis. Kuli§ remains
open even to ecclesiastic influence. All this may explain his use of the
nominal form neporocen” “upright,” directly transferred from the synodal
Church Slavonic translation (xodgj [m. sg. PrAP] neporocen” “he that
walketh uprightly” [Biblija 1862, 279r]). At the same time, Kuli§ was more
intimately familiar with the system of his mother tongue—at least his
language appears more complex. With an eye to filling in terminological
gaps in a new literary language, he used, for instance, /yska (Hrin¢., 1:902)
in place of ChSl. mzda “reward” (Biblija 1862, 279r). Interestingly, in the
Prosvita edition of 1909, the word /yska was replaced by a western Ukrainian
counterpart, lyxva (Zel., 1:405; see Tym¢. and Nim&uk, 1:405), influenced
by the Church Slavonic lexeme /xva “usura” (Sr., 2:25; Lexicon, 338) and
the Polish equivalent lichwa (Vytv., 122). Obviously, the editors meant to
avoid semantic confusion with Pol. /iszka “fox” (ibid., 123), used at that
time in what can be called “Galician koiné” (Shevelov 1989, 19-20; Macjuk
2001, 269), thus appearing homonymous to the indigenous lyska (Zel.,
1:407). Maksymovy¢, however, resorted to another lexeme, rost” “profit”
(OChSL. rastv) with a Great Russian coloring, since it had been commonly
used in Middle Russian texts (Sr., 3:173). The lexeme vzjatka “bribe” might
also have been viewed as a Great Russian element in, otherwise, the Little
Russian translation, vzjatok” “what must be taken” (Tym¢., 244; Sr., 1:374).
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In his paraphrases of psalms, Kulis$ 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,
polished largely by Puljuj after the death of his long-time friend and
co-translator:

Kuli§’s Translation of 1868 Kuli$’s Translation of 1903

Oto b 3HaTE It po3ymiiiTe: [Tomusiteck Temep, 11O 5, CE 5, 110
Sl BB CBITI € IMHUI; cToto, i Hema bora kpomi mene! S
Hewma bora omnpius MeHe, BOMBAIO 1 OKUBIIAIO, 5 3a]1a10 PaHU
Hi cBsitoi cumm. 1 CLILIIAIO; HeMa HIKOro, XTo O crac
51 BOWBarO i OXKUBIISIIO, 13 pyku mMoei! (SP, 205)

Panro u crisro;

Moiimy THIBy HeMa BITHHY,
Munoceparo—xkparo. . . .
(Pisni, 501)

[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 Kuli§ 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,” Kuli§ wrote in a footnote that
the translation of the two songs was published in anticipation of a possible
reaction from the clergy (Pisni, 498). The anonymous translator (that is,
Kuli§ 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
Holy Scriptures (Naxlik 2007, 2:273; Danylenko 2008a, 109-110).

At the outset of his work on the translation of the Psalms, Kuli$§
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
Petro Hulak-Artemovs kyj. Rooted in the vernacular, Kulis’s language
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 Kuli§’s para-
phrase of Psalm 13:

Hoxoii, [locrionu, 3a0ymenrsb [1. How long wilt thou forget me,
Mene Bb HamacTi 40 KIHIIA, O Lord? For ever? How long

W onseprarumMents Biaxbh MeHE wilt thou hide thy face from
Csary kpacy Tsoro mauis? me?

J1oKoJ1i CYMHOIO AYIICHO 2. How long shall I take counsel in
U cepuiemMb XUpSBUMB MOIMb, my soul, having sorrow in my
Ha panicts Bopory, st Oyay heart daily? How long shall mine
MonuTHCs CTiHAMD HIMAMB? enemy be exalted over me?]
(Psal’ma 13) (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
Russian poet Gavrila Derzavin (1743-1816) in order to establish a
perceptual framework for the introduction of one of the most intimate
pieces of Hebrew poetry. The classicist coloring of this paraphrase is not
surprising. Having pioneered first-rate classicist samples in the biblical
genre, Kuli§ seems to have unwittingly given credit to his father, who
loved Pan ko passionately but bored him with his readings from a leather-
bound volume of Derzavin and with arithmetical exercises (Luckyj 1983, 3).
It is therefore not surprising that in Kuli§’s autobiographical story Istorija
Ul'jany Terent evny (The Story of Ul’jana Terent evna), first published
in Russian in 1852, the principal character recalls his father, who indulged
in reciting Derzavin, especially the elegy on the death of his friend Field
Marshal Aleksandr Suvorov (1729-1800) (Kuli§ 1931, 149, 170): “The
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father, who knew four arithmetic rules and, by heart, all Derzavin’s
works, was treated by his neighbors as Aristotle” (Nikolaj M. 1852, 139,
also 147-148, 161, 178, 193).

CHURCH SLAVONICISMS

In general, Kuli$ excelled in the late 1860s as a spontaneous and avid
experimenter. In fact, in the “psalmody period” of his creative life, Kuli$
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
Taras Sev&enko in his biblical writings.

The “psalmody period” of Sevéenko’s life falls tentatively into two
rounds. During the first round, in the early 1840s, Sev¢enko translated
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
1857—-1859 in the life of the poet. Here we find works of different genres
and with different stylistic tours de force. But what gives this period its
imprint, according to Shevelov (1962, 69), is Sevéenko’s typical “imita-
tions” of biblical prophets and psalms (Psalm 11; Isaiah, chapter 35;
Ezekiel, chapter 19; Hosea, chapter 14) (Sevéenko 1963, 2:321-322, 324,
375-376, 378-379) and two poems from the time of the emergence of
Christianity: “Neofity” (The Neophytes) and “Marija” (Holy Virgin Mary)
(ibid., 279-295). Moreover, the particular style and mood of these poems
characterized the majority of the other works of those years as well.

Obviously, there is an undeniable continuity in Sevéenko’s turning to
the religious themes, motives, images, and ideas that he had already tested
out, for instance, in his translations of psalms during the first round. Yet one
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 Kulis. Hence
the incorporation of many Church Slavonicisms in the poetic language of
Sevéenko, whose paraphrases of David’s psalms were in no way transla-
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
lower clergy, gentrified Cossacks, and the common people, all members of
an egalitarian and democratic community. For this reason, such Church
Slavonic lexemes as drevo “tree,” muz “man,” vospoju (1 sg. non-past) “to
sing, hail,” blahaja (f.) “good,” vosxvalili (pl. pret.) “to praise,” izbavy (2
sg. imper.) “savel,” bezzakonije “lawlessness,” tvorjascij (m. sg. PrAP)
“creating,” dokoli “how long,” and many other forms pertaining to both
rounds, have never been treated as alien (Rusanivs 'kyj 2002, 92). Moreover,
many Church Slavonicisms were aptly adapted by Sevéenko to the system
of his literary idiom (e.g., okradenyj and obikradenyj “robbed,” dovhoter-
pelyvyj versus dolhoterpelyvyj “very patient,” and the like) (ibid.).

As far as Church Slavonicisms are concerned, Kuli§ and Sevéenko
demonstrated different linguistic orientations based not only on their
particular Sprachgefiihl but also on their training and family milieu. As
has been suggested, Kulis was deliberately experimenting with Church
Slavonic elements in his translations of the psalms. Sev&enko, instead,
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
poetry to sometimes low subjects and dialects (Shevelov 1979, 710).

All these works Sev&enko imbibed at his mother’s knee. As a “consul”
in the local primary school, Sevéenko diligently studied Church Slavonic
grammar and the Horologion. He apparently memorized the Psalter
(Uskalov 2006, 194-196). As a boy, Sevéenko learned many holy songs
and was familiar with the well-known song “Vsjakomu horodu nrav” y
prava” (Each City Has Its Customs and Its Laws), from Hryhorij Skovoro-
da’s Garden of Divine Songs. Later, in his writings, Sevéenko consistently
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.
Sevéenko was also versed in the intricacies of Dymitrij Tuptalo’s Menaion,
a major Ukrainian collection of the lives of saints. These examples explain
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.

Although Kuli§ came from an old yet gentrified Cossack family, he
missed much of Sevéenko’s milieu, having spent his childhood in relative
seclusion on a xutir (farmstead) on the outskirts of the small town of
Voroniz. Life on the xutir was not exactly a peasant existence, though all
the members of the Kuli§ clan worked on the farm and in the apiary, along
with a few servants (Luckyj 1983, 3; Naxlik 2007, 1:12-15). In such
circumstances, he could hardly establish the steady contact with peasants
and their vernacular that might have otherwise exerted some influence on
his mastering of the language of the countryside and becoming a proponent
of radical Ukrainianness, in social terms, as the nationality of commoners
in the spirit of Sevéenko. The influence of his mother, who was all the
closer to the Ukrainian language and folk culture, seemed to be minimal,
since she died when he was five or six (Kuli§ 1868, 21). She managed,
however, to instill a love for the Ukrainian language and folk culture in her
delicate son—whence came Kulis$’s constant quest for an ideal vernacular
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
Hryhorij Kvitka-Osnov’janenko (1778-1843) (Naxlik 2007, 2:87).

“KULISISMS”

Overall, Kulis$’s first paraphrases proved successful and no less impres-
sive than translations made by other literati, including Oleksander
Navrockyj (1823-1892), Volodymyr Aleksandrov (1825-1894), Pylyp
Moracevs'kyj (1806-1879), and a handful of anonymous Galician
translators (M. Moskalenko 2006 3/4, 161, 163; 5/6, 175). In order to
test more consistently the benefits of Kuli§’s contribution to the
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 Kulis’s
contemporaries.

One should begin with Navroc'kyj, a member of the Cyril and
Methodius Society (1845-1847), who, after his imprisonment in 1847 and
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,
his major translations of Homer’s epics, The lliad and The Odyssey, and of
Sota 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’, Navroc'kyj) and Knyha Psal miv
Proroka Davyda (A Book of Psalms; Psal ‘my, Navroc'kyj), which show
some minimal degree of linguistic creativity. This is why, being notori-
ously exigent in his demands for literary perfection, Kuli§ called
Navroc'kyj, rather deprecatingly, “a nice guy without any talent”
(Barvinskyj 2004, 146). For instance, to illustrate his heavy dependency
on Kuli§’s paraphrases, suffice it to mention the form, found in Navroc 'kyj’s
translations of the psalms, zloreccja (Psal ‘'my, Navroc'kyj, 1), which was
obviously derived from Kuli§’s neologism z/orikyj and used in his transla-
tion of the same psalm (Psal ‘ma 1) (zlorika “a scornful person” [Psaltyr,
Rataj, 107] and zloricyty “to backbite” [Hrin¢. 1:696]). This verb is also
attested in the writings of Kornylo Ustyjanovy¢ (1839-1903), a Galician
artist and writer (Zel., 1:304), who as a contributor to the periodical
Pravda might have borrowed it from Kuli§’s language, which was very
popular at that time among the western Ukrainian populists.

Among similar “Kuli§isms” in the language of Navroc'kyj, one
should also cite the noun pravycja “the right hand,” a word coined by
Kuli§ (see, e.g., Pentatevx, 146) and used by Navroc'kyj (Psal 'my,
Navroc'kyj, 25v) in his translation of the same Psalm 16 (according to the
Hebrew numbering) (Psal ‘ma 16), and similarly pravaja ruka (Psal 'my,
Navroc'kyj, 32v). One should add also #tverza “support, foundation”
(Psal 'my, Navroc'kyj, 28v), an apparent neologism used by Kuli$ in his
paraphrase of the same Psalm 18 (according to the Hebrew numbering)
(Psaltyr, Rataj, 130), although not attested in the dictionary of Borys
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Hringenko (Zel., 2:952). Another apparent Kuli§ism is zapomoha “help”
(Psal 'my, Navroc'kyj, 36), that is, “saving strength” (Ps 20:6), which
occurs in Kuli§’s translation of the Psaltyr (e.g., Psaltyr, Rataj, 118).

Of particular interest is the diminutive levéuk “young lion” (Psal ‘my,
Navroc'kyj, 28), a lexeme used by Kulis in his paraphrase of Psalm 17
(according to the Hebrew numbering) (Psaltyr, Rataj, 129; SP, 511;
Horbac¢ 1988, 62). Remarkably, this word became popular among both
Greek Catholic and Orthodox translators of the Hebrew Scriptures.
Suffice it to say that in his translation of the same psalm (Psaltyr’,
Bacyn’skij, 30; HaluS¢ynskyj 1925, 317-318), the Greek Catholic priest
Aleksander Bacyn’skij preferred Kuli$’s neologism to the local diminu-
tive form levyk (Zel., 1:399). It is noteworthy that the same Kuligism
occurs in the same psalm translated by Ivan Ohijenko (SP, Ohijenko,
547), while Ivan Xomenko-Pljuta opted for another diminutive, levenja
“young lion” (SP, Xomenko, 626). The latter form might have been also
derived, or at least introduced into the written language, by Kulis (Hring.,
1:886; Zel., 1:399). It is therefore not surprising that in his poetic transla-
tion of the book of Job, Kuli§ employed the two diminutives, /evuk and
levenja, in the same verse (Yov, 1869, 10).

One cannot omit the verb jasuvaty “to explain, speak for” (Psal 'my,
Navroc’kyj, 34v), a form consistently used (and apparently coined) by
Kuli§ (e.g., Psaltyr, Rataj, 119). The imperfective infinitive jasyty is
attested in the dictionaries of Borys Hrinéenko and Jevhen Zelexivs kyj.
The latter dictionary (Zel., 2:1116) also has another imperfective form,
Jasuvaty, excerpted from the written output of Myxajlo Staryc’ky;j (1840—
1904). Nevertheless, the chronological priority should be given to Kulis,
who used this verb very consistently long before Navroc kyj and Staryc ‘kyj.

Among other obvious lexical KuliSisms in Navroc'kyj’s translation
are tisnjava “tightness, denseness” (Psal ‘'my, Navroc'kyj, 29), also intro-
duced into the written language by Kuli§ (Hring., 2:776; Zel., 2:967),
potuha “power” (Psal'my, Navroc'kyj, 22), one of Kuli§’s favorite
Galicianisms of Polish origin (Shevelov 1966, 42), plid “fruit,” used by
Navroc 'kyj in the paraphrase of Psalm 1 (Psal 'my, Navroc'kyj, 1), where
Kuli§ employed a bookish counterpart, without ikavism (Psal'ma 1,
Horbac 1988, 60), perhaps tamecky “over there” (Psal ‘my, Navroc kyj,
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2v), a colloquial and dialectal form influenced by Kuli§’s vernacular
diminutives of the type tamen 'ky (SP, 14; Gen 12:10). Here also belongs
vysokist’, which is found in Navroc’kyj’s translation of Psalm 18
(according to the Hebrew numbering) (Psal my, Navroc'kyj, 30v) and
attested also in Kuli§’s paraphrase of the same psalm (Psaltyr, Rataj, 132).

The list of lexical transfers, which we call Kuli§isms, and parallels
(regular lexemes found in parallel translations of the two writers) could be
expanded. This speaks for Navroc'kyj’s slavish leaning on Kulis;
however, such borrowing seems to have been a common practice among
the Ukrainian translators of that and subsequent times. For instance, despite
its original archaic and folkloric embellishments, Ivan Ohijenko’s transla-
tion of the Bible (SP, Ohijenko) was heavily modeled on Moracevs'kyj’s
translation of the New Testament made in the early 1860s (Horbac 1988,
78). From this point of view, Kuli§ was more independent, although he
might have also consulted (a copy of) Moracevs 'kyj’s translation.

In this respect, Navroc'kyj’s case is most revealing. In combining
Church Slavonic and folkloric (vernacular) forms, he merely mimicked
Kulis’s style and poetic idiom. Thus, among the Church Slavonic forms
used by Navroc'kyj one can cite the following: vosxvalyty “to praise,”
blahyj “feeble,” blahannja “entreaty,” blahoslovennja “‘blessing,” blazennyj
“blissful” (Psal ‘my, Navroc’kyj, 33v, 4v, 25, 26v), drevo “tree,” and
premudryj “sage” (ibid., 1). Also present are active present participles like
Zyvuscyj “he that lives” and tvorjascyj “he that creates” (ibid., 2v, 22v), as
are some Russian Church Slavonic forms such as Viadyka “Lord,” vysni
Certohy “celestial palace, heaven,” and, perhaps, vsue “in vain” (ibid., 29,
34). The problem for Navroc kyj lay rather in the ratio of such forms. After
all, they were routinely used not only by Kuli$ but also by other Ukrainian
authors, especially Sev&enko. Yet, unlike Kuli§, the number of Church
Slavonicisms in Navroc'kyj’s translation was conspicuously smaller. He
used folkloric and vernacular elements in abundance, such as long (uncon-
tracted) adjectives in cases like narodnjaja syla “people’s power,” ljuds 'kyi
suddi “people’s judges,” ledacyi ljude “ungodly people,” velykee blaho
“great good,” tjazkyi muky “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,” isty-pozyraty “to devour,” hynuty-pohybaty “to perish,”
ranen'ko-rano ‘“very early,” and t'ma t'muscéa “darkness”) (Psal’'my,
Navroc'kyj, 22, 2, 23, 4v). Finally, the vocabulary of Navroc kyj’s transla-
tion was permeated with numerous vernacular lexemes, such as nyskom
“imperceptibly,” oselja “homestead,” lyxva “profit, usury,” movljaty “to
say,” lynuty “to rush, flow,” and suhaty “to hover” (ibid., 28, 15, 24v, 27v,
24, 25). In some places, one encounters in Navroc’kyj’s translation
synonyms occurring ostentatiously side by side, yet without the generation
of semantic nuances that are so characteristic of Kuli$’s stylistically varie-
gated language (e.g., pidmoha and pidpora occurring on one page [ Psal ‘my,
Navroc'kyj, 30v], with the synonymous zastupa and zaslona “defense,
protection” on another page [ibid., 32] in Psalm 18).

Some phonological and morphological dialecticisms are particularly
characteristic of Navroc'kyj’s language. To begin with phonology, it is
worth mentioning a lack of neutralization of obstruent voicing across
morpheme and word boundary (Danylenko 2006c, 189-190) (e.g.,
zkaraty “to punish,” zkepkuvaty “to scoff,” z sljaxu “off the way [of the
righteous],” z xaty “from the house” [Psal 'my, Navroc'kyj, 23v, 24v,
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
clusters of consonants (Zovtobrjux et al. 1979, 283); see also pered
Bohom “in front of God,” pered nym “in front of him” (Psal my,
Navroc'kyj, 31, 34). Sporadically, one happens on the retention (reintro-
duction) of the etymological o in place of the new i, such as vojny (gen.)
“war” (ibid., 32), which may be stylistically marked or simply reflect an
areal phenomenon transitional from Southwest to Northeast Ukrainian
(Var¢enko 1954, 57).

4 As a matter of fact, the alternation o : i is also absent in some dialectal (northern
Ukrainian) forms like vuhollja “coil” (Psal ‘my, Navroc'kyj, 30; 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 in Navroc'kyj is particularly interesting inasmuch
as the translator’s native dialect was located in the Cerkasy region, that is, in the same
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In terms of morphology, one should mention vernacular adjectives of
the type paljucyj and harjucyj “hot” (Psal 'my, Navrockyj, 30; Danylenko
2006¢c, 78-86), third-person singular present tense forms, typically
employed by southeastern Ukrainian authors, such as oberta “to turn,”
obhorta ljakom “to strike fear,” ljaha “to lie down” (Psal ‘my, Navroc kyj,
2v), numerous dative case forms in -ovi/-evi, including vernacular (folk-
loric) sercevi “heart” (ibid., 25v; Matvijas 2006, 55-56), and instrumental
case forms with the hard-stem ending -oju, such as dusoju “soul.” Attested
cross-dialectally (Bevzenko et al. 1978, 79), the latter forms were also used
by Sevéenko as a result of the generalization of the hard-stem conjuga-
tional paradigm (Tymosenko 1968, 137, 151). Finally, it is interesting to
note two competing endings, -e and -a, used by Navroc'kyj for second
declension neuter nouns with the assimilated j and resulting gemination. In
fact, the translator employed three types of such nouns. The first one is
modeled on Church Slavonic forms (e.g., stohnanie “groaning”) (Psal ' my,
Navroc’kyj, 9), while the two other types are likely to reflect two competing
dialectal inflections. One of them is the predominantly northern inflectional
type in -e (e.g., svidcennje “‘evidence,” bezzakonnje ‘“‘unlawfulness”) (ibid.,
35, 9), and the second is the southeastern type in -a (e.g., bezzakonnja,
oblyccja “face” [ibid., 6v, 21v]). The latter type prevails, thereby tenta-
tively speaking for the transitional nature of Navroc kyj’s native dialect.

Leaving aside certain intricacies of its poetics, Navroc kyj’s language
appeared to be fully in congruence with the written standard cultivated by
Sevéenko and his populist followers. Navroc'kyj based his language on
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-
size this fact again, the influence of Kuli§’s paraphrases on Navroc kyj’s
language was so massive that he could not help but borrow some elements
from Kuli§’s written standard, including numerous Kulisisms, which stood
in contrast with the populist paradigm at that time.

transitional dialectal area where Sev&enko’s dialect belonged (Danylenko 2006¢, 358,
369-370, 2001, 272-273, 282-283; Rusanivskyj 2002, 41-44).



Exploring Psalmody

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 Kulis§’s translations, he committed 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 Tyxomovni spivy na
svjati motivy (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 Kuli§ 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 (Spivy, 4—14). Aleksandrov based
his work, instead, on the Great Russian translation of the entire Psalter,
Psalmy: Bukval nyj perevod” (Psalms: A Literal Translation), made by
Leon Mandel Stam 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 Stam’s
translation critically, working out his own interpretation of some /loci
classici. To adduce just one example, he retained the Church Slavonic
beginning in Psalm 1, blazen” toj colovik” (Spivy, Ps 1; Biblija 1862,
277r), in contrast to Mandel 'Stam’s slava celovéku 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 (po §¢yrij
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
(Spivy).

Unlike Navrockyj, Aleksandrov’s translation reads easily and is, in
fact, very close to the local variety of literary Ukrainian conceived in the
ferment of the first half of the nineteenth century by the Xarkiv
Romanticists. Largely reminiscent of Hulak-Artemovs kyj’s vernacular-
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
translations could hardly compete with those made by Hulak-Artemovs 'kyj
and even Maksymovy¢, whose originality was demonstrated in their
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

Bbnaxens TOM 40JIOBIKD, 110 IO
COBITY

Jltoneii Oe3myTHBIXh HE XOIBIBh

U He cTosiBb HA iXb 10PO3i

U BB pajii 36 HBIMBI HE CHIJIIBb;

A Bce o boxkoro 3akony

Hymero i ceprieMb NpUIaaass,

[Ipo Toit 3akoHD 3aKOHD TIOTHSI,
IIIOHOYI1

W moMBITIUISIBE U PO3CYKIABb.

Binb Oyae MOBB MJI010BE APEBO,

[TocaxxkeHe OIS BOIIBL:

Ha émy sucts He oBbsIHE

W BB Opy macTh BOHO TUIOABI.

(Spivy, Ps 1)

Maksymovy¢’s Translation

brnaxxenb MyX b TOU, 11O HE
BBOIIE

B1 pagy HeueCTUBBIXb,

W He ctane Ha mopo3b

['phurHbIXb, HEMTPABIUBBIXb,

W He cane y 6ecenb

JIronel n3paanvBbIXb;

A Bb [ocriomaémy 3akonb

CBOI0 IepKUTH BOJIIO,

JeHp 1 HOUB ceOe HaBYaE

3akony ['ocmomHto.

WU sx® 1peBo, HaIb TOTOKOMB

ITocaxkeHe YUCTHIMB,

[1501H IPUHOCUTH BB CBOIO TIOPY

W He BbsIHE JIUCTOMD.

(Maksimovic 1859, 3)
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Maksymovy¢’s translation looks like a typical paraphrase made in
the spirit of Hulak-Artemovs kyj, while Aleksandrov’s text shows tension
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., rozsuzdav” [m. sg. pret.] “to
meditate” and sovsim " ““altogether, completely”) (Spivy, Ps 1), in addition
to those Church Slavonicisms that also occur in Maksymovy¢ and even
Kulis: plod” (Maksimovi¢ 1859, 3; Psal'ma 1); also compare plodove
drevo, posazene bilja vody in Aleksandrov (Spivy, Ps 1) to the vernacular
rendering in KuliS—dobre drevo, posadzene kolo krynyci, “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
Kuli$ and other contemporaries (e.g., od” “from,” lyce “face,” mini [dat.]
” Satro “tent” [Spivy,
31] referring to “tabernacle” [Ps 15:1], Zurba as a substitute for the original
pecal’ [Psalom” 20], Church Slavonicisms like hlas” “voice,” honytel’

“L,” old aorists prorece and rece [3 sg. pret.] “to declare,

“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., v ocyx” “in the eyes” [Spivy, 32] with the ending -ix [<
-bxv], 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” (Spivy, 32), as found in works of eastern Ukrainian authors in
the nineteenth century (Bevzenko et al. 1978, 317-318).

To show the regional limitations of Aleksandrov’s poetic approach as
compared with Kuli§’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 Kuli$’s Translation
Coxpanu meHe, Miii boxe! Coxpanu meHe[,| miii boxe,
51 Ha Tebe yroBaro, Ha TeGe most Hais.

Ha equnoro va Tebe Tu He TpeOyem Big MeHe,

Bcro nHaziro mokmanaro. 1106 T0G61 100pO 5 AisB,
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Tu, gyme most Gnaras, A 006 1o0puMu AinamMu
[Ipopekia ecu 10 cebde: VieapsiB TBOiX ClaCEHHUX
Tu l'ocrions Mit 1 Brnaasika U xoxaB ix mmupuM ceprem
U nixro oxpome Tebe. Cepe rpillIHAKIB MU3EPHHUX,
Boxe! Thl MiHI TOKaKEITb Tu mokaxkem miHi, boxe,
Bcixb onpaab He3IiUHI JTIKH, CrexKy MpaBeiHy Ha CBITi:
JKu3Hu yTh ¥ CBITIY paaicTh IToBHO mmIacTs xono Tebe,
[Ipens muniemsb TBOIMB BO BiKH. PanicTh BiYHS—TII0 ITPABHIIL.
(Spivy, 33) (Psal'ma 16)

[L. Preserve me, O God: for in thee do I put my trust.
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
is all my delight . . .
11. Thou will show me the path of life: in thy presence is fullness of

joy; at thy right hand there are pleasures for evermore.] (Ps 16)

Remarkably, both translations have the same metrical foot—they are
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,” Viadvka
“sovereign,” pred” “before,” the verb soxrany [2 sg. imper.] “preserve!,”
upovaju [1 sg. pres.] “to put trust,” also Zyzny put” in contrast to ChSl. put’
Zyvota “path of life”) (Biblija 1862, 279r).

Kulis is more dependent on the poetics of the Church Slavonic transla-
tion. Suffice it to say that he uses his favorite neologism, pravycja, in reference
to the Church Slavonic equivalent desnyca “right hand.” However, the lexical
and grammatical make-up of Kuli§’s translation looks more uniform in
comparison with the language of Aleksandrov. The latter’s language is rather
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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 Kuli§’s paraphrases.

All in all, there is an apparent contrast between Kuli§, on the one
hand, and the translations of Aleksandrov and his populist predecessors,
on the other, who, nevertheless, attempted to ground their language stan-
dard in a somewhat different cultural and ideological framework. Suffice
it to mention here the poetic trend developed by Pylyp Moracevs kyj in
his translation of the Psalter in 1865. Although not published until 2015
(Psaltyr”, Moracevs’kyj), this translation had much in common with
those of Aleksandrov and especially Maksymovy¢. The translation of
Psalm 1 by Moracevs’kyj speaks for itself: it shows solid vernacular
foundations with numerous long naturalized Church Slavonicisms
commonly used in Dnieper Ukraine, such as the nominal adjectival forms
blazen “blessed” and necestyvyi (pl.) “ungodly,” zakon Hospodny “law of
the Lord,” lyce “face,” and the like.

Moracevs'Kkyj’s Translation of Psalm 1

1. Braosicens TOM Y0JI0BIKD, XTO
HE XOJMTH Ha paay
Heyecmueuxv, ¥ Ha J0po3i
TPIIIHUXD HE CMAHOBUMYS, U
Ha JIaBLi AyHIOryOLiBb He
cigae;

2. Ay 3akoni eocnoonémy ycs
BOJIS €70, U Bb 3aKOHI €ro
HaBYA€ETIS ICHb U HiY.

3. Bins, Kb ApeBO MocaxkeHe
[P MMOTOKaxXb BOIb, 110 OBOILb
CBil a€ y CBii 9ach, U 1uCcmb
€ro He omajae, u yce, o
TUTBKI BIHB POOUTH, OyzIe
rapasab.

[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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4. He Ttaxb Heuecmusui, He Takb, 4. The ungodly are not so: but are

ane sKb Ta KypsiBa MUY, 110 like the chaff which the wind
BITEPD 3B /14y 3EMITL driveth away:.
mionmMae.

5. Tax®w, HEe BcTOATh Hewecmusui 5. Therefore the ungodly shall not

Ha CyJi, ¥ TPIIIHUKY Ha paji stand in the judgement, nor sinners
NpaseoHUXD. in the congregation of the
righteous.
6. bo 3nae ['ocmons mopory 6. For the Lord knoweth the way of
npageoHUxs, a 10pora the righteous: but the way of the
Heyecmueuxs 3aruHe. ungodly shall perish.] (Ps 1)

(Psaltyr”, Moracevs'kyj, 33;
Psaltyr, Moracevs kyj, 3r)

The question remains as to what Kuli§ 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. Kulis’s
language program tended to transgress the Little Russian cultural space and
time, frozen as it was within the confines of the Russian Empire. His original
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

Kuli$’s indefatigable stamina in elaborating on the interpretation of psalmody
in the Ukrainian language led him, in 1897, to undertake a poetic translation
of the lyrical pearls of Hebrew poetry (Voznjak 1928a, 216). His intent was
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 pioneering
translations, never equaled before (or after) in Ukrainian literature.

To take again Psalm 1 as an example, one notes first of all a new
beginning in the translation of 1897, deviating not only from the Church
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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 blazen”

Biaro oMy, XT0 He XOJUTh y pajy Jieaady

W He crouTh 3yNMMHUBIINCH HA TPIIIHAN JOPO3i,

W ne cimae B rpoma/ii 370piK S3UKATHX.

Hix no 3axony I'ocnoonézo XUunuThlis cepieM

W ipo T ocnoodens 3axon yHOUI 1 yIeHB 10ae.

MoB Haji KpUHUIICIO IEPEeBO, OyJie pOCTH BiH,

Te, 1110 n100U CBOU POIUTH IIOJIITA, POCKIIITHE,

U &ro nuckTe He KOBKHE, HE CUILICIBIIbSI MapHO. . . . (Psaltyr’ 1897)

The most significant feature of the new poetic translation is the use
of a limited number of Church Slavonic and other bookish forms.
Indeed, the 1897 translation was designed by Kuli§ 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, Kuli$ 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 plod” “fruit,” belonging to the older literary tradition. This
may explain why this lexeme is attested in Ivan Kotljarevs'kyj’s Enejida
(Enejida, Index, 128), too. Interestingly enough, Kuli§ retained in the
translation of 1897 his favorite neologism, zlorika, first used as zlorikyj
“a scornful person” in the 1868 paraphrase of the same psalm (Psal ‘ma
1). In the 1897 translation, the word z/orika is enhanced by a descriptive
adjective, jazykatyj “talkative.”

The orthography used in this translation also speaks for the distinc-
tiveness of Kuli§’s approach in 1897. But this distinctiveness does not
diminish the contrast between Kuli$, 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 Kulis from 1881 onward
(Barvins'kyj 2004, 201) and applied consistently in his new translation
of the Psalter in 1897. For instance, leaving aside the Russian letter “¢,”
which was commonly used at that time in Russian-ruled Ukraine, Kuli§
employed the letter “¢,” denoting palatalized consonants only, as in
lys tje “leafage.” He also marked assimilation (assibilation) of conso-
nants at the morpheme boundary before the reflexive particle in verb
forms of the type xylyc'cja (3 sg. pres.) “to be inclined toward” and
syplec’cja (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 Kuli§’s auto-
graph of 1897, reminiscent of the orthographic rule implemented by
Jevhen Zelexivs'kyj in his Malorusko-nimeckyj slovar (Little Russian-
German Dictionary, 1884—1886), revised after his death by Sofron
Nedil’s'kyj (1857-1917) (Zel., 1:viii). Unlike Zelexivka, where all sibi-
lants before the letter v were marked as palatalized, Kuli§ denoted
assimilative palatalization of these sounds in the position before all kinds
of obstruents (e.g., /ys tje with palatalization of a sibilant before the dental
t and so forth) (Danylenko 2012b).

In contrast to the author’s first poetic paraphrases, the 1897 rendering
of the entire Psalter proved unexpectedly “less poetic,” despite the fact
that it followed rather straightforwardly the biblical narration in terms of
style, form, and even structure (Gillingham 1994, 18-21). Kuli§ demon-
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 Kuli§’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 Kulis’s
translation is surprising since he was famous for introducing the trochaic
verse into Ukrainian poetry, as attested, for instance, in Rataj’s 1868
translation of the same psalm (Psal 'ma 15).
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Kuli§’s Translation of 1897 Aleksandrov’s Translation of
18821883
Tocnonu! Xto y HameTti moiimy  Tocnoan! XT0 3M0OKe JKBITBI
10 3aciTy31 rockTuMe? VY 1BOIM mmIaTpi?
XTO 1O 3aciy3i KHBe Xto mocenutig y Tebe
Ha c[b]BATiH ropi B TeOe? Ha cBsTiii ropi?

Toit xTO MO MpaBeapHIN XOmMuTh,  TOH, XTO X0/Ie HEMOPOUHO,
JI0po3i, Bce poOUTH 110 mpaBi  KpBIBIBI HE TBOPHITE;

U B cBoOliMy ceppIri Toli, XTO 3BBIKH Bb HE3IIOOCTBI CEpITT
TOBOPUTH OJIHY IUPY MpaBay. I[IpaBmy roBOpPHITH.

XTO B CbBiTi XOAUTH cUM poboM, XTo Tak poOe,—TOH MO KpUBII
Xurtatuck Hikoau He Oyre. YecCTHBII Y0JI0BIKb,
(Psaltyr’ 1897, Ps 14) Toii HirJe He MOXBITHETBLIS,

He 3mbutbITh BO Biks! (Spivy, 31-32)

In addition to changes in the poetic form, Kuli$ also introduced new
vocabulary. The most arresting example is the expression Arismy procen-
tuvaty “to take reward (by usury)” (Psaltyr’ 1897, Ps 14). Deserving of
attention is also lysku (acc. sg. f.) pryjmaty in 1868 (Psal’ma 15), which
was replaced, as has been mentioned, by the western Ukrainian form
lyxva (f.) “profit, reward” in the Prosvita edition of 1909 (Kulis 1909,
3:127). No less surprising is the fact that Aleksandrov also used a similar,
“modernized” expression, v’ procenty hrosi davaty (Spivy, 32). Yet again,
in this case, Kuli§ remained faithful to himself by offering a neologism,
procentuvaty, rather than resorting to the aforementioned Russian calque
found in Aleksandrov (Ukr. procent pravyty [Hring., 2:493]).

Already in his early paraphrases of the psalms, one can discern the
magisterial individuality of Kuli§’s approach toward the development of
new literary Ukrainian. Unlike the confluence between vernacular and
colloquial devices found in the work of Petro Hulak-Artemovs kyj,
Volodymyr Aleksandrov, and Oleksander Navroc kyj, or the style of folk-
lore in Myxajlo Maksymovy¢, Kuli§ favored more heterogeneous means

35
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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
vernacular translations of Aleksandrov and especially of Navroc’'kyj
could hardly compete with Kuli§’s paraphrases, and even less so with his
poetic translation of 1897.

However, the baroque architectonics of Sevéenko’s translations speak
to the poet’s strong footing in a vernacular permeated with long-naturalized
(vernacularized) Church Slavonicisms. Obviously, vernacularization of
the Church Slavonic legacy was at variance with Kuli§’s programmatic
views. For this reason, he tried to break the linguistic confines of the
burlesque modality of the vernacular paradigm (kotljarevscyna), set up by
the epigones of Ivan Kotljarevs kyj (Ajzenstok 1928), by freely resorting
to Church Slavonic and other dialectal elements, and ultimately by
revealing the vista of a new language standard. Kuli§’s first translations
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.



CHAPTER

The Makings of the
Rusian Bible

A PENTATEVX PROLUSION

In 1869, after the publication of Kulis’s book of Psalms and the Pentatevx
Musijevyj (Pentateuch), Natal” Vaxnjanin (Vaxnjanyn, 1841-1908), a young
confidant of the translator and the editor of the periodical Pravda,
suggested that Kuli§ submit his translation for publication by the British
and Foreign Bible Society in Vienna. Having received Kuli§’s consent,
Vaxnjanin contacted a representative of the society, Edward Millard
(1822-1906), who in turn expressed his wish to have the manuscript of
the Ukrainian Pentateuch first reviewed by the priests and writers Ivan
Naumovy¢ and Hryhorij Hnylevyc¢, as well as by some other local intel-
lectuals—even though none were specialists in linguistics (Studyns kyj
1930, xxxii—xxxiii). Miller chose Franz Miklosich (Franjo Miklosié,
1813-1891), a prominent Slovenian-Austrian Slavist who had previously
approached the society asking to be informed about any Ukrainian trans-
lation of the Bible already existing or in preparation, as a reviewer.

A famous ethnographer and public figure in Galicia, Meliton Bucyns kyj
(1847-1903), wrote in a letter of 12 April 1872 to his Dnieper correspondent
Ivan Rudc¢enko (1845-1905) that Millard had secretly passed Kulis’s transla-
tion of the Holy Scriptures to some Galician and Bukovynian literati,
including prominent Russophiles, such as Ivan Naumovy¢, Antin Petrusevyc,
and Ivan Branik from Cernivci. All of them heavily criticized the phonetic
orthography introduced by Kulis, although their understanding of linguistic
phenomena in general was minimal to say the least (Studyns 'kyj 1930, xxxii—
xxxiii). For instance, in 1868 in Kolomyja, Branik published an amateurish
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treatise entitled Prycyna tvorenija sja narécej (A Reason for the Formation of
Languages). Full of fallacious etymologies and far-reaching hypotheses, the
book was strongly criticized, and rightly so, by Omeljan Partyc’kyj (1840—
1895) in Pravda. In particular, the reviewer brought to the attention of the
readership Branik’s deficient argumentation about the advantages of etymo-
logical orthography in Ukrainian. In effect, as Partyckyj (1868, 250) noted,
Branik adduced “semi-etymological information” about three vowels, o, ¢,
and y, 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, Kuli§ did not accept their verdict and
asked Millard to approach Miklosich about a possible review. On 2
February 1871, Kuli§ sent to Ivan Puljuj (1845-1918), whom he had
befriended in 1869 in Vienna, “all those parts of the Holy Scripture [The
New Testament]” in which Millard might have been most interested. Kuli$
assured him that he “had translated word for word in accordance with
Greek,” and in murky places consulted the English version, disregarding
all other translators, including Martin Luther (Studyns kyj 1930, 8).

According to Puljuj (1905, 23), Millard received some samples of
Kuli$’s translation and expedited them right away to Miklosich. The latter
concluded that Kuli§’s translation was a mere paraphrase rather than a close
translation of the original Greek text. Millard then informed Kulis that the
Bible Society was ready to buy a Ukrainian translation of the Holy Scriptures,
provided it was an exact copy of the Greek original (Studyns’kyj 1930,
xxvii—xxviii). Disappointed but not entirely disillusioned, Kuli§ accepted,
understanding Miklosich’s critique, taken as a whole, as fair and well-
balanced. Kulis$ truly believed in the future of the Bible in Ukrainian. This is
why, in a letter of 8 October 1871 written to Puljuj from Dnieper Ukraine,
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

Arguably, Kuli§’s first translations of the Holy Scriptures were largely
poetic paraphrases. In the late 1860s, while working on the translation of
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a series of psalms, Kuli§ 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
Ukrainian people, their culture, and their language. In a letter of 6 July
1871 to Oleksander Barvins 'kyj (1847—-1927), a prominent cultural figure
in Galicia at that time, Kuli§ expanded on the power of the Ukrainian
Bible, which, he firmly believed, could guarantee the political equality of
the Austrian Rusyns with their Polish neighbors (Barvins'kyj 2004, 167).
Conversely, in order to persuade the Great Russians of the ethno-cultural
distinctiveness of Ukraine, the Ukrainians had, first, to make Europe turn
her face to Ukraine (Naxlik 2007, 1:247).

However, before embarking on a translation of the Bible, Kulis 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
previous literary tradition(s), especially the baroque style that flourished
during the Cossack period? Would creating an exclusively vernacular trans-
lation diminish the authority of the Ukrainian nobility (s§/jaxta) 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
Varangian Rus” and even of the Greek Argonauts” (Kulis 1874, 2:371-373)?
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 Kuli$ 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, Kuli§ 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
chose an archaic pen name, Pavlo Rataj (literally, Paul the Plower), being
inspired by various narratives and legendary characters. Gradually,
however, Kuli§ came up with another, parallel vision of the Holy
Scriptures in vernacular Ukrainian. Having realized that, for church use,
the Bible had to reflect strictly the text accepted at that time as the author-
itative Vorlage, Kuli§ 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, Kuli§ did not abandon his idea to publish a complete text of
the Ukrainian Bible. On the contrary, Miklosich’s criticism could have
only spurred Kulis 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-
quent publications. As late as 4 January 1895, Kuli§ wrote to his old
friend, Stepan Nis (1829-1900) (Kulis to Nos, 24), that he was working
intensely at that time on a second translation of the Old Testament, the
so-called ustyxotvorena Byblija (the Versified Bible) (Zelens'ka 2000,
361), which was conceived in the vein of the translation made in the time
of the Old Britons (Kuli§ to Tymcenko, 99). For Kulis, this was a new
type of translation synthesizing two approaches divorced somewhat arti-
ficially in the literary tradition. Regrettably, only a few samples of Kulis$’s
synthetic translation came off the press. Yet what is clear from them is
that Kuli§ 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.

While in Vienna in the spring of 1869, Kuli§ met for the first time
Ivan Puljuj, who had just completed his theological and philosophical
studies at the University of Vienna, and invited him to collaborate on a
translation of the Bible. As Puljuj recalled later, their first meeting was
not conventional but rather cordial. They feverishly discussed much of
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mutual interest, from the literary activity in Galicia, with which Kuli§ 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
their meeting, Puljuj expressed his sincere enthusiasm about Kulis’s
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
Ukrainian, which he was preparing at that time (Studyns 'kyj 1930, xxvi).

“POISON AND RUIN FOR THE RUSIAN PEOPLE”

Kulis found in Puljuj a true comrade-in-arms, steeled by previous battles.
By the time of their first meeting in 1869, Puljuj had already prepared
some translations of religious texts into Ukrainian. Shortly afterwards he
published Molytvoslov”y korotka nauka o xrystijans ‘ko-katolyckdj vere (A
Prayer Book and A Short Course on the Christian-Catholic Faith), written
with the help of Myxajlo Osadca’s orthography specifically for Rusian
conscripts. As early as 1870, Puljuj prepared a second, revised edition of the
prayer book, this time written in the phonetic orthography invented earlier
by Kuli$. At a meeting with Josyf Sembratovy¢, Greek Catholic archbishop
of Lviv in the years 1870-1882, at the University of Vienna, Puljuj peti-
tioned for church approval of the revised edition of his prayer book.

At the request of Sembratovy¢, Puljuj’s Molytvoslov” was reviewed
by the eparchial consultor Myxajlo Malynovskyj. Malynovskyj called
Puljuj’s translation, because of its vernacular and phonetic orthography
(ukrainscina i kulisévka), “poison and ruin for the Rusian people.” A conser-
vative cleric, Malynovs 'kyj argued that the introduction of the ukrainscina
and kulisévka, “innovations without any grounds,” was likely to destroy the
intimate relationship between “Little Russian literature” and “our church
books” (Puljuj 1871, 3; Studyns kyj 1930, xv). Malynovs kyj denounced,
in particular, the vernacular spelling Isus (which was subsequently
employed by Puljuj and Kuli§ in their translation of the Bible), for it
recalled a similar spelling employed by the Russian Old Believers. Hence,
the so-called wkrainscina and kulisévka 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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Malynovs kyj also proposed corrections in the translation of some main-
stream religious terms. For instance, he argued that the word nasuscnyj
could not be translated scodennyj “everyday” (Puljuj 1871, 4). Generally,
Malynovs kyj suggested that the manuscript of the revised version of
Puljuj’s Molytvoslov”be immediately destroyed in accordance with canon
law (Studyns kyj 1930, xiv).

Puljuj took up the cudgel. In his extensive reply to Malynovs kyj’s
recommendations, entitled “Lyst bez koverty jako odpovid” Vpr.
KryloSanynu Malynovs 'komu na referat molytovnyka” (A Letter Without
an Envelope, As a Reply to Eparchial Consultor Malynovs kyj in Reference to
the Prayer Book) (Vienna, 1871) (see Levyckij 1888, 165), Puljuj criticized
shortcomings in the argumentation of the conservative cleric, reproaching
him for parochialism, regionalism, and particularism. Puljuj also defended
the phonetic system of spelling (ku/is6vka) on the grounds that it could serve
as a bridge between fifteen million Ukrainian speakers in the two parts of
Ukraine (Puljuj 1871, 7-8). Puljuj also did not accept the thesis about the
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 scodennyj, Puljuj (ibid., 11-13) cited the vast literature in support
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 (Vienna, 1862—1865) (Lexicon, 415).

This incident is, in fact, the first known interference of the Ukrainian
church hierarchs into the normalization process of literary Ukrainian in
the nineteenth century. In the long run, Puljuj won his fight, and the
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
(Studyns’kyj 1930, xxii). What is important about the preparation and
publication of Molytvoslov’/Molytovnyk is that it not only influenced
Kulis’s way of translating but also triggered a series of further translations
into Ukrainian by a group of intellectuals, including Omeljan Ohonovs kyj
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(1833-1894), who was one of the founders of the Prosvita and the
Shevchenko Scientific Society in 1893. Working under the guidance of
Sylvester Sembratovy¢, a future archbishop of Lviv from 1882 to 1898,
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
for use in the church, Puljuj avidly zeroed in on the translation of the New
Testament from Greek, according to the strict rules set up by the British and
Foreign Bible Society. Cooperation with Kuli§ 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)
tongue. Proficient in Geek, Puljuj first made a kind of interlinear translation,
which was then edited primarily by Kulis in its stylistics. As a locus classicus,
one can cite Puljuj’s description of this creative process 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
embark on a new debate leading to one mutual objective. . ..

We divided the work between us so that Kuli§ would first copy
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
ultimately from the point of view of its beauty. . . . After lunch we
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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. Kuli§ would never get tired after this. In
bed, he would read Shakespeare or Dickens for one or even two
hours before falling asleep. (Studyns’kyj 1930, xxviii, 2)

By late May 1871, Kuli§ and Puljuj had finished their translation of
almost the entire New Testament, up to the first epistle of Peter. After
Kulis left for his xutir Motronivka in Russian-ruled Ukraine, Puljuj went
to his parents’ home, where he intended to translate the rest of the text of
the New Testament. In August, the draft was finalized and mailed to Kuli$
for his approval. Apparently, the latter found Puljuj’s translation felici-
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. Kulis,
however, expressed some reservations as to Puljuj’s competence in the
use of Ukrainian, which was still, according to him, quite laudable:

You have already sufficiently studied our Ukrainian tongue
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 [cerkovscynal] rather than to Polish [/jads ‘ka moval].
(Studyns’kyj 1930, xxix, 12)

Kulis, however, remained consistent in his linguistic views, crystal-
lized in the course of his long literary and translation activities. For this
reason, Kulis criticized some of Puljuj’s innovations and suggestions and,
despite his own orientation in some cases toward the Galician vocabulary,
remained devoutly loyal to the old literary tradition and the linguistic
legacy of the Xarkiv romanticists. In reply to Puljuj’s proposal to replace
some Central Dnieper forms less familiar to the Galicians, Kulis, 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
why I must limit myself to our taste” (Studyns'kyj 1930, 4). Interestingly
enough, while providing feedback about the language of Puljuj’s
Molytvoslov'/Molytovnyk, Kuli§ 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:



The Makings of the Rusian Bible 45

While you are afraid of repelling the people [from the prayer
book] by innovations, [ am afraid of maiming our mother tongue.
We shall reach a compromise on the first day of our reunion.
(Studyns kyj 1930, 7)

In another letter, Kuli§’s criticism of Puljuj’s language became more
caustic:

In Church Slavonic one finds: Duse [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.
(Studyns 'kyj 1930, xxvii, 9)

Kuli$’s ambivalent treatment of the Polish admixture in the regional
(Galician) variety of Ukrainian was not accidental, this being a conse-
quence of his deeply rooted and controversial attitude toward the Poles
and their culture. On the one hand, he appreciated Polish literature and
culture and had many Polish friends. On the other hand, he hated the
Jesuits and Polish nationalism that might have instigated, according to
him, the Polish uprising of 1863—1864 (Studyns'kyj 1930, 261). In a
letter to Ostap Veresaj, written during his service in Warsaw, Kuli$
expressed his views in a very emphatic manner that is worth citing:

It happened so, you know, that the Cossack offspring rule over the
Polish lands, just as the Poles [/jaxy] 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
do no injustice to the lords themselves except that we do not allow
them to govern as the sz/achta did, but require them to obey the law.
(Kulis to Veresaj, 224-225; Luckyj 1983, 144)

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
magnificence of Polish culture. Indeed, characterized by an exceptionally
long history and rich literary tradition(s), Polish culture might have exerted
a ruinous influence on Galicia, thus thwarting its indigenous progress.
According to Kulis (Kuli$ to Veresaj, 225), one can hardly strike a political
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
to reason that, in order to create a viable literary standard, one should first
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 Kuli§’s ambivalence toward the
Poles could hardly be a consequence of his purportedly unsteady
Weltanschauung, treated by Jefremov (1923) as a result of Kuli$’s lack of
synthesis even at the level of intra-personal relationships. Kuli§ 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, Kuli§ advised Galicians against
sympathy with the Polish anti-tsarist activities. It is worthwhile quoting
here a poetic excerpt from a letter written by Kulis to one of the Barvins kyj
brothers in 1870 or 1871:

... 3 Jlaxamu B Hac 10 Cymay
€nHanHs He Oyre.

IToxu Pocs 30Bemst Poccro,
JIHITpO B MOpE JUIELILIS,
[Totn cepue YkpaiHcbke

3 IAACHKAM HE 317UIELLI.

[We shall never side with the Poles until the Judgment Day. / As
long as the Ros” River is called the Ros’, / [and] the Dnieper
River discharges into the sea, / the Ukrainian heart will never
merge with the Polish one.] (Franko 1898, 11-12)

A more belligerent note was taken by Kuli§ in his address to the
Poles published in 1868 in Pravda. However, as was pointed out by
Naxlik (2007, 1:303-304), the writer protested not against Polish culture
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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 Kuli§ 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 Kuli§ maintained in his “church epistle” to young Galicians,
written presumably in the early 1870s (Franko 1898, 13-14), their
“thoughts and feelings” were poisoned by the /jads '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
created a full-fledged literature, the Galicians were only stretching their
wings at that moment, while making use of an outdated tradition
(“etymology”) or “something mid-way between etymology and
phonetics” (ibid., 14). Hence their rejection of the vernacular forms like
Musij (Moses) and Ovram (Abraham) used by Kulis in his translation of
the Pentateuch. Kuli§ 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, Kuli§ 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, Kuli§’s own literary activity in Galicia in the late 1860s and early
1870s could serve as an example, particularly in producing what was
somewhat awkwardly dubbed by Macjuk (1996, 123) samples of the
“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
Myxajlo Pavlyk (1853-1915), Kuli§ largely reiterated his main argu-
ments as first expressed in the “epistle” cited above, thus demonstrating
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 (staroruscyna) (Voznjak
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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.).

Kulis believed that Galicians’ works would be read in Ukraine if they
adopted the “Ukrainian taste” and got over all “the apery a la Holovac kyj
and Didyk” (Holovascyna, Didysc¢yna) and “all the new Galician
phenomena” (halycanscyna) (Franko 1898, 14). In his poem “Hryc’ko
Skovoroda” (Hryhorij Skovoroda), written in the early 1890s, Kuli§ more
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:

Tak Ham Tenep noeru-JIbBiBIIi,
Mo y ceni i Beuip BiBIIi,
XPpUIUIMBUI TOJ0C NOJAIOTh!
Kacranbcbky 00 3 KaJIFOXKi T 10Tb.

[Nowadays the poets speak hoarsely to us from Lviv / like sheep
in the evening / since they drink the Castalian water from a
puddle.] (Kulis 1909, 2:293-294)

As the above philippic shows, Kulis’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 halycanscyna (the Galician variety of Ukrainian) or pol's¢yzna
(Polish) in Kulis’s language program. But how, then, despite his ambiv-
alence toward all things Galician and Polish, did Kuli§ 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 Kuli$’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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Nevertheless, while translating the New Testament, Kuli§ and Puljuj
tried to compromise on the ratio of regional, bookish, and Church Slavonic
forms and expressions in their text. Reconciling in this way different
cultural, literary, and linguistic traditions, Kuli§ and Puljuj were
persistently searching for a verbal medium capable of uniting the two
historical parts of Ukraine. The perseverance of the translators was finally
rewarded in 1871, when Jevanhelyji po sv. Matfejevi, Markovi, Luci i
loanovi (The Gospels according to Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John)
appeared anonymously in Vienna.

The fact that the authors preferred to remain unknown to the general
readership was not incidental. In the years 1868—1871, Kuli§ published
all his works in the Austro-Hungarian Empire (primarily in the periodical
Pravda and under separate covers in Lviv and Vienna) either anony-
mously or under one of his pen names (Pavlo Rataj, Denys Fedorenko,
Danylo Koval’, Mykola Volovid, Opanas Pra¢) (Naxlik 2007, 1:252). In
this way, Kuli$ 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. Kuli§ 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, Kulis$
confided in a letter to Oleksander Kistjakivs kyj that he did not intend to
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
(Kulis to Kistjakovskij, 2:303).

Meanwhile, Kuli§ wished to close a chapter in his relationship
with Miklosich, the first serious critic of the Ukrainian Bible who,
nevertheless, supported Ukrainian as a separate language in his schol-
arly works. Kuli§ hastened to dispatch a copy of the Gospel according
to Matthew to him. In a letter of 5 April 1871, Kuli§ expressed his
gratitude for fair comments that eventually persuaded him to under-
take a word-for-word translation of the Holy Scriptures into Ukrainian.
As if closing the circle, Kuli§ suggested in the final sentence of his
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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 Vergniigen lThnen meinen herzlichen Dank
auszudriicken fiir Thre gerechten Bemerkungen, die Sie bei der
Revision der russinischen Bibeliibersetzung gemacht haben. Da
ich so viele freie Ubersetzungen in allen modernen Sprachen vor
mir hatte, so glaube ich auch die russinische Ubersetzung mit
mehr Freiheit durchfiithren zu kénnen. Das Resultat [hrer Revision
iiberzeugte mich indessen von der Notwendigkeit einer genauen,
wortlichen Ubersetzung. Wie weit ich dieser Ubersetzung treu
geblieben bin, werden Sie, nach giitiger Einsichtnahme, aus dem
Evangelisten Mat[thédus], den ich Ihnen zu verehren das Vergniigen
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
Society, Kuli§ did not lose his self-confidence, writing in a letter to Puljuj
that the Rusian Bible will go its way without Millard’s good graces
(Studynskyj 1930, 11). For this reason, while in Motronivka, he decided
to publish the Bible in a Prussian town, Naumburg, where, as he described
it in a letter to Ivan Xyl'¢evs'kyj upon his arrival there, both living and
book printing were much cheaper than in Leipzig and Berlin (Kuli§ to
Xil ¢evskij, 117).

Before setting out for Prussia, Kuli§ boasted in a letter dated 20 April
1872 to Vasyl” Tarnovs’kyj, Jr. (1837-1899), that he had a manuscript of
the entire Bible of the Old and New Testaments, including the book of Job
and the book of Psalms translated in prose. His intention was to publish the
whole Ukrainian Bible abroad (Kuli§ to Tarnovskij, 85). While in
Naumburg in the late summer of 1872, Kuli§ informed Puljuj of his plans
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
Russian New Testament (Studyns kyj 1930, 13—14). Evidently, Kuli§ was
still feverishly brushing up on his translation of the Old Testament. He was
so committed to his idea of having the Ukrainian Bible finally printed in its
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entirety that he was ready to cover immediately all publication costs out of
his pocket through the sale of a parcel in his farmstead (Kulis to Xil ¢evskij,
113). Yet, he had to cancel all his plans and go back home because of his
wife’s sudden illness. Even more disconcerting in his situation were finan-
cial disputes with one of his wife’s brothers, Ivan Bilozers kyj (Kuli$ to
Xil ¢evskij, 114; see Naxlik 2007, 1:308-309), who unexpectedly changed
his mind about selling the farmstead Olenivka (Samraj 1929).

The brief trip to Naumburg and the failed enterprise ushered in the
finale of the entire creative period in Kulis’s life. The only serious achieve-
ment of that period seemed to be the publication of the four Gospels, which
only partly met Kuli§’s expectations. Only en passant, however, on 6 July
1873 he inquired of Barvins'kyj (2004, 167) whether there was anybody
from “the honorable contingent” in Galicia available to undertake the
publication of the Holy Scriptures at Kuli§’s expense. Having spent so
much time on translating the Bible, it would be unreasonable, he explained,
to sojourn the whole year in Germany, waiting for the Germans to complete
printing of the book. At the end of the letter, Kuli§ rhetorically asked
Barvinskyj “if you, the Rusyns, will ever free yourselves from the Poles
and their political dominance without the [Ukrainian] Bible?” (ibid.). But
he tried to no avail. Somewhere between 1876 and 1878, in a fit of utmost
disillusionment, caused by scathing critique of his latest historiographic
works and, more plausibly, a lack of understanding by his compatriots of
the significance of the Ukrainian Bible, Kuli§ may have burnt his first
prose translation of the Old Testament (Studynskyj 1930, 37).

Yet one can concur with Naxlik (2007, 1:307) that Kuli§ 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,
Kulis 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
any measure, this was a major preparatory period before the undertaking of
a final translation of the Bible into vernacular Ukrainian. Moreover, as time
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),
went to press in the Sevéenko Scientific Society in Lviv with the names
of the two translators (Levyckij 1888, 352). With constant delays in fund-
raising, the process of printing (in fact, reprinting) the previous Vienna
edition lasted several months, despite Puljuj’s desperate appeals to the
patriotism of the workers in his letters to Kornylo Suskevy¢, head of the
Sevéenko Scientific Society at that time (Studyns kyj 1930, Ixii—Ixiii).

A true breakthrough in the process of the “Ukrainianization” of the
Holy Scriptures happened in 1885 when Millard approached Puljuj with a
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 aresult, in 1887 and 1893, the New Testament, entitled Svjate Pys ‘mo
Novoho Zavitu movoju rus ko-ukrains "koju pereklaly vkupi PA. Kulis y dr.
Y. Puljuj (NZ 1887), appeared in its entirety as a publication of the Bible
Society in Vienna and subsequently was reprinted several times (Kyryljuk
1929a, 45, 50, 54, 63). Trying not to lose the opportune moment, Puljuj
pressed Kulis§ 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 kyj 1930, 37, 40). As late as 25 April 1896, in a letter to Oleksij
Biloborodov (Oleksa Tyxyj), Kuli§ confirmed that, annoyed by his Galician
compatriots, he had burnt his first translation (Voznjak 1928a, 90).

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 Kulis,
who initiated the project and edited the whole text of the New Testament, can
hardly be overestimated. Moreover, vis-a-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
aptly called, to use the words of Horba¢ (1988, 51), “the labor pangs of a
unified Ukrainian literary language” (Nimcuk 2005, 30-38).



The Makings of the Rusian Bible 53

RECEPTION OF THE TRANSLATION

At first sight, paradoxically, the publication of the Ukrainian Bible did
not satisfy either conservative clerics, headed by the all-powerful
Malynovs'kyj, or the liberal intelligentsia in Galicia. Thus the translation
was immediately denounced by Ivan Franko (1856—-1916), whose ideo-
logical and political views were notoriously at odds with the Ukrainophile
theory of Kuli§’s “farmstead Ukraine” (xutirna Ukrajina) (Hrycak 2006,
413). However, particularly unappeasable and unfair was the critique of
Meliton Bucyns kyj, who, purportedly, could hardly stand either Kuli$ or
Puljuj. Apart from disparaging remarks about the activity of Kuli§ in
Galicia, Bu¢yns kyj argued that, in the translation, “phonetics is distorted,
older forms are neglected, and murky places are consciously retained [by
the translators]: word is translated for word, without caring for the
meaning” (Studyns kyj 1930, xxxiii). According to him, Kuli§ “misused
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
Kulis with the Galician populists was Bucynskyj’s assumption that Kuli§
might have brought with him a translation of the Holy Scriptures made by
someone in tsarist Russia. Studynsky;j (1930, xxxiii) was inclined to take
Bucyns kyj’s hypothesis into consideration. He was sure that Kuli§ could
have learnt something about a translation completed and sent over to the
Holy Synod and then to the Imperial Academy of Sciences in Saint
Petersburg by Pylyp Moracevs'kyj in the early 1860s. According to
Studyns’kyj, Kuli§ might have also known about a positive review of
Moracevs'kyj’s work by the Department of Russian Language and
Philology at the Imperial Academy of Sciences in Russia. Moreover,
Kulis, as was hypothesized by Studyns kyj (ibid., xxxiv), could allegedly
have obtained a copy of Moracevs'kyj’s translation. Fortunately,
Studyns kyj stopped short of accusing Kuli§ and Puljuj of any plagiarism,
admitting that it would be premature to speak about a direct connection of
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their translation with the work of Moracevs 'kyj without a thorough compar-
ison of the two texts. Nimcuk (2005, 31-32) contended recently that there
were no solid grounds for propounding such a hypothesis at all. Even
without comparing the two translations, Nim¢uk’s line of reasoning looks
persuasive. The main argument of Nimcuk (ibid.) can be reduced to the
following assumption. Moracevs’kyj was still alive at the time of the
publication of Kuli§ and Puljuj’s translation of the New Testament. Had
they somehow utilized his translation, Moracevs kyj might have vocifer-
ously reacted to any kind of alleged plagiarism.

In 1898, a long-time nemesis of Kuli§, Franko, accused Kuli§ 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 Kulis too naive 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 Kuli§’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
Kulis did his job; however, the translator did not care how (ibid.).

Poorly grounded, this criticism was obviously tendentious and could
hardly contribute to a serious discussion of Kuli§ and Puljuj’s translation
from the historical and regional perspectives of the formation of literary
Ukrainian (Danylenko 2008a). Not surprisingly, feeling hurt for his late
friend, Puljuj came to his defense, stating that Franko had distorted or
merely concocted some maxims and ascribing them to Kulis (see Puljuj
1905, 107-108).

In the long run, if one takes into consideration ideological and other
discords with the Galicians, for instance the use of Kulis’s phonetic orthog-
raphy (kulisivka) 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
unabashedly recommended by Malynovs'kyj in 1870 with regard to
Puljuj’s revised manuscript of 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
2008a, 109—111). In other words, most of the Galician speakers might not
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 Kuli§’s translation in Dnieper Ukraine was mostly
influenced by the vagaries of imperial language policy in the aftermath of
the Polish uprising of 1863—1864, as well as by the translation of the New
Testament made by Moracevs'kyj in the early 1860s. Notoriously, the offi-
cial reaction to the latter, enhanced by Saint Petersburg’s mistrust of
Ukrainophiles as allies of the Polish insurgents, was heavy-handed.
A secret edict was issued, known as the Valuev Circular of 18 July 1863
(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
importance in the education of common people, and Moracevs kyj’s trans-
lation could have contributed to the feverish atmosphere in which the
anti-Ukrainian edict was implemented (Lotoc kyj 1966, 2:390-392). But it
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
Pétr Valuev, Russia’s minister of the interior at that time, was most likely to
“hold back” the wave of Ukrainophile activity, including Moracevskyj’s
translation of the Gospels, in order to provide the government with time to
prepare itself for a competition with the separatist intentions of the
Ukrainophiles (ibid., 11-12). One can see here a personal factor in play.
According to Remy (2007, 109), the Valuev Circular was not merely a reac-
tion to the Polish uprising but reflected the author’s fundamentally hostile,
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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-
ular developing into a full-fledged literary standard. His was an imperial
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-
mined for the most part by the Polish uprising of 1863—-1864 and, by
extension, the Ukrainophile movement leading, in particular, to a vernac-
ular translation of the Holy Scriptures. Suffice it to recall here an
anonymous letter sent in March 1863 to Prince Vasilij Dolgorukov, the
head of the Third Department and chief of gendarmes, about the political
consequences of the publication of the Holy Scriptures in the “miserable
Little Russian dialect” (Studyns'kyj 1930, xxxv—xxxvi). Written by
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 x/opomany’s escapades (Miller 2003, 99—-100).

There was, however, arare voice of dissent among the fiery supporters
of the above circular in the tsarist government. Known for his liberal
reforms within the universities, Aleksandr Golovnin, the minister of
public education, expressed in a memorandum of 20 July 1863 definite
reservations about Valuev’s views, especially about the ban on the publi-
cation of Moracevs kyj’s translation of the New Testament. Among other
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
copy of the Testament in a comprehensible language” (ibid., 295-309).

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
approved by the tsar under the pressure of Mixail Katkov (1818-1887)
and other conservative publicists (Tymosyk 2006, 9—11). Overall, the
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 Enlightenment’s imperial ideal, primarily represented by the pre-national-
istic Russia of the first half of the nineteenth century (Miller 2003, 118).

However, irrespective of the primary intention of its authors, the
Valuev Circular must have been viewed as particularly damaging by
Kulis, who at that time was most likely thinking about embarking on the
translation of the entire Bible into Ukrainian, a task which, for several
reasons, he did not fulfill in 18671872 but accomplished much later, in
the 1890s. Kuli§ was most likely consulted by Mykola Kostomarov
(1817-1885) and other Ukrainophiles protesting against the Valuev
Circular. Although Kuli§ 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 Kuli$’s eyes of any political
connotation, in sharp contrast to the suspicions of the tsarist police (Petrov
1929, 278-305, especially 288-292; Naxlik 2007, 2:61)?

One should also bear in mind that in the early 1860s, finding the
Ukrainophiles’ pragmatism vulgar, Kuli$ 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
anti-Ukrainian societies in the cities” (HruSevs'kyj 1927, 17-18). This is
why Kuli§ was unwilling to support those Ukrainophiles who reacted to
the tsarist policies by moving further to the left. He was determined not to
be drawn into a conflict by either side, but to stand beyond any confron-
tation that was likely to damage his goal of the enlightenment of Ukrainians
(see Luckyj 1983, 137—-138). Accordingly, Kuli§ considered his main task
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to be building the high culture, in particular through translations of the
Bible (Senrok 1901 74 (7/8), 81-82). And only to those for whom culture
and politics were interconnected, whether in Austria-Hungary or tsarist
Russia, might his translation appear to be inadequate.

Overall, Kuli§ and Puljuj’s translation of the New Testament gained
critical acclaim in Russian-ruled Ukraine (PSP; see Nim¢uk 2005, 37;
Tymosyk 2006, 12-15), although the official reaction was shaped by
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
uniformly optimistic. Some of them, for instance Ivan Rudc¢enko, a
brother of the writer Panas Myrnyj (1849-1920), expressed radical popu-
list opinions. In his letter to Meliton Bucyns’kyj, Rudc¢enko, having
praised the “exemplary translation” of the book of Job together with
Pentatevx Musijevyj (Pentateuch), argued that the translator of the Gospel
according to Matthew (which he had at his disposal)

... adapted to the high style, which does not beseem the vernac-
ular language (narodna mova) that is always plain and serious
about important matters. Having such an objective, the translator
employed neither popular nor coined expressions, though the
language would benefit greatly from a truly popular translation.
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, loan (which is hard to pronounce!) in place of
Ivan, which has been used since time immemorial in Ivan
Xrestytel’, Ivan Blahovisnyk. . .. And if you have loan instead of
Ivan, you should write [ysus and not Ysus for “Ysus” as is written
throughout the text. On reading such things as: propovidujucy
xreScCennje pokajanija na vidpuscennje hrixiv, 1 was literally
baffled by this translation! One does not use this syntax or speak
this language in the countryside. ... As I noticed, there are too
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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translator cannot do without it, he should adjust to the vernacular
make-up and pronunciation of the coined words. (Studyns’kyj
1930, xxxi—xxxii)

The above criticism, though sketched rather impressionistically, was
reiterated subsequently by other writers, especially Ivan Necuj-Levyc kyj
(1838-1918) (Necuj-Levic'’kyj 1907, 1912), whose comments will be
discussed below. But it should be noted here parenthetically that the
stance of Rudcenko proved to some extent its tenacity, especially if
observed from the vantage point of the later populist school that flour-
ished in the early twentieth century and was represented by such linguists
as Ahatanhel Kryms'kyj (1871-1942), Jevhen Tymcenko (1866—1948),
Serhij Smerecyns kyj (1891-?), Olena Kurylo (1890-1937) in her early
writings and, outside Dnieper Ukraine, Vasyl” Simovy¢ (1880-1948) in
his Na temy movy (On the Subject of Language, 1924) (Danylenko 2003b,
89-91). Deeply rooted in ethnographic romanticism, their programmatic
tenets are reminiscent of the opinion expressed by Rudc¢enko, particularly
in the treatment of the deverbatives ending in -nmje/-ttje, ultimately
-nnja/~ttja.!

Despite the criticism of the home-bred populists, the significance of
Kulis$ and Puljuj’s translation for Russian-ruled Ukraine is hard to overes-
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
hindered, although the process of ethnic and primarily cultural reaffirma-
tion of identity in Dnieper Ukraine never ceased (Danylenko 2010a,
83-91). This is why, under the political conditions in Russian-ruled

1 Asan example of the populist interpretation of the aforementioned deverbatives, one
can recall the position of Kurylo (1960, 47-48) who, as early as 1923, noticed the
abundance of deverbatives with the zero suffix in vernacular Ukrainian, unlike
(literary) Russian (Ukr. obereha “defence,” osud[a] [m. and f.] “condemnation” next
to parallel Rus. predoxranenie, osuzdenie). Quite in congruence with Rudcenko’s
criticism of Kuli§ and Puljuj’s predilection for nouns ending in -nnje/-ttje, Kurylo
(ibid., 45-46) argued that “numerous forms ending in -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.”
Doesn’t this argumentation resonate with the reasoning of Rud¢enko and other
contemporary critics of Kuli§ and Puljuj’s translation?
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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
the New Testament made by Kuli§ and Puljuj. Yet what was more important
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
could be discussed in some Galician periodicals, stirred, first of all, the
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
significant contribution to the national revival under the influence of
Kulis’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 Kulis’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, Kulis
and Puljuj’s work in the late 1870s and 1880s did spark the ideal of a new
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 Kuli$, one should mention a prominent Xarkovite, Volodymyr
Aleksandrov.? Under the influence of Kuli§ and Puljuj’s work, Aleksandrov

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 (1 Am Going to the Neman),
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translated the whole Psalter and several books from Hebrew and the
book of Tobit from Greek (Studyns’kyj 1930, 1vi). A seasoned trans-
lator, he vividly corresponded with Puljuj in the years 1874—-1886 and
was au fait with the translation project initiated by Kuli$ and Puljuj in
the early 1870s. His reaction to the publication of their work was
exuberant. When presented with a copy of the translation of the New
Testament together with Puljuj’s 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
Puljuj, Aleksandrov wrote confidentially that the translation of Kulis$’s
Pentatevx Musijevyj (Pentateuch) had somewhat disappointed him
(Studyns’kyj 1930, xxxix). However, as early as 1 October 1877,
Aleksandrov, who most likely heard from Puljuj about Kuli$’s work
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 (Spivy), he took several years of Hebrew lessons to prepare for
this holy mission (Kovalenko 1908, 322).

In 1878, that is, precisely twenty-five years before the appearance of
the first edition of the Bible in Vienna, Aleksandrov completed his trans-
lation of the books of Genesis, Exodus, Job, and Tobit, printed under the
title Byblija syri¢” Knyhy Svjatoho Pysanija. 1. Staroho Zapovitu (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 7yxomovni spivy na svjati
motivy (Spivy), 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
another native of Xarkiv, Myxajlo Lobodovs'kyj (1874-1913).% 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-
cation of folk songs and legends by Myxajlo Maksymovy¢, Izmail
Sreznevskij, Pantelejmon Kulis, and others, Lobodovs 'kyj followed in their
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
Jjazyka (Dictionary of the Ukrainian Language, 1907-1909), prepared for
publication by Borys Hrincenko at the request of the editorial board of the
journal Kievskaja starina. In the 1870s, Lobodovs kyj suddenly emigrated
and worked for some time in the Geneva print shop of the Ukrainian publi-
cist and political thinker Myxajlo Drahomanov (1841-1895). After his
return to Xarkiv, Lobodovs’kyj began translating little by little the Holy
Scriptures into, to use the terms of Caplenko (1955, 124), “hard-boiled
vernacular Ukrainian,” used also in his translation of Nikolaj Gogol’s Taras
Bul’ba (1873). As Zyteckyj surmised in his survey of 1905, Lobodovs kyj’s
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.

Yet the figure of Lobodovs'kyj and his translation of the New
Testament became invisibly intertwined with Kuli§ and his plans to create
the Rusian (Ukrainian) Bible. An abstemious Ukrainophile and a long

3 In 1905, Pavlo Zytec'kyj (1837—1911), a prominent philologist and ethnographer,
wrote a comparative study of the language and stylistics of several Ukrainian transla-
tions of the New Testament, including those made by Kuli§ and Puljuj, by Myxajlo
Lobodovskyj (Loboda), and by Moragevs kyj (Ziteckij 1905). Needless to say that
Zytec'kyj, who did not seem to have much sympathy for Galicians and Rusyns, did
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-
icance and literary value of the translation made by Kuli§ and Puljuj. What is most
important in this respect is that the names of Lobodovs 'kyj (Loboda) and Moracevs 'kyj
have appeared since Zytec kyj’s study to be intrinsically connected with the transla-
tion activity of Kuli§ and Puljuj, although the logic of cultural life in the two historical
parts of Ukraine was likely to ultimately generate concurrent programs of the devel-
opment of the biblical style.
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admirer of Kuli$’s poetic and historiosophic oeuvre, Lobodovs 'kyj visited
Kuli§ and his wife in their xutir Matronivka in 1884. In his memoir,
Lobodovs kyj (Lobodovskij 1897) reminisced that, among other things,
he had discussed with the host his dealings with the Poles back in 1882
and the charge made against Kulis$ that he had betrayed Ukrainian national
interests. Kuli§ explained to Lobodovs'kyj to what extent he had been
naive 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 Kulis for their own political purposes,
they had hatched a scheme directed against the Ukrainian Uniate monas-
teries (ibid., 167-170).

In fact, in the early 1880s Kulis accepted the Polish proposal to promote
a united front with the Galicians who were more opposed to Russian than
Polish influence (Luckyj 1983, 161; Naxlik 2007, 1:373). To expedite
matters, Kuli$ seriously considered becoming an Austrian subject. With an
eye to submitting the necessary paperwork in Vienna, he first decided to
obtain permission to renounce his Russian citizenship from the Russian
government (Lobodovskij 1897, 167-168). He even asked Puljuj to make
necessary enquiries at the Russian embassy in Vienna (Studyns kyj 1930,
63). In the long run, Kuli§ did file an application to Saint Petersburg, but
official confirmation reached him on 1 July 1883, when he had already
changed his mind due to an incident that occurred in Galicia one year earlier.*

The point is that in 1882, all Ukrainian Uniate monasteries were
transferred to Polish Jesuit control. Disenchanted with the Poles who did
not support his idealistic plans for Polish-Ukrainian reconciliation, as
outlined in his famous pamphlet Krasanka rusynam i poliakam na Velykden’
1882 roku (An Easter Egg for the Rusyns and the Poles for Easter 1882,

4 That was not a weakness of, to use Jefremov’s (1923) formula, “a lack of synthesis.”
In his letters to Oleksander Barvins 'kyj (2004, 185, 195, 206), Kuli§ confided several
times that, while changing his views, he always remembered Aleksandr Puskin, who
had proclaimed that only fools would not change their views. Luckyj (1983, 163)
rightly observed that, in order to explain such changes, one should consider what
exactly might have prompted them. Unfortunately, Kuli§’s objectivity and, in most
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), Kuli§ wrote another pamphlet, in German,
Vergewaltigung der Basilianer in Galizien durch Jesuiten (Levyckij
1888, 405—406; Naxlik 2007, 1:392). In this work, he denounced the
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
printing of the pamphlet was promptly confiscated by the Austrian author-
ities. All this discouraged Kuli§ from further cooperation with the Poles
and Austrians in fostering the cultural autonomy of Galician Ukrainians
(Fedoruk 2000b).

As is evidenced by the memoir of Lobodovs kyj, Kulis still felt upset
by the whole affair, remembering the fierce criticism of the aforemen-
tioned pamphlets and other of his works that appeared in 1882. However,
particularly deprecatory were anonymous reviews in the periodical Zorja,
written by its editor, Omeljan Partyc’kyj. Partyc kyj (1882, 17) criticized
the lack of any program for collaboration between the Poles and the
Ukrainians in Kuli§’s attempt to reconcile the two sides. Yet especially
biased was his review of Kuli$’s translations of Shakespeare’s plays (ibid.,
1882, 21) where the reviewer tried not so much to find shortcomings in his
translations as to discredit Kuli§’s pioneering approach to rendering
Shakespeare in Ukrainian (Kocur 1968, 30). For this reason, during his
meeting with Lobodovs'kyj, Kuli§ argued bitterly that a traitor would
never believe in the future of Ukrainian literature and, moreover, spend
time translating Shakespeare into Ukrainian (Lobodovskij 1897, 166).

Quite remarkably, neither Kuli§ nor his guest mentioned any transla-
tion of the New Testament. Was it because Lobodovs kyj had not yet begun
his work on the translation of the Holy Scriptures? Apparently, Lobodovs ‘ky;j
knew about Kuli§’s poetic versions of the texts, published as early as the
late 1860s, although he could have been unaware of Kuli§’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-
gated Lobodovs kyj’s interest in experimenting with vernacular Ukrainian,
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
to note that Kuli§ and Puljuj found themselves unexpectedly, though quite
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
Volodymyr Aleksandrov and Myxajlo Lobodovskyj, who were oriented
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
Kulis and Puljuj triggered the process of liberation of written Ukrainian
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
Moracevs kyj*® stand out among all other translations extant from Dnieper
Ukraine, in particular those made by Sloboda representatives. Indeed,
Moracevs'kyj’s translation does differ cardinally from the language
program of Kulis, the translator.

5 Inspector at the Nizyn Lyceum of Prince Bezborod'ko in the years 1849-1859,
Moracevs kyj authored a number of second-rate poems both in Russian and Ukrainian.
A series of patriotic Ukrainian-language verses, compiled in the mode of kot/ja-
rev§¢yna, were published in a collection with the characteristic title Do ¢umaka, abo
vojna janhlo-xrancuzo-turec 'ka u 1853 y 54 rokax (To the Cumak, or the English-
French-Turkish War in the Years 1853 and 1854) (Naumenko 1902, 177-178, 460).
Regrettably, as Jefremov (1924, 1:374) pointed out, Moracevs kyj as a writer proved
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-
bered this provincial literatus had he not showed a keen interest in Ukrainian, first in
the compilation of Slovar’ malorossijskaho jazyka po poltavskomu nareciju
(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.,
466; Hnatenko and Kotenko 2007, 182—183; Kotenko 2013, 82-83).
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Tobeginwith,longbeforeits publicationin 1906—-1911, Moracevs ‘kyj’s
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
reason, a detailed survey of Moracevs kyj’s language in comparison with
that used by Kuli$ and Puljuj would be most instructive, since it may shed
additional light on the role of their translations in the formation of new
literary Ukrainian. Besides, it can help assess the objectivity of the
commonly reiterated view of Moracevs'kyj’s translation (and not that of
Kuli§ and Puljuj) as true to the spirit of vernacular Ukrainian (Nim¢uk
2005, 29-30; Ohijenko 1927, 9).

Moracevs kyj completed his translation of the Gospels according to
John and Mark in 1860, that is, long before Kulis§ initiated his work on the
translation of the Bible. Chronologically, Moracevs 'kyj was a pioneer in
bringing holy texts within reach of the common people. Yet, as one can
glean from Moracevs'kyj’s language, he seemed to have a completely
different vision of the lofty style of Ukrainian from that of Kuli§’s
language program. This comes as a surprise since, seemingly, both trans-
lators practiced a similar approach to the process of translation. On 1
August 1868, Kuli§ wrote in his letter to Oleksander Kistjakivs kyj that,
while making use of practically all the European languages, he finally
completed his translation of the Pentateuch (Kuli§ to Kistjakovskij,
2:303). During his service in the governmental Office of Spiritual Affairs
in Warsaw in 1864—1867, with an eye to producing a first-rate Ukrainian
paraphrase of the Bible, Kuli§ 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, Kulis$ also took
some lessons in ancient Greek with Jan Niecistaw Baudouin de Courtenay
(1845-1929), a precursor to structural linguistics, who from 1862 to 1866
studied at the newly opened Warsaw university (called Szkola gtéowna
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“main school”) (Kuli$ to Tymcenko, 104; Naxlik 2007, 1:247).¢ Later, as
has been already mentioned, in their work on the translation of the New
Testament Kuli§ and Puljuj routinely consulted the Church Slavonic,
Russian, Polish, Serbian, German, Latin, English, and French Bibles
(Studyns 'kyj 1930, xxviii—xxix).

Deeply rooted in the ethnographic culture of Dnieper Ukraine,
Moracevs kyj had objectively fewer chances of expanding his vision of the
nature of the vernacular translation of the Holy Scriptures. It is not acci-
dental that from the outset Moracevs 'kyj’s translation was largely anchored
in the Church Slavonic Bible and its Russian translation. Only later, with
the entire translation completed, did Moracevs kyj decide to compare his
text with the Latin, French, German, and Polish translations of the New
Testament. While editing the final draft of his translation, Moracevs kyj
jotted down in the margins some parallel fragments in several languages,
albeit no example in Hebrew or Greek (Sreznevskij 1902, 090-091).
Arguably, the difference in Moracevs kyj’s approach was connected not so

6 Inaletter to Jevhen Tymcenko, written on 2 November 1895, Kulis recalled his lessons
with Baudouin de Courtenay, while extolling his professionalism and scholarly
achievements and highly recommending him to his young and inexperienced corre-
spondent. Kuli§ also mentioned Baudouin de Courtenay’s promise made to Vasyl’
Bilozerskyj to write a grammar of Ukrainian. In his reply of 31 December 1895 to
Kulis, Tymcenko expressed his view of the Polish linguist very trenchantly, dubbing
the latter “a Russifier” (obrusytel”), allegedly for the introduction to his Piesni
bialorusko-polskie z powiatu Sokdlskiego, gubernii Grodzienskiej (Belarusian-Polish
Songs from the District Sokolski of the Hrodna Region) (Kuli§ to Tymc¢enko, 104,
105). Yet Kuli§’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
Uniwersytet ukrainski w panstwie polskim (A Ukrainian University in the Polish State,
1922), Rosja, Biatorus i Ukraina (Russia, Belarus’, and Ukraine, 1928), and Z drobi-
azkow folklorystycznych (From the Folkloric Trifles, 1928) (Svjencickyj 1993, 38);
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
a programmatic article, “Kilka ogdlnikéw objektywnej i subjektywnej odrebnosci
“Ukrainy” pod wzgledem jezykowym, plemiennym, narodowym i panstwowym,”
published by the Sevéenko Scientific Society in 1925 (Baudouin de Courtenay 1925)
and by the Xarkiv Historical and Philological Society in 2002 in a Ukrainian transla-
tion by Viktorija Piddubna (Boduén de Kurtene [Baudouin de Courtenay] 2004).

67
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much with his training and education as with the cultural and ideological
foundations of his work. Unlike the “eurocentrism” of Kuli§ and Puljuj,
Moracevs'kyj was a true devotee of “homestead ethnographism,” which
could look, nevertheless, no less dangerous in the eyes of tsarist censors.
One can only feel sorry for Moracevs 'kyj's text, which, only due to restrictions
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
for Moracevs kyj’s translation. Corrected and revised at the end of 1860,
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
1863, publication of Moracevs'kyj’s translation was not allowed by the
Holy Synod (Hnatenko and Kotenko 2007, 156). Shortly after that,
Moracevs'kyj sent the entire translation of the New Testament to the
Imperial Academy of Sciences in Saint Petersburg, asking for an evaluation
by specialists and eventual recommendation for publication. Convened by
the prominent Slavist Izmail Sreznevskij (1812—-1880), a special commis-
sion consisting also of the academicians Aleksandr Vostokov (1781-1864)
and Aleksandr Nikitenko (1804—1877) positively reviewed the translation,
which, according to them, was an exceptional work from the religious and
philological points of view. They wrote in particular that:

From the first point of view, one can ask, first of all: is the Little
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
dismissed any doubt, shared by the majority, in its capability to
express sublime ideas of reason, sublime feelings of the heart,
without appearing vulgar, without making them rude, without
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paralyzing them. The translation of Moracevs'kyj proves
completely that both nature or character of the words, and the
quality of Little Russian expressions have never failed either the
dignity or meaning of thoughts rendered by them. . .. There is
no doubt that the translation of the New Testament by
Moracevs kyj will make an epoch in the literary education of the
Little Russian dialect. (Naumenko 1902, 475-476)

In its resolution, the Department of Language and Philology of
the Imperial Academy of Sciences stated that Moracevs'kyj coped
with his translation brilliantly despite numerous pitfalls faced during
his work. One of the major problems lay in a lack of special devices
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
and religious significance of MoracCevs kyj’s translation, the depart-
ment asked the president of the Imperial Academy to appeal to the
Holy Synod for permission to publish the translation. The manuscript
was sent over to Archbishop Grigorij (Mykola Mytkevy¢) of Kaluga
who praised the translation. As one of the witnesses recalled,
Archbishop Grigorij, a native of the Cernihiv region, while reading
Moracevs kyj’s translation, began crying and extolling the virtues of
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
(Lotockyj 1966, 2:386-388). The Ukrainophiles based in Saint Petersburg
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
by Vjacéeslav Pleve and, after his unexpected death on 15 July 1904, by
Pétr Svjatopolk-Mirskyj, who was subsequently credited with liberal
reforms allowing more rights to national minorities. Due to the active
support of the Imperial Academy of Sciences, in particular its academi-
cians Aleksej Saxmatov and Fédor Kor§, on 15 February 1905 the
committee of ministers chaired by Count Sergej Vitte abrogated limita-
tions on the publication of the Holy Scriptures in Ukrainian (Vul pius
2005a, 214, 2005b, 157-169; also Vlasovs'kyj 1957, 297-300). As a
result, two commissions were set up, one by the Holy Synod and the
second by the Imperial Academy of Sciences, to prepare Moracevs kyj’s
translation of the four Gospels for synodal publication, which eventually
took place in 1907-1911 (Hnatenko and Kotenko 2007; Kotenko 2013).”
However, the two commissions, headed by Bishop Parfenij Levyc'kyj of
Kam’janec’-Podil’s'kyj and Aleksej Saxmatov respectively, worked in
fact independently (Vlasovs'kyj 1957, 297-300; PSepjurs ka-Ovcarenko
1988, 212-214). Thus, almost all comments and emendations proposed
by the academic group were routinely ignored by the synodal commis-
sion of experts. In the final stage, this commission consisted of two
members only: Bishop Parfenij Levyckyj himself, sent at that time to
Tula, and a certain Komarnickij, director of the local gymnasium
(Lotoc’kyj 1966, 2:398). Overall, strengthened by the linguistic interven-
tion of Bishop Parfenij Levyc’kyj, the editing of Moracevs'kyj’s
translation resulted in the neutralization of its most characteristic “lay
features” as found in the protograph.

7 All the Gospels translated by Moracevs’'kyj were published in 1907-1911 and
reprinted, without the parallel Church Slavonic text, only once in 1921 in Lviv and
Vinnycja, thus exerting a minimal influence on the development of the new Ukrainian
biblical style. An amateurish reproduction of the Gospel according to John, a copy of
which is held at the Vernads'kyj National Library of Ukraine in Kyiv, was made
recently by a propagator of Moracevs kyj’s work, Myxajlo Maljuk (1995, also 1993;
see Strixa 2006, 105-106). However, due to orthographic simplifications introduced
by Maljuk, the text can hardly be used for scholarly purposes. Moracevs 'kyj’s literary
works along with some letters and archival material pertaining to the translation of
Holy Scriptures were published by Samojlenko (1999, 2006). Fortunately, the
Institute of Ukrainian Language of the Academy of Sciences has finally published
Moracevs kyj’s translation of the Psalter (Psaltyr”, Moracevs Kyj).
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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
of their positions, for instance, of Zytec kyj, were expressly pro-Ukrainian,
in conformity with the political momentum. Thus, in his survey of
Ukrainian translations of the Holy Scriptures, Zyteckyj (Ziteckij 1905,
29-30) noted that the translation made by Kuli§ and Puljuj had not gained
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
vocabulary. The main problem lay, as Zytec'kyj (ibid.) argued, in the
different tasks taken on by the translators. That is, while Puljuj was
preparing an interlinear translation, Kuli§ was honing in on the final
version of the text, whence allegedly an ostentatious artificiality of the
language of their translation. Zytec kyj maintained that the translation of
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).

Zytec'kyj (Ziteckij 1905, 34) advanced several recommendations for
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 for Jesus, 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 Zyd “Jew,” zydivs kyj
“Jewish,” svjascennyk instead of pip “priest,” Zeno (voc.) in place of Zinko
(voc.) (ibid.) (Zydy “Jews” [SP/NZ, 91, In 2:13], and car Zydivs kyj “king
of the Jews” [SP/NZ, 4, Mt 2:2]). Fourth, as Zytec kyj (Ziteckij 1905, 34)
stressed, it would be highly advisable to use Church Slavonicisms in place
of native lexemes with a vulgar, even obscene connotation like cyca (infml.)
in the translation of Lobodovskyj, cyc’ky (derog.) in the translation of
Moracevs kyj compared to sosky, sco ty ssav jesy “the paps which thou
hast sucked” in Kuli§ and Puljuj (SP/NZ, 71, Lk 11:27), or kurvy (derog.)
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(Lobodovs’kyj) and nepotrebnyci (infml.) (Moracevs kyj), compared with
bludnyci “harlots” in Kuli$ and Puljuj (SP/NZ, 77, Lk 15:30).

Finally, Zytec'kyj (Ziteckij 1905, 35-36) dwelled on innovations
in the translations made by Lobodovs'kyj, Moracevs'kyj, and Kuli§
(together with Puljuj). Among all the other translators, Lobodovs'kyj
purportedly coined the greatest number of “still-born” neologisms,
while Kulis$, in spite of some awkwardly coined words, remained a
reasonable innovator, even if juxtaposed with Moracevs kyj’s stylisti-
cally “exemplary” translation. Some of the examples cited by Zytec kyj
(ibid.) appear quite revealing in this respect (e.g., ChSlL. v” pakybytiy “in
the regeneration” [Mt 19:28] is translated u znovozytti by Lobodovs kyj,
u novonastannju by Kuli§, and u novonarozdennju by Moracevs'kyj;
ChSl. ne [Zesvidetel 'stvuj “do not bear false witness” [Mk 10:19] is
translated ne brexnesvidkuj by Lobodovs kyj, ne svidkuj kryvo by Kulis;
also fjudohubec’ in Lobodovs'kyj, dusehubec” in Kuli§, and colo-
vikovbyvec” in Moracevs'kyj for “murderer” [In 8:44]; zlorob in
Lobodovs'kyj, zlocynec” in Kuli$, and lyxodij in Moracevs'kyj for
“malefactor” [Jn 18:30]). Overall, Kuli§ avoided using patently vulgar
and regional forms that would be unintelligible to speakers of different
Ukrainian dialects (zalyckovuvan’'nja “hypocrisy” [Lk 12:1] in
Mora&evs kyj compared to lycemirstvo in Kuli§ [Ziteckij 1905, 36]).

Zytec'kyj (1905, 42) concluded that the translation made by
Moracevs kyj, despite minor caveats, was the most impressive from the
textological and linguistic points of view. Nevertheless, Zytec kyj deemed it
necessary to praise the language of Kuli§ (and Puljuj) for “[their] adeptness
in choosing words, which although popular, remain rarely utilized” (ibid.,
31). Interestingly enough, this opinion was shared by Horbac¢ (1988, 50-51)
and most recently by Nimc¢uk (2005, 28). Nimcuk (ibid., 37) argued, and
rightly so, that Zytec'kyj overstated possible blemishes in the translation
made by Kuli§ and Puljuj with an eye to raising the merits of Moracevs kyj’s
work, which Zytec kyj recommended for publication in Russia.

In view of the almost unanimous fascination with the language of
Moracevs kyj, it is intriguing to compare his language with that of the
translation made by Kuli§ and Puljuj. All this can help us ascertain the
configuration of the most characteristic features in the language of
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Kulis, which appears heterogeneous in comparison with all the afore-
mentioned translations. Most interesting in this respect is a fragment
from Moracevs'kyj’s translation of the Gospel according to Matthew
(5:1-48) as reproduced by Vsevolod Sreznevskij (1902; also 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.% Yet emendations made by Moracevs kyj, in comparison with
the first draft, are of particular interest inasmuch as they are likely to
demonstrate the course and logic of Moracevs'kyj’s work. In this
respect, juxtaposing Moracevs'kyj’s “editing in progress” with the
translation of the same verses in chapter 5 of the Gospel according to
Matthew by Kuli§ and Puljuj may reveal fundamental differences in the
stylistics of the two translations and in the linguistic views of their
authors. The ultimate question to answer would be whether
Moracevs kyj’s translation is in fact the best, as taken by many students
on faith, in comparison with the major work of Kuli$ and Puljuj, or may
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
translation, borrowed in March 1864 and returned in January 1865 for safe-keeping
by Moracevs kyj, was not found. In addition to the aforementioned two manuscripts
bequeathed from the family of Moracevs kyj, Sreznevskij (1902, 085, 087, 090, 015)
gave a thorough description of three other manuscripts authored by Moracevs kyj,
which are the following: (1) Dijanyja svjatyx” apostoliv” pysannyi svjatym” apos-
tolom”y jevanhelystom” Lukoju (The Acts of the Apostles), revised by Moracevs 'kyj
and donated to the library in 1865, (2) Apokalypsys” ¢y odkrovennje svjatoho apostola
Yvana Bohoslova (The Book of Revelation), handed over by Moracevs 'kyj to Izmail
Sreznevskij in February 1864 and passed to the library in 1899, and (3) Psaltyr” na
malorossyjskim” jazyci (The Book of Psalms in Little Russian), donated by the author
in May 1865 toward possible publication “for the popular consumption” (see Psaltyr”,
Moracevs kyj). All in all, based on Sreznevskij’s description of the parts of the Holy
Scriptures translated by Moracevs'kyj, it becomes clear that the years 1860—-1865
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
full description of the all the copies of Moracevs'kyj’s translation of the New
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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Moracevs’kyj’s Translation Kuli§ and Puljuj’s
(amended forms are enclosed in Translation
parentheses)

1. Bauy4u CTUTBKH HApOLy, 1. IloGaunBIIHM X HapoX,

Hcyceb u3iimoBss (= 3ii1110B) Ha ropy; 1 31MIIOB Ha TOpY, 1, 5K CIB,

(= a) sIKb CiBb, TO MIIOUIILTA 10 Ero npuctynuin 1o Hero yuenuku
ydeHHKH &ro; 2. u (= a) BiHb onkpusmm  Moro; 2. i Bixkpus Bin ycra
yCTa CBOI, TI0YaBb YUUTH CBOi, 1 HaBYaB 1X, JIATOJIOYH:
(= HaB4aBb) iXb, KKyun: 3. bnaxxenni 3. biaxxeHnHi BOOT1 1yxoM,
yOorui (= i) JyxoMb: 00 iXb € HapcTBO 00 iX ApCTBO HEOECHE.

HebecHe. 4. braykeHHi ruadymi (= 4. bnaxenni cymHi, 00 Taki
11i): 00 BoHU BTimarii. 5. brakenHi BTIIIATE cs1. 5. biakeHH] THXI,
TUXUI (= THX1): 00 BOHU HACHIIATh 00 TaKi OCSTHYTB 3eMJTIO . . .

(= -cmigyrots) 3emiio . . . 12. Papyiitecs 12. PagyiiTecs i Becernitech: 60
Y BECeIliTech: 00 BEITMKA BaMb Harpaja BeJIMKa HAaropoja Baiia Ha

Ha Hebecaxpb. Takb THAJIM U TIPOPOKOBL, HeOI; Tak 00 TOHMIIN i

110 OyIH 1I1e JI0 Bach . . . MIPOPOKIB, TII0 OyBaJIH TIEpIIIE.
14. Bu cBimio cBita: He Moxe Bkputucs: 14. Bu cpBiTio cbBiTy. He
TOpOJIb, KOJIM CTOITh Ha ropi. 15. U MOJKE TOPOJI CXOBAaTH CS,

(= Taif) 3aCBITHBIIN CBIUKY, HE CTaBATh CTOsIYM Ha ropi; 15. 1,

(= cTaHOBIIATH) il MiTh IOCY/JIMHY, @ HA  3aChBITUBIIN ChBIUKY, HE

JIUXTApi, ¥ BOHA CBITUTH YCIMBb, XTO CTaBJIATH IIiJ TOCY/INHY, a Ha
TUIBKH € y Tocniofi (= xati). 16. Takb  CBBIYHHKY; TO i CbBITUTH BOHA
HeXal CBITUTH CBITJIO BaIlle TIEPEIb BCIM, XTO B Xarti, 16. Tak Hexai
JIFONIBMH, 11100h BOHU 0aumiti 100pi CsI€ CHBITJIO Ballle Iepe]

JTiyTa Bal, 1 (= Ta) IMPOCIaBIIsUTH JIIONIbMHU, 11100 BOHU Oa4qriin

Barpka Bamoro HebecHoro (= KoTpuii  Bari J00pi Jina, i

Ha Hebecexp). 17. He gymaiite, 1110 5 npociasisin OTIA Baloro,
MIPUILIOBb HAPYILUTH (= 3pyiiHOBaTH) 10 Ha Hebi. 17. He mymaiire,
MPUIIOBS 51 [Omission], a BAIOBHUTH. IO Sl IPUHIIOB 3HIBEYUTH
20. bo xaxxy BaMb: KOJIM [IpaBJia Ballla ~ 3aKOH a00 MPOPOKiB; HE

HE TIIEPEBAXUTS (= BaXKe) IPaBIH NPUHIILOB 51 3HIBEUUTH, a

(= XpMB/IN) KHWKHUKIBB U XBapHceiBb, cnoBHUTH. 20. [Tarosmo

TO He yBilieTe y HapcTBo HeOecHe. 60 Bam: [1lo xonu
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21. Bu uynu, 1o ckazaHo
npenkamsb: “‘He BOWIi; a XTo yobe,
TOM MOBUHEHB cyny.” ... 25.
Ennaticst XyT4iii 35 BODOTOMb
TBOIM®b, TIOKH TH 3b HUMB (TIpHO.:
1ie) Ha (= y) 1opo3i: 11100 BOPOr'b
HE 0o/1aBh Tebe Cy/Ii, a Cyns He
o1aB Tebe ciy3i, U TH He OyBb Ou
KUHYTb Yy TEMHULIO. 26. 3aneBHe,
Ka)Xy TOO1: He BUM/ICIIID 3BiJITLIA,
MOKH HE OJ/IACH JI0 OCTAaHHETO
iessra (= oK1 OCTaHHETOo
miensra He oxgacu). 27. Bu uynm,
10 CKa3aHO MpeIKaMb: “‘He
JOOOYMHCETBYH.” 28. A 51 Kaxy
BaMb: YCAKUH, XTO TUTBKI MOIVISTHE
Ha MOJIOJIUITIO (= KIHKY) 3b
MOXOTIHHEMb (= MOXOTIIMBUMb
OKOM®b), TOH JTF00OYNHCHETBOBABb
y’Ke 3b Hel0 y CBOIM®B cepili . . . 30.
A KoM TpaBa pyKa TBOsI JOBOIUTD
Tebe 10 Tpixa

(= uckymrae Tebe), OMOTHH il. . . .
(Sreznevskij 1902/4, 092-093;
Svedenija, 96-98)

Ballla MpaB/a He MePEBAKUTH
MUCbMEHHHKIB Ta DapuceiB, TO He
BBiliziere B HapcTBo HebecHe. 21.
YyBanu BH, 110 CKa3aHO
cTapochBillbkuM: He BOUBait, a XT0
BO€, Ha TOTO Oyme Cyx . . . 25.
Mupuch 13 TBOIM IPOTUBHUKOM
XyTKO, JIOKH TH III€ B JIOPO3i 3 HUM,
100 He BijyiaB TeOe MPOTHBHUK
CyIUIi, a Cy[IA He BifiaB Tebe
ocaByii (ciy3i), 1 He BKUHYTO TeOe
B TEMHHULIIO. 26. [CTHHO m1arosto
TOO1: HE BUIIEI 3BIATLIA, JOKU HE
BiIU1acy ¥ OCTaHHBOTO mIeiisra. 27.
Uysanu BH, 110 CKa3aHO
CTapochBillbkuM: He unHm
nepenoOy. 28. S K BaM IIaroio:
XTO CTIOTIsTHE Ha KIHKY JKaIi0HIM
OKOM, TOH YK€ BUMHHB TIepero0 i3
HEFO B cepili cBOiM . .. 30. I konm
npaBa pyka TBOs OJ1a3HUTH Tebe,
BiZIOTHU 1. . . . (SP/NZ, 6)

To get a more comprehensive picture of the differences between the
two translations, it would be useful to juxtapose them with the same
verses as edited by the synodal commission under the guidance of Bishop
Parfenij Levyc'kyj of Kam’janec'-Podil ‘s 'kyj. Possible deviations in the

version (M-Synod) that went to press in 1907 will shed light on

Moracevs'kyj’s creative logic, which was ultimately blurred by the

corrections introduced by the synodal commission.

Here is a parallel fragment from chapter 5 in the Gospel according to

Matthew as published in 1907:
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Moracevs’kyj’s Translation, edited by the Synodal Commission

1. [o6aunBmn Hapox, Icyc
31MII0B HA TOPY, 1 5K CiB, TO
nigiimm 1o Heoro yueHukn
Woro. 2. 1 BiH, ofxpuBIIHM ycTa
CBoi, y4uB iX, IPOMOBIISIOUH: 3.
Bbrnaxxenni yoorui gyxom, 60 ix €
LapcrBo Hebecne. 4. bnaxxenni
TUTaYyIHi: 60 BOHHU BTIIIATHCA.
5. bnaxxeHni Tuxui, 00 BOHU
OCSITHYTB 3eMJIIO. . . . 12.
Panytitecs i BecemiThes: 60
BeJIMKa BaM Harpaja Ha
Hebecax. Tak rHanm i IpoOpoKiB,
o Oynu mepiie Bac. . .. 14. Bu
cBiT MupoBi, He moxe
3aX0BaTHCA I'OPOJ, KOJIU CTOITh
Ha ropi. 15. I 3acBiTHBILIN
CBIUKY, HE CTaBIIATH ii i
MOCYAMHY, a HA CBIYHHKY, 1 BOHA
CBITHTB yCiM, XTO € Bb [Sic] Xari.
16. Tak Hexail CBITUTH CBIT Balll
Tiepe JIONbMH, 1100 BOHU
Oaumu 1o0Opi Jija Bammi i
npociasisian OTIs BaIoro
HebecHoro. 17. He nymaiire,
110 Sl MpUHIIOB 3J1aMaTH 3aKOH,
a0o0 TPOPOKIB: HE 3JTaMaTH
CTapoJaBHIM: He yOuit a XTo
BOBE, HA TOTO OyJIe cyiL. . . . 20.
bo kaxy BaM: KoM npasza
Ballla He IEPEBaKUTh MIPABAN
KHIDKHUKIB 1 (papurceiB, To He
Beiinere B [lapcTBo HebecHe.

[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
shall inherit the earth. ... 12.
Rejoice, and be exceedingly glad:
for great is your reward in heaven:
for so persecuted they the prophets
which were before you. ... 14. You
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,
but to fulfill. ... 20. For I say unto
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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21. Bu uynm, mo ckazaHo
CcTapoJaBHIM: HE YOHii a XTO
BOb€, Ha TOTO Oyze Cym. . .. 25.
Mupuch XyTKO 3
CYNPOTHUBHUKOM CBOIM, TOKH
TH B I0PO31 3 HUM, 100
CYNpOTHUBHUK HE BiizaB Tebe
CYIi a Cyaas HE BigmaB Tebe
cnys3i, 1 He 3acaawiu O TeOe B
TeMHUII0. 26. ICTUHHO Kaxy
TOO1: HE BUHEII 3BIATIIIA,
MOKH BiJIJJaCH 10 OCTAHHLOTO
mensra. 27. Bu uynu, mo
CKa3aHO CTapOJIaBHIM: HE
npentodoniicTByi. 28. A S
KXy BaM: YCSIKUH, XTO TUTBKH
CIIOTJISIHE Ha XKiHKY, Oa)Kaloun
i1, Toi mpenoOoAiicBOBAB yKe
3 HEer y cBoiM cepii. ... 30. 1
KOJIM TIpaBa pyKa TBOSI BBOJUTH
Tebe B TpixX, OJITHH ii i KHHb
o cebe. . ..

(M-Synod, 17-31)

21. Ye have heard that it was said
by them of old time, Thou shalt
not kill; and whosoever shall kill
shall be in danger of the judg-
ment. ... 25. Agree with thine
adversary quickly, whiles thou art
in the way with him; lest at any
time the adversary deliver thee to
the judge, and the judge deliver
thee to the officer, and thou be
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
already in his heart. . .. 30. And if
thy right hand offend thee, cut it
off. ...] (Mt 5:1-30)

A cursory look at the synodal version (M-Synod) as compared with

the original translation of Moracevs'kyj does not reveal, at first blush,

substantial deviations in the vernacular-based language. However, there

is a significant digression in the linguistic medium as conceived by the

synodal commission. While trying to make the translation look loftier, the

commission decided to reverse the vernacular nature of some forms and

expressions proposed by Moracevs kyj. For this reason, members of the

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’ in Moracevs Ky
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with the Church Slavonic verb nasytjat 'sja (M-Synod, 18), the colloquial
do vas”in verse 12 by a morphosyntactic calque, perse vas “before you,”
influenced by the Church Slavonic expression prezde vas” (ibid.); the
expression perse vas is also attested in the translation of Kuli§ and Puljuj
(SP/NZ, 6). Most striking is the substitution of the Church Slavonic
expression svit myrovi for its vernacular counterpart svitlo svita “light of
the world” in verse 14. In verse 25 (M-Synod, 21), one finds suprotyvnyk
instead of voroh in Moracevs kyj’s translation (Sreznevskij 1902, 93). In
verses 27-28, one happens on preljubodijstvovat’ as a substitute for
Moracevs kyj’s individual neologism [jubocyns ‘tvovat” “‘to commit adul-
tery” with the vernacular base ¢yn-yty “to do” in the second part of the
compound. In verse 26, the commission introduced istynno (istyno in
Kulis and Puljuj) instead of Moracevs kyj’s wonderful vernacular equiv-
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 x"in the vernacular (Shevelov 1979, 631-634).

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
Moracevs'kyj’s translation. For instance, the Church Slavonic lexeme
predky, used by Moracevs 'kyj in verses 21 and 27, was replaced by staro-
davni “they of old time,” and the Church Slavonicism povynen” sudu in
verse 21 by a stylistically neutral expression bude sud “shall be [in danger
of] the judgment.” The preposition/prefix od- used by Moracevs kyj was
replaced in some cases by vid-, which was criticized at that time by Necuj-
Levyc’kyj as a true Galicianism (e.g., viddaty “to deliver” in verse 25).
The commission re-introduced the vernacular xata instead of hospoda
“house,” offered among other emendations by Moracevs kyj.

An old form, attested in the history and dialects of Ukrainian, is
found in the expression zlamaty zakon (verse 17) (M-Synod, 19; see
Tym¢. and Nimcuk, 1:397) instead of narusyty zakon” “to destroy the
law” as proposed by Moracevskyj in his original translation (z/amac
“Eidbriichiger” [Zel., 1:302]). Remarkably, aside from one example from
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the collections of Ukrainian proverbs and sayings prepared by Matvij
Nomys (1823-1900), all other examples of the verb (z)lamaty “to violate
(a law)” are cited in Slovar’” ukrainskaho jazyka (The Dictionary of the
Ukrainian Language) edited by Borys Hrincenko (Hriné., 1:878-879)
from various works of Kuli$. Generally, it is possible to trace the origin of
this meaning in the old, northern Ukrainian literary tradition. Not surpris-
ingly, this verb is only once attested with the same meaning as in
Kotljarevs'kyj’s Enejida (Enejida, Index, 85; see Umanec’and Spilka,
497), which, otherwise, is replete with northeastern Ukrainian dialec-
tisms (Danylenko 2008b, 66—71). In the late eighteenth century these
were transitional north-to-south features, developed on a northern
Ukrainian base later to be gradually replaced by Southeast Ukrainian
(AUM, 3, maps 6-9). This is why the emendation made by the commis-
sion looks obsolete as compared with the variant of Moracevs kyj. One
can legitimately wonder at this stage why Kuli§, who widely used the
verb (z)lamaty “to violate (the law)” in his writings (Hrin¢., 1:878-879),
did not insist on its use in the translation of the corresponding verse.
Returning to the excerpt from the translation authored by Moracevs kyj
(Sreznevskij 1902) and the corresponding fragment from the translation
of Kuli§ and Puljuj, their phonetics as reflected in the orthography seem
to demonstrate a number of similar sound features. Both Moracevs kyj
and Kuli$ (together with Puljuj) make use of the alternation 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
(Shevelov 1979, 297-300), whence some inconsistencies in the transla-
tion of Kuli§ and Puljuj (e.g., uvijdete in Moracevs Kyj next to vijdete in
Kulis and Puljuj “ye shall in no case enter,” u# hospodi in Moracevs kyj
next to v xati “in the house” in Kuli§ and Puljuj, Ysus” yzijsov” in
Moracevs kyj as compared with zijsov in Kuli§ and Puljuj, preceded by a
word-final consonant in narod “people,” yet after a pause, “he [Jesus]
went up”) (Zovtobrjux et al. 1979, 206-207). Unexpectedly, some
elements look more archaic in Moracevs kyj, who combines some eastern
and northern Ukrainian features under the influence of his formative
years at Xarkiv University and his native dialect of the Cernihiv region
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(Naumenko 1902, 172; Maljuk 1993, 60). Suffice it to cite such forms as
pidojsly (pl.) “came up” and odkryvsy “[having] opened” without ikavism
of the secondary -o- in the prefix pido- (< podo- < podw) and of the etymo-
logical o in the prefix od-, which is typical of North and Southeast
Ukrainian (Zovtobrjux et al. 1979, 283-284). The form pidijsly is used
throughout the synodal version. Kuli§ and Puljuj resort in this case to
forms like vidkryv (m. sg. pret.) “to open” with the prefix vid-, which is
attested in Southwest and, in parallel use with od-, in Southeast Ukrainian
(oddasy as used by Moracevs kyj next to viddasy [2 sg. non-pres.] “to
return” in Kuli§, odotny in Moracevs ‘kyj next to vidotny [2 sg. imper.] “to
cut off” in Kuli§ and Puljuj). An intermediate form, odifny “to cut oft,” is
found in the synodal version. The form zvidtilja “from there” occurs in
Moracevskyj as well as Kuli§ and Puljuj.

By contrast, Moracevs'kyj uses the form xvarysei “Phar’-i-sees”
with a labialized phoneme x* instead of f; still alien in East Ukrainian at
that time (Matvijas 2005a, 34). As in the synodal version, Kuli§ and Puljuj
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
Scriptures made by Kuli§ and Puljuj. This form is attested in the bulk of
southeastern Ukrainian dialects (Matvijas 2006, 59) and was common-
place in Galicia at that time.

In the morphosyntax, deserving of attention are uncontracted forms
used by Moracevs'kyj in those cases where Kuli§ and Puljuj prefer
contracted forms that look quite standard from the point of view of
modern literary Ukrainian. Whatis baffling in this case is that Moracevs 'kyj
in the final version of his translation replaced contracted forms with the
uncontracted, which migrated later into the synodal version (e.g., blaZenni
ubohyi [as emended by Moracevs kyj in place of ubohi in the first draft]
compared to blazenni vbohi “blessed are the poor in the spirit” in Kuli§
and Puljuj or blazenni tyxyi [instead of #yxi in the first draft] in
Moracevs kyj compared to blazenni tyxi “blessed are the meek” in Kuli$
and Puljuj). It is difficult at first to understand the logic of Moracevskyj’s
emendations, especially in view of such forms in Sev&enko’s writings
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imbued with “deep thoughts, feelings, and often tragedy” (Sulyma 1924,
219). Two scenarios seem to be possible here. First, Moracevs kyj could
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
used in his native (northern Ukrainian) dialect (Horba¢ 1988, 61).
Comparing these forms with the Church Slavonic (Biblija 1862, 514r),
one can reasonably accept the first, archaizing scenario. Kuli§ and Puljuj,
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
(northern) dialect of Kuli§ (see Matvijas 2006, 62). Both positions are
represented, for instance, in verses 2—5 as cited above (e.g., blazenni
sumni “blessed are they that mourn” in Kuli§ and Puljuj).

Of interest is another emendation made by Moracevs'kyj (Bat ko
vas” nebesnyj instead of the relative clause introduced with the bookish
[Ruthenian] conjunction and a new locative form kotryj na nebesax”
“[your Father] who is in heaven” in verse 16, ChSl. iZe na nebeséxw
[Biblija 1862, 514v]). Remarkably, Kuli§ and Puljuj employ here the
vernacular relativizer §¢o, a construction that is primarily attested in
Southeast and North Ukrainian and in modern literary Ukrainian (Matvijas
2007a, 46). Both Moracevs 'kyj and Kulis (together with Puljuj) resort to
impersonal constructions with the forms ending in -no and -fo and the
accusative direct object as found in verse 29. Yet this construction occurs
more often than not in the translation made by Kuli§ and Puljuj. This shows
its popularity in western Ukraine, especially Galicia, under the influence
of Polish (Danylenko 2003a, 188—194). In such cases, Moracevs kyj makes
use, instead, of passive constructions (e.g., y &y ne buv” by kynut” u temnycju
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 kynut” (m. sg.) “cast,” obviously chosen by
Moracevs kyj under the influence of the Church Slavonic text: v» femnicu
vverzenv budesy (Biblija 1862, 514v; Horba¢ 1988, 61).
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In verse 21, one happens on an interesting “covert Church Slavonicism,”
(i.e., povynen”sudu [gen.] “shall be in danger of judgment” [literally, “should
be judged”] borrowed from the Church Slavonic version: povynen” jest’
sudu) (Biblija 1862, 514v). Kuli§ and Puljuj do not follow the archaic gover-
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 osavuli “officer” in verse 25, a dative form with the ending
-i, which is sporadically attested for inanimates in North and Southeast
Ukrainian (Matvijas 2006, 54). As far as the animate osavul is concerned, it
could be associated by the translators with the above ending under the influ-
ence of the masculine locatives in -¢ > -i (Bevzenko et al. 1978, 98-99). The
unusual dative osavuli might have been specially designed to fit in with the
overall vernacular morphosyntactic basis of the translation. Speaking about
verbal morphology, Moracevs'kyj used perevazyt” (3 sg. non-past) “to
exceed” in place of perevaZze (modern second conjugation), commonly
attested in the bulk of southeastern and easternmost Polissian dialects
(Matvijas 2006, 63), as well as in the literary standard as cultivated in
Russian-ruled Ukraine. Among grammatical forms compromised on by
Kuli$ and Puljuj, one can name a separate use of the reflexive particle in
verbal forms like vrisjat " sja (3 pl. non-past) “to cheer up,” according to the
Galician tradition, compared to vfisatcja (with a phonetic spelling that
reflects assimilative changes at the morpheme boundary) in Moracevs kyj.
Needless to say that in the synodal version, the present tense verbal forms
were retained with the etymological spelling as in Kuli$ and Puljuj.

Of interest here is the palatalization of 5" as reflected in veiSjat” sja.
This type of palatalization is primarily attested in the Left Bank south-
eastern Ukrainian dialects (4UM, 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 Kuli§, who employed this type of
spelling in Sevéenko’s Kobzar of 1860 (Tymosenko 1979, 121). Never
used (without the editor’s intervention) by Sevéenko, the verbal forms
with palatalization were commonly employed not only by Kuli§ but also
by other writers representing different dialectal areas in Dnieper Ukraine,
such as Leonid Hrebinka, Ivan Necuj-Levyc'kyj, Lesja Ukrajinka, and
Panas Myrnyj (ibid.; Hrycenko 2007, 25).
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Most telling in Moracevs’kyj’s translation, along with the strong
vernacularizing undercurrent, is that its phonetics and morphosyntax look
more archaic than the corresponding elements and patterns in the language
of Kuli§ and Puljuj. Strange as it may appear for their translation, perme-
ated in some places with Galician forms (Nimc¢uk 2005, 35), its phonetic
and major morphosyntactic features appear more normalized. Southeastern
Ukrainian at their core, although with a northern Ukrainian admixture,
these features contrast with the northern Ukrainian basis of Moracevs ‘kyj’s
language. Whether it is coincidental or not, the above excerpts from
Moracevs kyj’s translation are riddled with those northern (Cernihiv)
features that, having played a significant role in the previous literary
tradition, belong today to the periphery of modern Ukrainian (Shevelov
1966, 10-24): hence the impression of both archaic and folkloric founda-
tions of Moracevs kyj’s language.

What is really at issue here is the vocabulary as used in the two trans-
lations. To begin with, the vocabulary of Moracevskyj is moderately
archaic. In his translation, Moracevs kyj limited himself to that level of
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
taught by the lower clergy to gentrified Cossacks, peasants, or (former)
serfs like Sevéenko (who is known to have indulged in religious themes
since his adolescence) (see Rusanivs kyj 2002, 86-96).

In view of a particular Slavonic canon as cultivated by the laymen, a
close inspection of Moracevskyj’s moderately archaic vocabulary does
not bring about unexpected results. The majority of Church Slavonicisms
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.
Meanwhile, the synodal version of his translation reflects more archaic
features influenced seemingly by the parallel Church Slavonic text. This
is why the nature of the Church Slavonicisms in Moracevs kyj’s original
translation is somewhat different from the Church Slavonicisms intro-
duced by the members of the synodal commission.
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Church Slavonicisms were perceived by Moracevs kyj as long natu-
ralized lexemes, as reflected in their phonetic spelling, and thus belonging
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-
tional (northern Ukrainian) dialect, such as Moracevs'kyj, and a
representative of Sloboda Ukraine, like Kvitka-Osnov’janenko: usta
“mouth” (Kvitka, 3:506; see Enejida, Index, 188), blazennyj “blessed,”
naslidjat” (3 pl. non-past) “to inherit” (ChSl. naslédets; naslidovaty in
Kvitka, 2:217; see Enejida, Index, 103), nasledjat” in Bacyn'skij’s transla-
tion of Psalm 36 (Psaltyr’, Bacyn'skij, 72), and osjahnut” in the synodal
version (Arpolenko 2003, 216). I would add also carstvo nebesne “kingdom
of heaven” (Kvitka, 3:579), nebesa “heaven” (ibid., 231-232; see Enejida,
Index, 105), Bat ko nebesnyj “Father who is in heaven,” knyznyk “scribe”
(knyznyk “bookseller” in Kvitka, 2:5), as used in the Poltava region with
the meaning “a literate person” (Hrin¢., 1:793), and xvarysej “Phar’-i-see”
with the counter-etymological x*. This sound seems to be a constituent part
of Moracevs'kyj’s phonetic system. It is not surprising to come across
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
16:19-31; see Ziteckij 1905, 59; Arpolenko 2003, 214).

The sound x" 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 /in Middle Ukrainian. For instance, the form xvary-
sejska “Phariseean” is first attested in the Gospels from Kam’janka-Buzka
(Strumylova; north of Lviv) of 1411 (Shevelov 1979, 633). However, the
fate of fand its substitute is different in various Ukrainian dialects. Thus,
in Southwest (Lemkian) Ukrainian, the word farysej with the foreign fis
attested in two meanings, the “Pharisder” and lay “schlechter, falscher
Mensch,” to wit, “hypocrite,” in Verxratskyj (1902, 477). Interestingly,
there are more than forty words with the word-initial f'in the glossary in
Verxratskyj (ibid., 477-478), while in the entire literary output of the
Xarkovite Kvitka-Osnov’janenko one encounters only four lexemes with
the phoneme £, obviously alien in the Sloboda dialect at that time (i.e., an
exclamation fit” with multiple connotations, its derivative fit fit 'katy “to
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whistle,” and two French borrowings, forbje “very good” [Fr. fort bien]
and [mediated by Russian] furazka “a type of military cap”) (Kvitka,
3:514). In some cases, both f and its substitute are encountered side by
side, as in one of Kvitka-Osnov’janenko’s stories edited by Oleksander

Potebnja (1835-1891) in 1887: for™bje “very good” next to xrancuz”

“Frenchman” (Osnovjanenko 1887, 24-25). In the religious context,
Sevéenko used the form farysej, never resorting to the counter-etymolog-
ical x* (SS 2, 370; Concordance 4:2595). The latter phoneme is attested
only in Xvastov and its derivatives (SS 2, 370-371; Concordance 4:2599).

In view of the aforementioned geographical distribution, the use of /by
Kuli§ and Puljuj may testify to their orientation toward a premodern treat-
ment of fas reflected in the regional (Galician) appropriation of this sound.’
However, it is most interesting to recall that in his first translation of the
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), Kuli§ consistently followed the populist treatment of the
alien f; using instead the vernacular x”, whence multiple xv-spellings like
Xvaraon “Pha’-raoh” (Pentatevx, 10, Gen 12:17-18, etc.), 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 Kuli$
in the year of publication of the Pentatevx Musijevyj in 1869 (Pentatevx). In
a letter of 1 February 1869 addressed to Ivan Xyl '¢evskyj from Florence,
Kuli$ used a popular form koxve “coffee” and seemingly mocked the
name of the city of Xlorencija next to a regular form Florencija in the
next letter of 14 April 1869 (Kuli$ to Xil ¢evskij, 93-94). Moreover, in
1869, while preparing the manuscript of Ivan Necuj-Levyc'kyj’s story

9 Itis interesting to cite here the title of a song recorded in the late 1870s in Galicia, “Pro
vojnu z Francuzom” (About a War with the French). In the text, one happens on fin loan
forms such as Franc (the emperor’s name) and Francuz “a Frenchman” (Narodni Pisni,
344). No wonder, the sound fis found in Galician translations of the Holy Scriptures, for
instance, in the translations made by Markijan Saskevy¢ (Saskevyé, 110) and Antin
(Antonij) Kobyljans 'kyj (Luka-U, 52). The same translation of the Gospel according to
Luke was published in Ukrainian script (Luka-U) and Latin-based script (Luka-L).

85
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“Prycepa” (The Cocklebur) for publication in the periodical Pravda, Kulis
consistently replaced the letter f with the digraph xv (e.g., the personal
name Xvedor instead of Fedor or xvylozoxvyja for fylosofija “philosophy”
in Necuj-Levyc'kyj) (Voznjak 1928Db, 5); however, in native or long natu-
ralized borrowings he also used the digraph xv as in akaxvyst “acaphist”
and straxv “penalty, fine” next to fortupljas “piano” (Matvijas 2007b, 34,
36). Tentatively, one deals here with the results of two chronologically
distinct approaches to the vernacular translation of the Bible. The first,
poetic approach, supposedly elaborated by Kuli§ before meeting Puljuj
and receiving a critical review of his first translations by Miklosich, is
employed in loose populist paraphrases of the texts. The second approach,
applied by Kulis 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,
as found in the first publication of the Ukrainian Bible by the British and
Foreign Bible Society (Naxlik 2007, 2:284).

Among lexical items, one should recall /jjubocyns tvovat” “to commit
adultery” as a semi-calque of /jubodejstvovat” (Biblija 1862, 514v) in the
original translation of Moracevs kyj (Sreznevskij 1902, 093), given as prel-
Jjubodijstvovat” in the synodal version. No Polonisms or other modern
borrowings are found in Moracevs Kkyj’s translation, which looks, from this
point of view, synchronically homogeneous. For the sake of vernacular
uniformity, he might have decided to substitute #ospoda for the more ethno-
graphic lexeme xata “house,” reversed in the synodal version (vytalnyc/a]:
hospoda, xata . .. , dom” in the Leksikon” slavenorosskij y ymen” tl kovanije
of Pamvo Berynda) (Berynda, 15). Not surprisingly, the word sospoda was
used by Moracevs'kyj elsewhere (Ziteckij 1905, 59). As far as the lexeme
xata is concerned, it occurs, for instance, seventeen times in Kotljarevskyj
(Enejida, Index, 191) and only once (!) in Potebnja’s translation of the
Odpyssey (Danylenko 1999, 237). The word Seljah “farthing,” used also by
Kulis and Puljuj, is a long naturalized German form (DMU, 2:555-556)
attested already from the late Old Ukrainian period onward (see Tym¢. and
Niméuk, 2:492; Selud ko 1931, 55). For this reason, this form does not affect
the stylistic uniformity of Moracevs’kyj’s translation or the multilayered
lexical make-up of the translation of Kuli§ and Pulju;.
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The vocabulary in Kuli§ and Puljuj is by contrast diachronically heteroge-
neous. To begin with, the translators easily employ vernacular lexemes with a
wide range of connotation such as the aforementioned xata “house” (dropped
by Moracevs'Kkyj), nebo instead of nebesa “heaven,” a possible neologism
Zertivaja “altar” (Zel., 1:222; oltar’ in Moracevs 'kyj) as compared with MUKr.
zertovnyk” (Berynda, 79; Tym¢. and Nimcuk, 1:250), a possible neologism
s vicnyk “candlestick” (Hrin¢., 2:620; Umanec” and Spilka, 692), staros vickyj
“of old times” (Kvitka, 3:329), and even osavul “officer” with an obvious
connotation of the Cossack past. On the other hand, the translators reduce a
number of antiquated and outdated lexemes to a handful of Church
Slavonicisms, some of which look “vernacularized” as in Moracevs kyj: usta
“mouth,” blazennyj “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 isfynno in Kvitka (1:625; zapevne in Moracevs 'kyj),
pys ‘mennyk “scribe” as a semantic neologism (Hrin¢., 2:158; Kvitka, 2:243),
and horod “city” (Enejida, Index, 38). All the above lexemes, though with
some modified meanings, were attested in nineteenth-century written Ukrainian
(ibid., 1:287-288) and folklore (Psepjurs 'ka-Ovcarenko 1988, 217).

To be sure, most interesting is the neologism blaznyty “to tempt,” here
“to offend” (e.g., SP/NZ, 7, Mt 5:30), used by Kuli§ and Puljuj consistently
throughout their entire translation. Sporadically one happens also on aregular
spokusuvaty (SP/NZ, 99, In 8:6) (spokusuvaty in Ukrajins ‘ko-nimec 'kyj
slovnyk of Zenon Kuzelja and Jaroslav Rudnyc kyj [Ukrainian-German
Dictionary, 1943; see Kuzela and Rud., 1190] and spokusaty “to tempt” in
Hrincenko [Hrin¢., 2:693]). The latter lexeme hardly fits in the holy narra-
tive (Tymosyk 2000a, 243), a fact which might have prompted the translators
to come up with a substitute: blaznyty. Interestingly, the neologism blaznyty
also occurs in Moracevs kyj, although in other derivational forms, thereby
tentatively demonstrating a similar line of linguistic reasoning with regard to
the Slavic stem blaz(n)- “temptation” (EDU, 1:204).

Following Ivan Ohijenko (Illarion), PSepjurs ‘ka-Ovc¢arenko (1988, 220)
viewed the form blaznyty as a tender spot in the language of Kuli§ and Puljuj.
According to her, this lexeme is likely to be associated in Ukrainian with
the commonly used blazen” “Fratz, Bub; Narr” (Verxratskyj 1902, 392; see
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Hrin¢., 1:114), that is, “buffoon,” whence allegedly blaznyty signifies “to
make a fool of somebody.” Nevertheless, disregarding the Middle Polish

[&73

influence, the unusual derivational model blaznyty (Rus. soblaznit”“‘to tempt,

seduce”) can hardly resuscitate any vernacular (pejorative) associations and
relates clearly to ChSl. blazn” “mistake, temptation” and blaznyty “to tempt”
(LLP,1:111; EDU, 1:204; see Tym¢., 98). It is interesting that Pavlo Bilec kyj-
Nosenko in his Slovar malorossijskaho, ili juho-vostocnorusskaho jazyka (A
Dictionary of Little Russian or, Southeastern Russian Language, 18381843,
first published in 1966) (Bil.-Nos., 57) deemed it necessary to cite in the entry
for blazen’ ““greenhorn; fool” the Church Slavonic verb blaznyty, as used in a
verse excerpted from the Gospel according to John (Jn 6:61). In other words,
he was cognizant of two different meanings associated with the same stem in
Southeast Ukrainian (Moroz and Tkac¢ 2006, 23-24).

All in all, the vocabulary of Kuli§ and Puljuj demonstrates a higher
level of synthesis compared with that of Moracevs'kyj. The lexical
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.
Among the tendencies adjusted to the needs of their translation, Kuli§ and
Puljuj resorted to both archaic and vernacular forms extant from the late
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 foto indirectly to
the quality of the translation itself seen synchronically.!

10 Remarkably, Puljuj published his translation of practically the same excerpt from the
Holy Scriptures much earlier in a revised edition of his Molytvoslov”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, Puljuj used the form pekel nyj
(adj.) changed into pekol 'nyj (adj.) “hellish” (Zel., 2:67) as well as the comparative
form vyhodnis¢ changed into bil 'Sa koryst” “[more] profitable” in the translation of
the New Testament. There is no osavul in Molytovnyk, though Puljuj already used the
verb blaznyt” “to tempt,” later incorporated by Kulis into the translation of the Bible.
Vis-a-vis the above parallelism, the contribution of Puljuj in the translation of the
New Testament seems to have been more significant than it may appear at first glance.
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The first dissenting opinion of Moracevs'kyj’s translation was
published anonymously in the journal Ukraina in 1907. Signed with the
initials “V. N.”” (Volodymyr Navroc kyj?), the review evaluated the vernac-
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 Kuli§ and
Puljuj’s translation, one should bear in mind that the preparation of the
translation for publication was completed by two independent groups of
experts. On the one hand, the Holy Synod appointed Archbishop Parfenij
Levyc’kyj (a native of the Poltava region) of Kam’janec’-Podil’s kyj chief
editor and head of a special commission, comprised primarily of theolo-
gians from the Kyiv Theological Academy. This commission worked on
the revision of Moracevs'kyj’s translation in Kam’janec’-Podil’skyj,
located in Podolia (West Ukraine). On the other hand, in Saint Petersburg,
academicians Aleksej Saxmatov and Fédor Kor§ headed a lay commission
set up by the Imperial Academy of Sciences with an eye to revising the
language of the translation made almost fifty years ago. The idea was as
follows: first, the latter commission would make corrections in the manu-
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,
their own version for publication (Vlasovskyj 1957, 298-299). As a result,
it can hardly be safely said which changes were offered by the linguists and
which were introduced by the theologians.

Noting that “the translation reads easily and does not lose the signifi-
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
reviewer rejected na kryli (cerkovnim) “a pinnacle of the temple” (Mt 4:5,
M-Synod, 14), used in the official publication, as an incomprehensible
expression, while blaming Moracevs kyj for using a “right-bank word”
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
the translation of Kuli§ and Puljuj as well. The reviewer did not accept the
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word skipocka (M-Synod, 30) or spycka “mote” (in Moracevs kyj’s orig-
inal) (Mt 7:3), offering instead skalka (V. N. 1907, 111). Neither did he
like kusok xliba “a piece of bread” in Moracevs kyj, which might be
replaced with “a plain popular smatok [xliba]” (ibid., 112). All things
considered, in contravention of all existing evidence, the quality of
Moracevs kyj’s translation as well as all other vernacular translations 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, Kuli§ and
Puljuj’s translation of the New Testament is based, as had been already
hypothesized, on more variegated foundations of style and dialect. Strange as
it may appear, it is the synodal version of Moracevs kyj rather than the trans-
lator’s original that can be juxtaposed with the translation of Kulis and Puljuj.
The point is that the synodal commission archaicized Moracevsky;j’s text
with the help of Church Slavonicisms, thus unwittingly expanding the
balanced presence of Slavonic elements in the vernacular-based translation
of Moracevskyj. Due to this heterogeneity, the resulting linguistic texture of
the synodal version was likely to resemble the multilayered structure of the
narrative in Kuli§’s translation. Tilting the balance toward the Church
Slavonic admixture in the synodal version was likely to cause a disruption in
the solid vernacular basis of the translation made by Moracevs kyj. Luckily,
this kind of disruption did not happen, and the commission should be given
credit for trying to keep the vernacular tinge of Moracevs 'kyj’s original trans-
lation, especially in its vocabulary and syntax (see Arpolenko 2003, 220).

WHO ELSE BEARS A GRUDGE?

As evidenced from the foregoing analysis of Moracevs kyj’s translation,
the language program of Kuli§ looked unique under the socio-cultural
circumstances of contemporary Russian-ruled Ukraine. Unlike a few
Sloboda populists like Oleksander Navroc'kyj and Volodymyr Aleksandrov
whose translations were inspired by Kulis, the ideological disparity
between his language and Moracevs Kyj’s translation was quite obvious.
This disparity can be illuminated by a discussion of the linguistic views
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of Ivan Necuj-Levyc’'kyj, as outlined in his famous study S ohocasna
Casopysna mova na Ukraini (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).
Aside from Necuj-Levyc'kyj’s personal grudges against some younger
Ukrainophiles, including Serhij Jefremov (1876-1939), he remained a
talented literary critic and political activist. Nevertheless, Necuj-Levyc kyj’s
study was obviously a biased work authored by an annoyed old master
who could hardly accept new linguistic and literary modes, largely influ-
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,
much shorter expos¢ of Necuj-Levyc kyj’s position in his fight against all
sorts of Galician admixtures (Shevelov 1966, 78—116). Overall, Necuj-
Levyc’'kyj’s arguments, outdated and reactionary as they might look
today, relate to an undeclared contest between the translation of Moracevs 'kyj,
on the one hand, and that of Kuli§ and Puljuj, on the other, for the literary
and cultural priority of the respective translation projects and language
programs.

Necuj-Levyc kyj correctly criticized a discordance in the work of the
two commissions revising the manuscript of Moracevs kyj’s translation
for publication (Necuj-Levic kyj 1907, 323). Having praised the phonetic
principle of orthography in Kuli§ and Puljuj’s translation, first published
in 1871, he deplored the quality of Moracevs 'kyj’s new translation of the
Gospel according to Matthew. It was printed with a help of a “new
Galician orthography” channeled through some contemporary fashion-
able journals from Austria-Hungary. In particular, the writer castigated
the use of Galician lexemes and expressions, citing, first of all, the
“Galician preposition” vid “from” in contrast to a “Ukrainian od” in the
synodal publication of the New Testament. According to him, the theolo-
gian editors of Moracevs'kyj’s translation kept only sporadically the
original preposition od, generally in those places where Kuli§ and Puljuj
also resorted to this form, but the ratio should have been different in view
of the popular nature of od. The occurrence of vid in Kuli§ and Puljuj was
easy to understand inasmuch as the translators were purportedly preparing
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their work primarily for Galicia. Yet the translation of Moracevs kyj was
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
journals and newspapers, as well as in the 1903 Bible of Kuli§ and Puljuj,
Necuj-Levyckyj (Ne€uj-Levic'kyj 1907, 327) mentioned “Galician-Polish
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 (ibid.). In the vocabulary, Necuj-
Levyc’kyj rejected svidoctvo “testimony” as a Polonism, proposing instead
svidcennja (ibid.); this compared to s vidkuvannje in Kuli$ and Puljuj (SP/
NZ, 89, Jn 1:7). Among other “unacceptable” lexemes, he cited usumpylys’
(Pol. sumienie “conscience”) instead of the indigenous zavahalys” (pl. pret.)
“to doubt,” naruha for hlum “‘jibe,” uljublenyj in place of “Ukrainian” /jubyj
“beloved,” found in Kuli§ and Puljuj (SP/NZ, 5, Mt 3:17), or “Polish-
Ukrainian” koxanyj “beloved” (Necuj-Levickyj 1907, 327).

Remarkably, some ‘“Polish-Galician” forms, chastised by the
reviewer, are also found in the translation of Kuli§ and Puljuj, which
might have been a corollary to Puljuj’s later intervention in the language
fabric of the Bible. For example, Necuj-Levyc'kyj (Necuj-Levic kyj
1907, 327-328) insisted on zahadav or zveliv instead of “Polish-Galician”
prymusyv (m. sg. pret.) “to constrain” (Mt 14:22), which, incidentally,
occurs in Kuli§ and Puljuj as well (SP/NZ, 17). The reviewer, however,
was less critical of “Galician” comparatives like z/ijs)j “more wicked”
(Mt 12:44) and verbs of the type prijty “to come” (Necuj-Levic kyj 1907,
328), which, though of northern and southwestern origin, were more
often than not used in nineteenth-century literary language in Russian-
ruled Ukraine (Matvijas 2005a, 37). One encounters z/is¢yj and pijsov (m.
sg. pret.) “to go” in Kuli§ and Puljuj (SP/NZ, 15, 16, Mt 13:36). The
former seems to have been influenced by Puljuj (Tymosenko 1971, 205),
while the latter is sporadically attested in the writings of Panas Myrnyj, a
native of the Poltava region (Hrycenko 2007, 26). Some of Necuj-
Levyc'kyj’s recommendations look naive today. However, if viewed
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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
reasonable. Suffice it to mention Necuj-Levyc kyj’s proposal to use udja-
hanka (NeCuj-Levic'kyj 1907, 328) as an umbrella term to denote any
outerwear with long sleeves (Hrin¢., 2:831), in place of Moracevs'ky;j’s
svyta, which was dubbed by the reviewer “very vulgar.”

In the realm of phonetics, Necuj-Levyc'kyj (Ne€uj-Levic'kyj 1907,
329) praised popular verbal forms like molyssja (2 sg. pres.) “to pray”
and odrecessja (2 sg. non-past) “to renounce,” found in the first editions
of Kuli$ and Puljuj’s translation, in contrast to Russianized molyssja and
vidrecessja, without any assimilative change at the morpheme boundary,
found in Moracevs'kyj’s translation prepared for publication by the
synodal commission. In the first several publications of Kuli§ and Puljuj’s
translation by the British and Foreign Bible Society, one comes across a
typical Galician spelling of reflexive particles like molys sja (SP/NZ, 7,
Mt 6:5), which, however, was subsequently changed to a solid spelling
like molyssja. The separate spelling of the particle sja, never employed by
Kuli$ himself (Tymosenko 1973, 171), could have been introduced by
Puljuj or, more likely, by an old acquaintance of his, the Galician priest
Oleksa Sljusarcuk, hired by the British and Foreign Bible Society to
proofread the entire manuscript of the translation of the Bible (Studyns kyj
1930, Ixv—Ixvi; Naxlik 2007, 2:284)."

Among all other critics of Kuli§ and Pulju;j’s translation, Ivan Franko
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 Kuli$ in the late 1860s, Franko
(1910, 176) wrote in his Narys istoriji ukrajins 'ko-rus 'koji literatury do 1890
7. (An Outline of Ukrainian-Rusian Literature up to 1890) that Kuli§’s trans-
lation did not meet his expectations from the religious, literary, and linguistic

11 There is scant information about Oleksa Sljusaruk in the Ukrainian-language
Encyclopedia of Ukraine. The anonymous entry says that Oleksij (Oleksa) Sljusaréuk
(1838-1912) authored prayers, sermons, and Psaltyr” rozsyrena (Sljusarcuk), in fact,
Psaltyrja rozsyrena v” dusé xrystijanskoj molytvy y cerkovnoho bohosluzenja (An
Expanded Psalter in the Spirit of Christian Sermon and Church Service), published in
Zovkva in 1904 (Horbag 1988, 31-32, fn. 9).
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point of view. He argued that the entire translation proved very poor and full
of “unpleasant linguistic eccentricities” inasmuch as Kulis, who allegedly did
not know any European language, save perhaps for Russian, failed to find the
fine line between vernacular Ukrainian and Church Slavonic (ibid., 176). For
this reason, Kuli§ disproportionately employed such obsolete forms as the
old aorist rece (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, 89, Jo 1:1), which, as Nim¢uk (2005, 35)
hypothesized, might have been introduced into the text by Puljuj, who edited
the text of the Bible after the death of Kuli§. One should add in this respect
that, characteristic as they may appear, such corrections could hardly change
the overall fabric of Kulis’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 Kulis for allegedly
construing an “arch-Ukrainian” expression Xaj dufaje Srul” [Is’-ra-el] na
pana, without even mentioning Psalm 130 where this expression might
have been used (Danylenko 2009b). According to Studyns’kyj (1930,
Ixxviii), the above phrase was cooked up by local Russophiles who
despised the very idea of translating the Holy Bible into vernacular
Ukrainian. Treating Kuli§ as an ideological opponent of the Galician
populists (see Naxlik 2007, 1:356-392, 453), Franko imprudently
parroted the concoction of the Russophiles. Needless to say, as a highly
educated writer with a profound knowledge of literary traditions and
Ukrainian dialects, Kuli§ would never use a form like Sru/” “Is’-ra-el,”
thereby alluding to its double meaning through alliteration in the stem
sra-l"- in sral 'nja, sratva “latrine” (Hrin¢., 2:703). In his paraphrase of
Psalm 130, Kuli§ wrote: . . . vpovaje / Na Hospoda blahyj Izrail " (Psaltyr,
Rataj, 317-318). In his translation of the same psalm Puljuj made use of
a similar set of lexemes: Vpovaj, Izrajilju, na Hospoda “Let Is"-ra-el hope
in the Lord” (SP 564, Ps 130:7).

Overall, while criticizing stylistic deficiencies in the language of
Kulis, Franko unabashedly concluded that the first translation of the Holy
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 Kuli§’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
briefly on Kuli$’s major scriptural translations, including the latest of the
New Testament. According to the reviewer (ibid., 896—897), his translation
stood out compared with the translations made by Markijan Saskevy¢ and
Antin (Antonij) Kobyljans kyj, leaving aside several fragments from the
Bible translated by Russophiles and published in the journal Nauka, edited
by Ivan Naumovyc¢ in Kolomyja (Levyckij 1888, 182, 198).

Among the linguistic achievements of Kuli§ and Puljuj, the reviewer
mentioned their more liberal use of Church Slavonic forms in contrast to
the highly vernacularized language of Kulis’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
reaches Russia” (V., 1881, 897—898). Overall, the translation of Kuli§ and
Puljuj, as the reviewer concluded, was “the most comprehensible transla-
tion of the Holy Scriptures,” and “much closer to vernacular Ukrainian
than, for instance, the well-known synodal publication of the New
Testament . . . in the Great Russian language” (ibid.).

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
with the exception of Necuj-Levyc 'kyj, who was notoriously ambivalent
toward the Galician vogue that had, allegedly, much earlier corroded the
language of Kulis, 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 Kuli§’s translation(s), as discussed



96 PART! m THE BIBLE

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.

Apart from the biased and personal commentaries by Necuj-
Levyc'kyj and, especially, Franko, the main problem lay primarily in the
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
of written Ukrainian at that time (Horba¢ 1988, 47-51; HalusCyns kyj
1925, 312-319). Some of these linguistic means were so salient that,
based on the ratio of their use and, respectively, on their archaization and
vernacularization, one can trace two major conceptualizations of the high
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, 90, Jn 1:14). In the Old Testament, for instance, two parallel forms,
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 Kuli§’s translation of the Bible,
especially if compared with the language of the translation of Psaltyr
(Horba¢ 1988, 60). It is possible to add here also zZena (SP, 18, Gen 17:15)
and Zona “wife” (SP, 6, Gen 2:24), although both these forms can be of
southwestern Ukrainian origin (Zovtobrjux et al. 1979, 269); consider also
EUkr. zinka “wife” in Kuli§ and Puljuj (SP/NZ, 3, Mt 1:24; SP, 14, Gen
11:29) and Zinko (voc.) “woman” (Jn 19:26) in Moracevs 'kyj, a form hardly
fitting the narrative (Ziteckij 1905, 36). A possible contrast is discerned in
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the pair of WUKkr. vid [Duxa] and EUkr. od [Duxa] “of, through the Spirit”
as used indiscriminately in passive constructions (SP/NZ, 92, Jn 3:6, 8).

In morphology, one happens on numerous outdated forms such as
Church Slavonic present active participles like Arjaduscyj “[he] that
comes [after me]” (SP/NZ, 90, Jn 1:15), plodjusci (pl.) “fruitful” (SP, 55,
Ex 1:7), rodjus¢yj “yielding” (SP, 6, Gen 1:29) next to povzucu (acc.n.)
“[creature] that moveth” (SP, 5, Gen 1:21), and perhaps also jducyj “as he
walked” (SP/NZ, 90, Jn 1:36) and virujucyj [v Neho] “[whosoever] belie-
veth in him” (SP/NZ, 92, Jn 3:15), despite their eastern Slavic suffix -uc-.
Finally, one should add here numerous occurrences of the past active
participle poslavsyj “that sent me” (e.g., SP/NZ, 98, Jn 7:16). However,
one should be more cautious with present active participles of the type
poklykujucyj “crying” (SP/NZ, 90, Jn 1:23) and hlaholjucyj “saying” (SP/
NZ, 90, Jn 1:26). It is tempting to view them as regional forms, most
likely influenced by Polish, although Macjuk (2001, 306) argued that such
forms had been brought out by the older literary tradition. In this case, one
can speak of a local practice maintained in Galicia under Polish influence
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
look cumbersome for efficient communication (Hnatiuk 1982, 20-21).

Among other archaic verbal forms of interest are present tense
forms commonly encountered in Kuli§ and Puljuj: jesy (2 sg. pres.)
“art” (SP/NZ,90,Jn 1:19; SP, 7, Gen 3:9) and jest " (3 sg. pres.) (SP/NZ,
95, Jn 5:32; SP, 19, Gen 19:12) next to the vernacularized je “is” (SP/
NZ, 95, Jn 1:45). The latter is used typically in the nominative predicate
in Southwest Ukrainian, whence its presence in the translation of
Moracevs'kyj (Sreznevskij 1902, 092-094). Although commonly
attested in Kuli§ and Puljuj, the aforementioned personal forms of the
verb “to be” occur, nevertheless, less frequently than the obsolete aorist
form rece (SP/NZ, 90, Jn 1:39); the latter was criticized vehemently by
Franko (a neutral kaze “[he] saith” (SP/NZ, 90, Jn 1:45). One should
add here the archaic verbal form Alahole (3 sg. pres.) “to talk” (“talked
[with him]” in SP, 17, Gen 17:3), which was also criticized by Franko
but liberally used, as has been discussed, by Kvitka-Osnov’janenko in
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
Kuli$ and Puljuj:

(1) ... rak ycsakuii HapomkeHui oo [yxa (SP/NZ, 93).
[...sois every one that is born of the Spirit.] (Jn 3:8)

(2) Pomxene 6i0 mina—rino, a pomxkene 6io /Jyxa—mayX.
(SP/NZ, 93)
[That which is born of the flesh is flesh; and that which is
born of the Spirit is spirit.] (Jn 3:6)

(3) bo 3akon uepes Moiicess nauuii OyB; Oiaronars i mpasaa
yepes Icyca Xpucma crana cs. (SP/NZ, 90)
[For the law was given by Mo’-ses, but grace and truth
came by Je -sus Christ.] (Jn 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 (of» “from” + genitive), used to refer to the agent in a
passive or impersonal sentence (Vondrak 1924, 337). The same morpho-
syntactic pattern is attested in example (2) where one finds, however, a
new phonetic form vid (< od < otv) “from.” Sporadically attested in
Middle Ukrainian, this form was infamously denounced in the late nine-
teenth century by Necuj-Levyc’kyj as “Galician-Podolian” and not
recommended for literary use (Zovtobrjux et al. 1979, 284-285; Mov¢un
1999, 69.) Quite remarkable is example (3) in which there is the agentive
prepositional phrase cerez “through” + accusative, which was probably
triggered by Polish interference in medieval Galicia (Bulaxovs'kyj 1977,
567); however, an indigenous development of its agentive meaning is not
to be discarded (Danylenko 2003a, 310-311).

Overall, the three examples excerpted from Kuli§ and Puljuj reflect a
hierarchy of agenthood, as was postulated elsewhere (Danylenko 2006c¢,
233), thus presenting a discrete continuum of archaization, from the
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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 cerez “through.”

By contrast, Moracevs kyj preferred active (or impersonal) construc-
tions rather than passive syntactic patterns, although he sporadically
resorted to archaic constructions, most likely under the influence of
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:
Moracevs’Kkyj’s Translation Kuli§ and Puljuj’s Translation
22. Tlomeps yOOTHid, M 0OHeceH 22. Crano cs xe, 110 BMep
0y6b STHTOJIaMH Ha JTIKKO yOoruii, i nepeneciu “oro
Aspaamoge. [Tomepb u Oararui, SIHTOJTH Ha JIOHO ABpPaaMoBe;
1 noxopornunu (nozpebnut) €ro. yMep ke ¥t 6aratup i noxosanu
(Ziteckij 1905, 59) iioro. (SP/NZ, 78)
ERICTh 2Ke OFMPETH NHIPEMS, W [And it came to pass that the
NecENS BRITH AFTABI HA ASHO beggar died, and was carried by
Arpadmae: oFmpe e i soraTwn, u the angels into A’-bra-ham’s
norpesdwa erd. (Biblija 1862, bosom: the rich man also died,
551r) and was buried.] (Lk 16:22)

At first glance, the grammar of Kuli§ and Puljuj in the above excerpt
seems more vernacularized as compared with the same constructions in
Moracevs kyj. Although in this excerpt Kuli§ and Puljuj used only active
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”
(Tym¢., 110) alongside ChSI. lono “bosom,” respectively bahatyj and
lizko in Moracevs kyj.

As is evident from the except published in the early 1900s by Vsevolod
Sreznevskij (1902), corrections made by Moracevs kyj in the final draft of
his translation demonstrate his intention to use mostly active constructions
in those places where the Church Slavonic version contained predominantly



100 PART | m THEBIBLE

passive constructions (PSepjurs ka-Ovcarenko 1988, 225-227). Hence the
following emendations introduced by Morafevs'kyj in the fragment
prepared for publication by Sreznevskij in comparison with the Church
Slavonic version and the translation made by Kuli§ and Puljuj:

Moracevs kyj’s Translation Kuli§ and Puljuj’s
Translation

13. Bu ciib 3emiti; a KOJIU ClIb 13. Bu ciib 3eMIl; KOJIM 5K CLJIb
BUBITPHTIIS, TO YAMb COJIOHA Oy/Ie 3BITpIE, TO YAM COJIUTH?
(= ocori€)? BoHa Bxxe HY Ha ITI0 Hi-nma-110 He TomuTh Cs1 Tomi
npurofHa (= 31arHa) He Oyre, Kb BOHA, TUTHKH I[00 BUKUHYTH
TUTBKI II00H BUKHHYTH ii (= reTs 1 o0 Torrranu il JIroze.
BUKHHYTa Oyna) BOHB U (= Ta) (SP/NZ, 6)

TOIITaTH (= IOTOINTaHa) HOTaMH (=
monpMu). (Sreznevskij 1902, 092;
Svedenija, 97)

Bhl €CTE COAL 3EMAN: ALJIE 2KE COAL [13. Ye are the salt of the earth:
WESATh, UAMB WCOAHTCA, NH BOUTS:KE but if the salt have lost its
BSAETH KTOMS, TéuMo Aa M3CKINANA savour, wherewith shall it be
BSAET'S ESWhL, M nonupaema unkhkm. salted? It is thenceforth good
(Biblija 1862, 514v) for nothing, but to be cast

out, and to be trodden under
foot of men.] (Mt 5:13)

The instrumental nohamy (feet) instead of [jud ‘my (people) is an exem-
plary use of the fuzzy subject as found in Ukrainian folklore, for instance,
in the well-known folk song “Oj u poli zyto kopytamy zbyto” (The Rye Has
Been Trodden by Hooves in the Field) (Danylenko 2003a, 286). Being
faithful to the folkloric spirit, Moracevs 'kyj deemed it necessary to down-
grade possible agent-salient features of the initiator of the action, rendered
in the first version by the instrumental form /jud ‘my. All in all, in offering
nohamy instead of /jud 'my, Moracevskyj delineated a paradoxically short
way from archaization to vernacularization of a non-secular text.

More archaic elements are also found in the vocabulary of Kuli$
and Puljuj. Most telling among them are viast” “authority” (SP/NZ, 94,
In 5:4), bolest” “disease” next to neduha “infirmity” (SP/NZ, 94, Jn
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5:5), hrjade (3 sg. pres.) “cometh” (SP/NZ, 90, In 1:30), prorok jesy
“thou art a prophet” (SP/NZ, 93, Jn 4:19), lono “bosom” (SP/NZ, 90, Jn
1:18), cudesa “miracles” (SP/NZ, 91, Jn 2:23), voskresennje “resurrec-
tion” (SP/NZ, 95, In 5:29), and voskresyty “to raise up” (SP/NZ, 96, Jn
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, Kulis, 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
anew 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
18:5; see Sr., 3:5-6), xljaby (vikna) nebesni (glossed in parentheses by
Kuli§ 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
the first bookish element adjusted to the second vernacular form. The
point is that the verb po-vverhaty is derived from the eastern Slavic
form of the Church Slavonic lexeme vresti “iacere” (Sr., 1:322). Yet the
most peculiar fact about this verb is the use of the prefix po- in combi-
nation with v- (< v») as a member of a new alternation - : v- emerging
after the loss of jers (Shevelov 1979, 296-297).

Other translators from Dnieper Ukraine did not shy away from archa-
isms. Still, it might have been very difficult for them to keep the ratio of
archaisms proportionate to the vernacular basis of their translations, as was
the case, for instance, of Lobodovs ‘kyj. Zytec kyj saw the same problem in
the translation of Kuli§ and Puljuj. According to him, some archaic forms
in their text were hardly suitable for the vernacular texture of the whole
translation. To give random examples, Zytec'kyj cited obrjascete (2 pl.
non-past) “to find” (Mt 2:8) in Lobodovs kyj next to znajdete in Kulis (SP/
NZ, 4). Zytec'kyj (Ziteckij 1905, 32-33) also critically assessed Kuli§’s
predilection for all kinds of derivatives from the “ill-fated verb” hlaholaty
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(substituted for by vernacular lexemes in Moracevs'kyj) (PSepjurs’ka-
Ovcarenko 1988, 235), including a verbal adverb in promovyv [Jeremija
prorok], hlaholjucy “[which] was spoken [by Jer’-e-my the prophet]
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
Kuli$ and Puljuj. In fact, one finds vbohi in their text (SP/NZ, 6).
Tentatively, one can agree with Zytec'kyj that the abundance of
Church Slavonicisms may hinder “a natural flow of the speech,” thus
failing to furnish it with “sublime splendor” akin to simplicity (Ziteckij
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.
The language of Kuli§ and Puljuj tended to reflect primarily North and
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.

Interestingly, unlike Antin (Antonij) Kobyljanskyj’s translation of
the Gospel according to Luke and the Gospel according to John, based
exclusively on “a Pokuttja-Dniester-Hucul dialect” (Horba¢ 1988, 48),
Lobodovskyj was criticized by Zytec'kyj for “a dialect mixture [which
is] random and motivated by nothing” (Ziteckij 1905, 24), as evidenced
in a combination of “Galicianisms” and “eastern Ukrainian particulari-
ties.” Among the “Galician” (in fact, eastern Podolian) elements, Zytec kyj
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(ibid., 23) mentioned preterits of the type bacyly-s mo “we have seen”
(Lk 5:26) or my-s ‘my “we are” (Jn 9:28) (my “we” [without an auxiliary]|
in Kuli§ and Puljuj [SP/NZ, 101]). Remarkably, such preterits occur in
Lobodovs’kyj side by side with eastern Ukrainian present tense forms
like ne znaxodju ““1 find [no fault]” (Jn 19:4) as opposed to ne znaxodzu in
Kuli$ and Puljuj (SP/NZ, 112), which is a new southwestern (and western
Polissian) Ukrainian form (Matvijas 2006, 63). Such forms with the affri-
cate rendered by a special character, “ur” (rozrauaje “[she] dissuades™),
came gradually into vogue from the 1837 almanac Rusalka Dnéstrovaja
(The Nymph of the Dniester) onward (RD, 11).”2 If Lobodovs kyj opted
for bringing together various “Little Russian” dialects why, Zytec kyj
wondered, did the author stop short of introducing into his translation
northern (Ukrainian) elements (Ziteckij 1905, 23)? Clearly, Zytec kyj did
not criticize mixing dialectal forms as such but rather its inconsistency in
the work of Lobodovs kyj.

In this respect, the language of Kuli§ and Puljuj seems to demonstrate a
similar random blending of Ukrainian dialects, although a closer inspection
reveals a somewhat different picture of the dialect variance; this might
reflect, to some extent, Puljuj’s mark on the language of the translation. In
the phonetics, in addition to the treatment of etymological o and e, one
should mention a very old and cross-dialectal alternation - : v- (Shevelov
1979, 294-301). For instance, we see vves " dim “[his] whole house” (SP/NZ,
94, Jn 4:53) next to uves” (SP/NZ, 101, Jn 9:34), vvijSov (m. sg. pret.) “to
enter” (SP, 10, Gen 7:13), ato vmres (2 sg. fut.) “thereof thou shalt [surely]
die” (SP, 6, Gen 2:17), and the like. Similar to this change, Kuli§ used the
cluster breaker i (e.g., iz temrjavoju “from the darkness” [SP, 5, Gen 1:18],
[vas] izvidsi “hence”) (SP, 64, Ex 11:1), adjusted to the principles of euphony,
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 1t is interesting to note that Sevéenko used in similar forms only  or §, that is, syzu (1
sg. pres.) “to sit” or prosu (1 sg. pres.) “to ask” (Synjavs'kyj 1925). These spellings
were attested at that time in the language of eastern Ukrainian authors, including
Kuli§’s writings with northern Ukrainian features (Hancov 1924, 108-109). Only
after Sev€enko did the western Ukrainian sydsu and similar forms begin penetrating
first the written and then the oral literary practice (Tymosenko 1979, 115-117).
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go in,” uves” “full of” [Lk 15:28, 16:20] in Moracevs'kyj, and ustav” “[and
he] arose” [Lk 15:20] in Lobodovs kyj) (Ziteckij 1905, 58, 59, 63).

Among other phonetic features, most telling is the use of a palatalized
hushing sound in bacjat” (3 pl. pres.) “to see” (SP/NZ, 96, Jn 6:19) and,
especially, apheresis as found in odno ‘dnoho “one another” (SP, 65, Ex
10:23). It is no wonder that this phenomenon is primarily reflected in the
language of Kuli§’s translation of the Bible and his literary oeuvre. Apheresis
is known to have developed in North Ukrainian, and especially in East
Polissja. Remarkably, this type of change infiltrated, though to a limited
extent, the written language as used also by Sevéenko (Shevelov 1979, 452).

One might consider at this point northern Ukrainian second person
plural imperatives as used by Kulis$ in his translation of the Bible (e.g.,
Cynite “do!” [SP, 19, Gen 19:7] and pokazZite “show!” [SP, 61, Ex 7:9]
next to a new Aledit” “look [to it]!” [SP, 64, Ex 10:10]) (Bevzenko et al.
1978, 331-332). A native of the Cernihiv region, Moragevs kyj also made
use of imperatives ending in -ife, 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’ “bring hither” [Lk 15:23]) (Ziteckij
1905, 58). Interestingly enough, a similar distribution of imperatives
ending in -ite and -it" is attested in the writings of Sev&enko (Sulyma
1924, 219). Needless to say that in the joint translation of the New
Testament by Kuli§ and Puljuj, one encounters predominantly southern
Ukrainian forms: rozvjazit” joho i pustit” “loose him and let him go” (SP/
NZ, 104, Jn 11:44), xoronit’ zapovidi moji “keep my commandments”
(SP/NZ, 107, Jn 14:15), and many others. The latter form is likewise used
by Lobodovs 'kyj: primesyt’, odjahnyt", and pryvedyt’ (Ziteckij 1905, 63).

Of particular importance in the morphology is also the choice of
contracted and non-contracted (pronominal) adjectives, especially in the
translation of the Bible by Kuli$: narody zemniji “the nations of the earth”
(SP, 19, Gen 18:18) with a pronominal form occurring commonly in
(northern Ukrainian?) folklore, next to more regular contracted forms in
Cudyscéa velyki “great whales” (SP, 5, Gen 1:21) or Zyttje vicne “eternal life”
and Zydivs ke s 'vjato kucok “the Jews’ feast of tabernacles” (SP/NZ, 97, In
6:54 and 7:2) (see the idiomatic expression vid mala do velyka “both small
and great” [SP, 19, Gen 19:11] that is paralleled in vid molodyka, taj do
dida “both old and young” [SP, 19, Gen 19:4; see Macjuk 2001, 280]).
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Speaking of noun derivation, Kuli$ indulged in diminutives like x/opcvk
“son” (SP/NZ, 94, In 4:51), xlop jjatko (SP, 56, Ex 2:7), and nemovljatocko
“child” (SP, 56, Ex 2:6). Remarkably, a similar stance is demonstrated by
Lobodovs’kyj and Moracevs'kyj (see the series of vocatives batku ~
baten 'ku ~ batecku Avraame “Father A’-bra-ham” in Moracevs kyj [Ziteckij
1905, 59-60; Lk 16:24, 27, 30], as compared with the Church Slavonic form
in Lobodovs kyj—otce Avraame! [Ziteckij 1905, 64]). In Kuli§’s translation
of the Bible, affective suffixes are also taken by other word classes, espe-
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
in the first translation of the Bible made by Kulis in 1869 (Pentatevx).

In the syntax, one also encounters dialectal constructions, for
example, the use of the nominative-accusative direct object for plural
inactive entities (animals, children, etc.) in the environment after tran-
sitives (e.g., ponapovaty vivci [nom. pl.] “water [the father’s] flock”
[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 Kulis sporadically in
the nominative-accusative case (e.g., sklykaty mudreci [nom.-acc.] ta
Carivnyky [nom.-acc.] “to call the wise men and sorcerers” [SP, 61, Ex
7:11]). This construction is attested cross-dialectally, although in Kuli§
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
direct object (e.g., 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 (acc.-gen. pl.) in Moracevs 'kyj and, similarly,
svynej (acc.-gen. pl.) pasty “to feed swine” in Lobodovs'kyj (Lk 15:15;
Ziteckij 1905, 58, 63) as compared with the nominative-accusative in Kuli§
and Puljuj’s translation of the same sentence: pasty svyni (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
1822 by the Bohemian philologist Josef Dobrovsky in his comparative
grammar of Slavic languages (Dobrowsky [Dobrovsky] 1822, 615-618).

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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example, by Potebnja in his translation of Homer’s Odyssey (e.g.,
sluzkamy divkamy [Homer, Pot., 7:300] and cara dvijka “a two-bottom
goblet” [Homer, Pot., 3:63], where the second noun transforms into an
adjective) (Danylenko 1999, 241-244). Remarkably, for the simplest way
of combining concrete images in the attributive construction, Kuli$ 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
(a) use is exemplified by collocations of the type 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
(Danylenko 1999, 246; 2006c, 333—334) for the case of Potebnja’s trans-
lation, these syntactic structures were not so much “archaizingly folkloric”
(Shevelov 1994), as “folkloric and archaic.” Like Potebnja, Kulis seemed
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, Kuli§ 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, 56, Ex 1:19). Like Lobodovs kyj
and Moracevs'kyj, Kuli§ cannot resist coining, though on a lesser scale,
new vernacular-inspired forms. One of these terms is jasovaty “to make
known” (SP, 72, Ex 18:16), a lexeme also used by Kulis in his translations
of Shakespeare, although sometimes with a different semantic component
as in jasyty “to be produc’d [. . .] against [the Moor]” (Sekspir, 16, WSh.,
1098). It is no wonder that Hrin¢enko glossed this verb, using an example
from Kuli§’s writings only, and did not see any connection with jasnyty “to
polish, make shine” and “to explain” (Hrin¢., 2:1054), which is morpho-
logically and semantically reminiscent of Kuli§’s neologism. Among other
innovations, it is worth citing hlynysce “mortar” (SP, 55, Ex 1:14), holod-
neca “famine” (SP, 55; Hrin¢., 1:345), and zavahonity “to conceive” (SP,
21, Gen 21:2), the latter two used likewise in Rataj’s Psaltyr (Psaltyr,
Rataj, 115). Of particular interest is the lexeme zajmanscyna “a plot of free
land taken over as private.” This neologism was derived with the help of



The Makings of the Rusian Bible 107

the suffix -§¢yn(a), which became very productive in the second half of the
nineteenth century under the influence of contemporaneous Russian
(Muromceva 1985, 22). Kulis also preferred this suffix in coining designa-
tions for different languages such as moskovséyna “(Great) Russian,”
nimesc¢yna “German,” rumunscyna “Rumanian,” ukrajinscyna “Ukrainian,”
and ruscyna “Ukrainian used by the Rusians in Galicia, Transcarpathia, and
Bukovyna” (Barvins'kyj 2004, 187—188).

The list of such innovations can be expanded, for example, with those
excerpted by Horba¢ (1988, 62) from Rataj’s Psaltyr. Yet some of the neol-
ogisms discussed by Horbac are, in fact, regular indigenous forms. Thus,
the form popojisty “to eat [a little]” as cited by Horba¢ (Psaltyr, Rataj, 143;
SP, 18, Gen 18:5) is, in fact, an eastern Slavic and Baltic iterative with a
reduplication of the prefix popo- (Danylenko 2003a, 215-226).

The differences in innovation are perhaps best revealed in the nature
of a given stylistic system’s transitions, from the burlesque linguistic
medium as discerned in the translation of Lobodovs’kyj to a more neutral
and sometimes more standardized mode in the translation of Kuli§ and
Puljuj and to a stylistic (vernacular) uniformity of language offered by
Moracevs kyj. With his burlesque innovations and numerous dialectisms,
Lobodovskyj stood out among all other translators (e.g., pozyr lycja “the
fashion [of countenance]” [Lk 9:29] compared to vyd lycja in Kuli§ and
oblyc¢céja in Moracevs 'kyj, obvynuvatar “accusor” [In 8:44] to vynuvatel’
in Kuli§, zytelysce “mansion” [Jn 14:2], compared with oselja in Kuli§
and budynok in Moracevs'kyj, orudarstvo “magistrates” [Lk 12:11] next
to urjadnyky in Moracevs Kyj, vidhet ‘katy “make [the commandment of
God] of none effect” [Mt 15:6], popereky “loins” [Lk 12:35] with boky
[pl.] in Moracevs'kyj and pojasnyci [pl.] in Kuli§, and so forth) (Ziteckij
1905, 35-36). Interestingly, the lexeme pojasnycja occurs also in Rataj’s
paraphrase of Psalm 38 (Psaltyr, Rataj, 171), while Puljuj prefers 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
consistent in employing specific means and their configurations. For
example, Lobodovs kyj and Moracevs'kyj tended clearly to the vernac-
ular pole of the “biblical continuum,” which could make their translations
look “outdated” already in the 1920s (Ohijenko 1927, 9). Kuli§’s transla-
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
through the confines of a two-pole continuum, thus cohering into a multi-
layered system. Tentatively, Kuli§’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
were likely to need a synthetic language program that rejected a linguistic
non-compromise in favor of “all-inclusive adaptation,” and which could
result in a fitful and discontinuous evolution of the written language.

In this respect, no other translator with a comprable language program
could match Kuli§ in Dnieper Ukraine. Unlike Kuli§, by predominantly
employing vernacular-oriented devices, the western Ukrainian translators
seemed to have lost much of the mixed discourse from the fifteenth through
seventeenth century, including the idea of bilingualism as the foundation of
anew 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 Kulis, or, if not, what they offered as a
recompense.



CHAPTER

Galicia “Writes Back”

THE WEST OR THE EAST?

In Galicia the Bible was translated into Ukrainian earlier than in Dnieper
Ukraine. As fate would have it, the translation of Kuli§ and Puljuj was
preceded by that of a Galician author, Markijan Saskevy¢ (1811-1843), a
famous member of the Rus 'ka trijcja (Rusian Triad). Yet one can hardly
speak of a contest between the Galician translator and Kuli§ (along with
Puljuj) as to priority in the creation of the Ukrainian Bible. Saskevy¢’s
translation of the Gospel according to John and fragments of the Gospel
according to Matthew (chapters 1-5) was made in 1842, at least a quarter
of century before Kulis settled down to translate the Bible into vernacular
Ukrainian. Sadkevy&’s translation was not published until 1912 by
Myxajlo Voznjak (Sadkevy¢, 107—142)" and therefore failed to influence
the work of Kuli§, who was always open to alternative views, especially
in the area of creating “national Bibles” in the age of late Romanticism. In
other words, neither Kulis nor Puljuj suspected the existence of Saskevy¢’s
work; otherwise, they would have addressed his translation as they did
for all other major vernacular and classical translations of the Bible. No
doubt, Kuli§ would have been interested in perusing Saskevy&’s text with
an eye to mining its treasure trove of Galician forms. All in all, it becomes
necessary to compare the linguistic make-up of Kuli§’s translation with

1 Together with his other works, excerpts (Mt 5:1-30 and Jn 4:1-54) from Saskevy¢’s
translation were published in 1913 in the series Rus ka pys ‘mennist’ (along with the
works of Jakiv Holovac'kyj) (Saskevy¢ 1913). The orthography and the language,
however, were extensively corrected so that it is rendered useless from a linguistic
point of view.



110 PARTI m THEBIBLE

the vernacular translation of the Holy Scriptures made by “the most
zealous son of Rus’,” as Saskevy¢ was called in 1893 on the occasion of
his reburial (Hrytsak 2003, 107).

Disregarded (along with other western Ukrainian translations of the
Holy Scriptures) in the 1905 programmatic study of Zytec 'kyj, Saskevy¢’s
translation demands the attention of modern readership. First of all, in
terms of priority, this is the first translation of the Holy Scriptures ever
made into “modern Ruthenian” (Ukrainian), predating the translation of
Kulis and Puljuj by some thirty years. Second, the Gospels were trans-
lated into a vernacular Ukrainian permeated, as was argued by Horbac
(1988, 47), with dialectal features that were in some cases suppressed by
Sagkevy¢, himself a speaker of a southern Volhynian dialect (Brody).
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).

To begin with, among the suppressed dialectal features, Sagkevy¢
tried to omit the change ‘a > ’e, which, nevertheless, does appear sporad-
ically in the text (e.g., §¢ob pozjeday eé¢ “to lust after her” [Saskevy¢,
111:166, Mt 5:28], or the instrumental singular ending -ov/~-ev [Horba¢
1988, 47], whence pered pasxoju [f. sg. instr.] “before the passover” [Jn
12:1]). On the other hand, he liberally utilized dative and accusative
enclitic forms of personal and demonstrative pronouns such as 4o (acc.)
“him” (Sagkevy¢, 112:169), 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
tobé (dat.) “you” (ibid., 113:62), jemu (dat.) “him,” etc. (ibid., 116:163).
Saskevy¢ employed the dative singular of masculines and neuters ending
in -ovy/~evy (Horbal 1988, 47) (e.g., synovy svojemu “to his son”
[Saskevy¢, 116:150, Jn 4:5]). The same ending is attested in the locative
singular (e.g., v olovékovy “in man” [Saskevy¢, 114:96, In 2:25]). One
also encounters in Sagkevy¢’s translation the hard present tense personal
ending -7 (3 sg.) (e.g., [kotorij] movyt” “saying” [Saskevy¢, 109:60, Mt
2:17]), obsolete perfect tense forms with auxiliaries treated as enclitics of
the type culiste “ye have heard” (Saskevy¢, 111:155, Mt 5:21) or ja vydéy
y svédcyy jem” “[And] I saw, and bare record” (Saskevy¢, 113:39-40, Jn
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1:34), and a sizable number of active present participles of the type
placusca (f. sg.) “weeping” (Saskevy¢, 128:658, Jn 11:33) and verbal
adverbs like ne xotjasce “not willing” (Saskevy¢, 108:23, Mt 1:19), all
influenced by Church Slavonic. In the morphology, deserving of attention
is the ending -y taken by feminines with the former stem ending in -a/-ja
(modern first declension) in the locative case (Bevzenko et al. 1978, 81)
(e.g., po zemly “on the ground” [Sagkevy¢, 123:443, Jn 8:6] next to po
zemli in Kuli§ and Puljuj [SP/NZ, 99]), and by feminines with the former
stem ending in -#Z (modern third declension) in the genitive case (Bevzenko
et al. 1978, 112-113) (e.g., krovy [gen.] “blood” [Saskevy¢, 120:349, Jn
6:53]; see also krovi in Kuli$ and Puljuj [SP/NZ, 97]).

Among other archaic or folkloric features of Saskevy¢’s translation,
Horbac (1988, 47) mentioned full (uncontracted) forms of adjectives, as in
dobroje vyno “good wine” (Saskevy¢, 114:77-78, Jn 2:10), and especially
passive constructions with an agentive phrase with the prepositions od “of,
from” or cerez “through,” (e.g., [sil ] bula vysypana y od ljudej potoptana
“[the salt] to be cast out, and to be trodden under foot of men” [Saskevyg,
111:145, Mt 5:13], buy colovék poslannyj od Boha “‘there was a man sent
from God” [Saékevyé, 112:5, Jn 1:6], and, as a Polish interference, cerez”
neho mir” buy spasennyj “the world through him might be saved” [Sas-
kevy¢, 115:120, Jn 3:17; see also Danylenko 2003a, 296-314]). Quite
naturally, Saskevy¢ sporadically introduced Church Slavonicisms like jedi-
norodnyj od otca “begotten of the father” (Saskevy¢, 112:13-14, Jn 1:14)
with a word-initial je- in the adjective, which might have been conceived by
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 nevésta (Saﬁkevyé, 116:4, Jn 4:7; Hrin¢., 1:1076), an old Slavic
form attested in the Leksikon” of Pamvo Berynda (Berynda, 37), next to the
native (eastern Slavic) Zena “woman” (Saskevy¢, 166, Jn 4:17). For the
language of Saskevyd, it is difficult to ascertain whether this is a result of a
secondary western Slavic influence at the semantic level (Nim¢uk 1992,
302) or an indigenous form retaining the peripheral archaic meaning “wife,
spouse” derivative of the primary meaning “bride” (Skljarenko 2007).

But what is remarkable for the vernacular make-up of Sagkevy¢’s
translation is, according to Horba¢ (1988, 47), a limited number of
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dialectal words (e.g., syn pervenok “firstborn son” [Sagkevy¢, 108:32, Mt
1:25], xyzyna “house” [Saskevy¢, 111:147, Mt 5:15], bac “behold”
[gaﬁkevyé, 115:132,Jn3:26]). Upon more attentive examination, however,
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 (Tymosyk 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 remeénec cerevyka
“shoe’s latchet” (Saskevy¢, 112:30, In 1:27) compared to remen’ obuv’ja
in Kuli§ and Puljuj (SP/NZ, 90), where obuvje (nom.) is an obvious
Galician form (Zel., 1:550; Vytv., 176; Kuzela and Rud., 498), and pit ma
“darkness” (Saskevy¢, 112:4, Jn 1:5), which is attested cross-dialectally
(Bil.-Nos., 282; Hrin¢., 2:193) and, in particular, in Franko’s translation
of a small extract from the Old Testament (Franko 1982).

The following dialectal forms also come into consideration: konov’
“waterpot” (Saskevy¢, 116:181, In 5:28), attested in both Right- and Left-
Bank Ukraine (see Zel., 1:363; Bil.-Nos., 191; Kuzela and Rud., 345;
Hrin€., 1:814) compared to vedro without ikavism in Kuli§ and Puljuj
(SP/NZ, 93) and zvéduvaysja u nyx”“[he] demanded of them” (Saskevy¢,
108:38, Mt 2:4; Zel., 1:288) as opposed to dopytuvav sja v nyx in Kuli§
and Puljuj (SP/NZ, 4)—both lexemes are attested in the dictionary of
Borys Hrincenko (Hring., 1:465, 677). Additionally, one could mention
hamor “murmuring” (Saskevy¢, 121:384, In 7:12; Zel., 1:136) compared
to hovirka in Kuli§ and Puljuj (SP/NZ, 98), neum “fool” (Saskevyg,
111:159, Mt 5:22) compared to duren’ in Kuli$§ and Puljuj (SP/NZ, 6), and
especially WUKkr. xyza “house” (Saskevy¢, 129:695, In 12:3; see Vytv.,
45) and zZyhacka “fever” (Saskevy¢, 117:213, In 4:52; Zel., 1:222)
compared to horjacka in Kuli§ and Puljuj (SP/NZ, 94), which is an
obvious Polish borrowing (Vytv., 82), while Zyhacka might have been
influenced by ChSl. Zehavycja (Berynda, 36) and Polish forms like
zegawka “nettle” (see Vytv., 392). Finally, also of interest is the following
sentence, xfo pyty bahne (3 sg. pres.) naj prijde “if any man thirst, let him
come [unto me]” (Saskevy¢, 122:418, Jn 7:37) with a dialectal imperative
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particle naj and the Polish borrowing zvada “division” (Saskevy,
122:425, In 7:43; Zel., 1:286, Vytv., 389), s kaly (pl.) “sought [to kill]”
(éaékevyé, 121:373, Jn 7:1), and some others.

It is worthwhile noting here phonological dialectisms like narid and
stylistically marked (diminutive) morphological forms of the type
malen ko casu “little while” (Saskevy¢, 122:412, Jn 7:33) and svétlycka
“house” (Saskevy¢, 108:48, Mt 2:11). This phenomenon is obviously
influenced by a similar trend in folklore (see Tymosyk 2000b, 103),
whence also such uncontracted forms as doroha hospodnjaja “the way of
the Lord” (Saskevy¢, 109:74, Mt 3:3) or zliy slova “all matter of evil”
(literally, “bad, evil words™) as opposed to dobri déla “good works”
(Saskevy¢, 111:140, 148, Mt 5:11, 16).

All in all, this list of representative features in Saskevy¢, in addition to
those discussed by Horbac¢, looks unexpectedly controversial and, with a few
felicitous exceptions, is at odds with Horba¢’s and Tymosyk’s assessment of
the writer’s work. Suffice it to say that, while calling Sagkevy¢ an idealistic
translator, Horbac¢ (1988, 46—47) argued that the writer introduced into his
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
Ukrainian. As a result, it becomes obvious why Zytec kyj disregarded all the
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
variety joined the mainstream linguistic process in Russian-ruled Ukraine
(see Danylenko 2015a). This hypothesis appears convincing, but one
wonders to what extent the vernacular features in Saskevy¢ constituted the
core of the new biblical style as compared with the translation of the New
Testament made by Kuli$ and Puljuj. Parallel excerpts from the two transla-
tions are likely to illuminate the differences between the language standards
as viewed by Saskevy¢, on the one hand, and Kuli§ and Puljuj, on the other.
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Translation of gaékevyé

I'n. T. Teixoke OHIB NpidIIOY
loanus Kpecmumens,
nponosroyruje B nynrk
IOIEHUCKIN U Mosaayu:
MOKaNTECA, 00 CA MPUOIMIKUIIO
1apcTBo HeOecHOE; Toi 00
€CTh, 0 SKUMB mToBbmae caiis
MPOPOK, KOJIU MOBUTBH: [ 0110CH
KAUYYU020 B MyCTUHHU, TOTOBTE
JIOPOTY TOCIIOAHIO, IIPaBUMU
4UHbBTH CTEKKH €T0. A caMb
loanus May odedxcy u3 Bomocs
BEIHOIIIOI0BOTO U TIOSICH
pembHHBII KO0 OEpiB CBOMX,
a bna ero Oyna wapanvua n
men rbcoserit. Torna Buxoguy
1o HeMmy Kpycanmumsb u BCs
KOnes u Bch cToponst
lopnanbckin; u kpecmunuca 8io0
Heeo B lopnanu, norbaaromre
rpbxu cBou. A Bunabine
MHOTHX ¢apiccebB u
caanykebB, HOyIUX 0o HETO HA
Kkpewenie, pbk 1o Huxb: Poze
TaTUHIYiN, KTOXK cKa3ay BaMb
yThkatu nepex Oyaymmum
rabBomMBb? TBOphTKE 17100,
TOJICHDb TIOKAsIHS, U HE
HaYMHAWTE TOBOPUTH CaMH B
co0k: Otust Maemb ABpaama;
00 s BaMb nmoBkaaro, ke MOKET
Bor 3 Toro xambus nigHecTu
b

Translation of Kuli§ and Puljuj

1

3.

4,

5.

6.

8.

0.

. Toro wacy npuiiios Hoan

XpecTHTeb, IPOIOBiTyI0YH B
nyctuni FOnencbkii,

. 1 mmrarosroun: [Tokaiitecs:

HaOMMKHUIIOCH 00 APCTBO
HeOecHe.

Ce > 60 TOM1, TIPO KOTO Ka3aB
npopok lcais, enaeonouu:
ITpurorosre nopory ['ocnonHto,
TpaBUMH podiTh cTEXKH Moro.
Cam sxe Moan MaB 01exy CBOIO 3
BEpOIIIOKOTO BOJIOCY, 1
LIKYPSIHUM 110SIC HA nOACHUYT
CBOIH; a ifoto Horo Oyia capaHa
Ta TUKAN MeJT.

Toni BUXOIUIN 10 HETO
E€pycanum, i Best FOmes, 1 Best
okommis Mopranchka,

i xpectmmcs B Mopani Bin Hero,
CTIOBITAfOYH TPIXH CBOI.

. Ta, OaumBIIHM BiH, 110 6araro

dapuceis i CagykeiB IpUXOIUIO
J10 XpEIleHHs Horo, cKaszas 10
HUX: K0o0/i0 Taifo4e, XT0 OCTepir
Bac, wob ymikanu BiJ
Hacmuearyo2o THiBa?
[punecits xe 080wy JOCTONHUIA
MOKasTHHS;

1 He [yMaiTe Ka3aTu B ceplii
cBoeMy: B Hac Oartbko ABpaawm;
00 st BaM Kaxy, o bor 3moxe 3
ChOI'0 KaMIHHS HIJHATH AiTEH
ABpaaMoBi.
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ABpaamoBu. Bykebo u cokmpa
TIPH KOPEHH JIepeBa JICKHUTH;
secbkoe 00 1epeBo, 1110 HEUUHUT
Jlooporo niody, BuckyeHo OyBae
Y B OTOHb BMEYEHHO.

Bo s xperty Bach BoAOIO Ha
NOKAsIHbE, & TOM, IO 32 MHOIO
une, kpb(m)uriii ecte Hag MeHe,
3aKOTOPBIMb I HETOZIEHb CaIloru
HOCHTH, TOM BaCh KPECTUTH
JTyXOM CBSITUM H OTHEM,
KOTOpOMY Jioriata Bpyirh ero, u
BUUYHCTUTB 2YMHO CBOE U 30epe
TIIIEHUITIO CBOIO JI0 2)MHA CBOTO,
a MOJIOBY CHAJIUTD O2HEMb
Heseacarowums.—loraa
npuxomuts IC w3 ammren Ha
lopnansb 1o loanHa, KpecTHTHCA
Big Hero; A loanb 300poHSY My
TO€ ¥ MOBUY: 5 TOTPEOYIO 6i0
mebe Kpecmumuca, a ThIK JI0
Mene npuxoauins? Otnoshy xe
Icych u MoBuy: 3ictay HeIHb,
Tak0o 1o100a HaMb CIIOYHUTH
BCSIKY IpaBny. Torna n1o3Bonuy
my; a ko I oxpecTuBes,
BUHILIOY 3apa3 N3BOABI U
OTBOPUIIUCA €My HeOeca U Buihy
JyXa CBSITOTO, 3XO/ISIIOT0
ToTyOOMb, HITYIIIOTO HA HETO, M C&
roJIoCh U3 HeOeCh MOBIISILIIH:
Celi €CTb ChIH Miii JII0OE3HBIH,
Komopozoms co0b ymutyBay.
(Saskevyg, 109:71-95)

10.

I1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Boke % 1 cOkrpa KoJto KOpeHs
JIepeBa JIGKHUTh; THM KOXKHE
TIEpERBO, IO HE Ja€ 100pOro
0601y, 3pyOy10Th, Ta i KHIAIOTH
V8 020Hb.

Sl oue xpelty Bac BOJOIO Ha
MOKasHHE; a TOH, 10 HAC 3a
MHO¥O, ITOTYKHIIIHI BiJl MCHE;
HEIOCTOEH 51 oMy it 06yBsi
HocuTH; BiH Bac XpecTutume
JlyXoM CBBATHM Ta OTHEM.

VY pyui B Hero nonara, i1
TepeuncTuTh BiH mix CBIiit. 1
30epe MUICHULIO CBOIO B KJIVHIO,
a TIOJIOBY CIMAIUTh OTHEM
HEBraCHMUM.

[Ipuxomuts Toxl Icyc i3
Tamunei na Hopdan no Noana,
OXPECTUTHUCH BiJ] HETO.

Ta Moan He nomyckas Horo,
roBopstan: MeHi caMmomy Tpeba
B Tebe xpectutucs, a Tu
MIPUITIIOB 10 MeHE?
Binkasyrouu iomy Icyc, peue no
Hero: [lomyctu Tenep, 60 Tak
TOJIUTH CSl HAM YMHUTH BCSAKY
npasy. Toxi gomycrus Horo.

I oxpecmuswucey Icyc, Buiinios
3apa3 i3 BOAM; i OCh BIIUNHIIOCH
Momy He6o, i moGauus Bin JJyxa
Boskoro, 1110 CITyCTHBCH SIK TOITYO,
i 3muHyB Ha Hero.

. I ock rosoc 13 HeOa, MIaroI0Yn:

Ce wmiii Cun 1r00ui, 110 1.
6nodobas Yoro. (SP/NZ, 4-5)
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1.

In those days came John the Bap’-tist, preaching in the wilderness

of Ju-dae’-a,

2. And saying, Repent ye: for the kingdom of heaven is at hand.

3. For this is he that was spoken of by the prophet E-sa’-ias, saying, The

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

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

make his paths straight.

. And the same John had his raiment of camel’s hair, and a leathern

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

. Then went out to him Je-ru’-sa-lem, and all Judae'-a, and all the

region round about Jor’-dan,

. And were baptized of him in Jor’-dan, confessing their sins.

. But when he saw many of the Phar’-I-sees and Sad’-du-cees come to

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

warned you to flee from the wrath to come?

. Bring forth therefore fruits meet for repentance:

. And think not to say within yourselves, We have A’-bra-ham to our

father: for I say unto you, that that God is able of these stones to raise
up children unto A’-bra-ham.

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
into the fire.

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
shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost, and with fire;

Whose fan is in his hand, and he will thoroughly purge his floor, and
gather his wheat into the garner; but he will burn up the chaff with
unquenchable fire.

Then cometh Je'-sus from Gal'-I-lee to Jor’-dan unto John, to be
baptized of him.

But John forbad him, saying, I have need to be baptized of thee, and
comes thou to me?

And Je’-sus answering said unto him, Suffer it to be so now: for
thus it becometh us to fulfil all righteousness. Then he suffered
him.

And Je’-sus, when he was baptized, went up straightway out of

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
whom [ am well pleased.] (Mt 3:1-17)

The language of Saskevy¢’s translation demonstrates a most peculiar
amalgamation of varied features, in contrast to the translation made by
Kuli§ and Puljuj. First of all, Saskevy¢ did not Ukrainianize biblical names,
loann”, loan”, lordan”, while Kuli§ and Puljuj employed bookish
(Ruthenian) forms like Joan and Jordan, which were criticized by Franko.
In the phonetics, as reflected in the orthography, Saskevy¢ retained sporad-
ically the back jer, primarily in bookish lexemes (e.g., ohnem " [instr.] “fire,”
holos” ““voice,” next to pered “in front,” vid “from,” zaraz “now,” and even
Boh “God”). Needless to say, the back jer is not found in Kuli§ and Pulju;.
Yet, of utmost importance is the use by Saskevy¢ of the grapheme j for
rendering a reflex of / in closed syllables (e.g., prijsoy [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
Rusalka Dnéstrovaja (The Nymph of the Dniester) published by Saskevy¢
and two other members of the Rus’ka trijcja (Rusian Triad), Jakiv
Holovackyj (1814—1888) and Ivan Vahylevy¢ (1811-1866).

The dropping of the back jer and the use of the grapheme y 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
Galicia, Transcarpathia, and Bukovyna. One should recall here first and fore-
most Ivan Fogarasij (Fogorossé, Fogarassy), the dean at the church of Saint
Barbara in Vienna (1820—1834), who authored Rus ko uhors 'ka ili maderska
hrammatika. Orosz Magyar Grammatika. Rutheno Ungarica Grammatica
(Rusyn-Hungarian Grammar, 1833) based on the same theoretical tenets as
Myxajlo Luckaj’s (1789—-1843) grammar of Church Slavonic, Grammatica
Slavo-Ruthena (Budae, 1830) (Danylenko 2009a). In his 1827 programmatic
letter to Ivan Orlaj (1771-1829), based at that time in Saint Petersburg,
Fogarasij compared Carpatho-Rusyn with Church Slavonic and Great
Russian. Yet he proved more vernacular-oriented than Luckaj because he
admitted for Carpatho-Rusyn the change of / into v [w] at the end of 3 m. sg.
past tense forms like molyv” “to entreat” and movyv”, hvaryv “to speak,” as
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well as in some nouns (e.g., vovk “wolf,” vovna “cotton,” and so forth)
(Svéncyckij 1905, 49). On balance, following Josef Dobrovsky, Luckaj
argued that the back jer, together with the front jer, may be dropped both in
the word-medial and word-final position (Danylenko 2009a, 208). Thus, in
the spirit of Luckaj and Fogarasij, although unknowingly, Saskevy¢ based his
spelling primarily on phonetic principles, while Kuli§ and Puljuj tended to
combine both phonetic and etymological principles (e.g., correspondingly
vpodobav [m. sg. pret.] “to love” and oxrestyvsys " “[when he was] baptized”).

Saskevy¢’s morphosyntax is replete with active present participles with
typical Church Slavonic desinence such as holos” klycuscoho, “the voice
of one crying” (Saskevy¢, 109:73—74, Mt 3:3), compared to the Ukra-
inianized poklykujucoho in Kuli$ and Puljuj. Unlike verbal adverbs ending
in -¢y in Kuli§ and Puljuj, Saskevy¢ used the same obsolete Church Slavonic
desinence as in propovédujusce “preaching” alongside a vernacular movl-
jace “saying.” Kuli§ and Puljuj resorted to a vernacular morphological
pattern as applied to a Church Slavonic word—+hlaholjucy “saying.”
Sagkevy¢ showed the opposite tendency in this case since he used a
vernacular lexeme archaicized with the help of Church Slavonic
phonological and morphological means (e.g., nevhasajuséym” [sg. instr.]
“unquenchable”). Saskevy¢ did not stop short of combining in one excerpt
three relativizers belonging, in fact, to different style registers. These
include the western Slavic (Polish) borrowing, koforyj “which, who,”
blended with a vernacular auxiliary of the perfect tense in kotorohom”
(umyluvay), literally, “whom have I beloved,” with a back jer under Church
Slavonic influence. Sagkevy¢ also made use of the relativizer jakyj “which”
and the most representative absolutive relativizer s¢o in Ukrainian (e.g., toj,
$¢o za mnoju yde next to toj, $¢o jde za mnoju “he that cometh after me” in
Kuli§ and Puljuj). Sagkevy¢ also resorted to different prepositions such as
do and Transc. (Hucul) id “(up) to.”

Taken as a whole, the translation of Saskevy¢ appears to be a peculiar
combination of Church Slavonic and vernacular components so that even
statistically it is difficult to say which of them prevail. According to
Tymosyk (2000b, 102—103), however, Church Slavonicisms prevail across
the translations of all the fragments. As pointed out by Tymosyk, Saskevy¢
retained a sizable number of morphological and syntactical patterns typical
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of the Church Slavonic translation, which supposedly served him as a major
text of reference. At any rate, leaving aside the possibility of translation
from the Church Slavonic as postulated by Tymosyk, one can easily iden-
tify Church Slavonic constructions, not only distinct expressions, transferred
into the translation of Saskevy¢ (e.g., najsla sja majuscéaja v Zyvoté od Duxa
sviatoho “She was found with child of the Holy Ghost” [Saskevy¢, 108:22,
Mt 1:18], although, remarkably, this phrase uses the vernacular genitive
ending -oho instead of ChSl. -aho in svjatoho).

Overall, Saskevy¢ used Church Slavonic and dialectal (southwestern)
Ukrainian forms side by side, blending them in some cases: Krestytel’
“[John] the Bap’-tist,” krestytyse “to be baptized” next to the vernacular
oxrestyvsja ‘“was baptized”; ChSl. humno “garner” (see Sr., 1:609;
Berynda, 38) compared to k/unja in Kuli§ and Puljuj, which is a Ruthenian
borrowing from Lith. kluonas (Latv. kluons) (Urbutis 1969, 61-62).
Consider also ChSI. polova “chaff,” retained most likely from the Church
Slavonic Bible used by Saskevy¢ in his own translation (P$epjurs ka-
Ovcarenko 1988, 240), and ChSl. bedra (pl.) “loins,” found among other
texts in the Homilary Gospel written down in 1670 by the priest Semion
Timof&evi¢ from Resetylivka, a small village west of Poltava (Ziteckij
1905, 54; Tymc., 65). Regional and vernacular forms like Saran '¢a “locus,”
ves koje “any,” and zaraz “straightaway” occur in the same chapter.

As evidenced in the excerpt cited above, in the agentive prepositional
phrase, Saskevy¢ resorts mainly to the vernacular 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
1979, 479; Zovtobrjux et al. 1979, 284), whence the use of the form od by
such authors as Ivan Kotljarevskyj, Ivan Nekrasevy¢, Hryhorij Kvitka-
Osnov’janenko, Taras Sevéenko, Lesja Ukrajinka, and Panas Myrnyj
(Danylenko 1999, 233, 2006c, 317; Hrycenko 2007, 30-31). Moreover,
some normalizers of Ukrainian in the nineteenth and early twentieth centu-
ries viewed the form vid- as a Galician dialectism (Necuj-Levickyj 1907,
19), although vid- was later incorporated into modern literary Ukrainian.

The most peculiar feature of Sadkevy¢’s language is that he glossed
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., svy?y and ryzy
[Saskevy¢, 140:1102, 1103, Jn 20:5, 6] next to odezy “[linen] clothes”
[Saskevy¢, 140:1109, Jn 20:12]), which concurs with Tymosyk’s (2000,
101-102) conclusion that the “translator’s innovations” demonstrated
“certain achievements in the domain of stylistic variance of the Ukrainian
language.” However, in contrast to Kulis, who always indulged in exper-
imenting with various linguistic means and styles, Saskevy¢ proved to be
a less consistent innovator, slanted in favor of “ostentatiously” vernacular
and dialectal elements. For this reason, perhaps, Tymosyk (ibid.) found
only two personal neologisms in Saskevy¢ (i.e., verxovodnyk “governor”
[Saékevyé, 108:41, Mt 2:6; see also Zel., 1:65], which seems to be more
felicitous than /et ‘'man in Kuli§ and Puljuj [SP/NZ, 4], and zlebedyte [2
pl. fut.] “[ye shall] lament” [Saskevy¢, 135:917, Jn 16:20]).

Vis-a-vis the above examples, Tymosyk (2000b, 102) asserted that the
language of Saskevy&’s translation reflected a lack of general norms in the
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
tempo” (ibid.). It is tempting therefore to assume that Saskevy¢’s language
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
Saskevyt as a basis for the biblical style and the written language standard.
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).

It is no wonder that the parallel translation of Kuli§ and Puljuj shows
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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of Galicia and Dnieper Ukraine, its make-up appears more unified and
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 Kuli§’s favorite aorist form rece “said,” the verb hlaholaty
“to say,” the passive construction with a reflexive verb and the agentive
phrase of the type xrestylysja vid neho “were baptized of him” as opposed to
v Tebe xrestytys” “[1 have need] to be baptized of thee,” unusual collocations
of the type cynyty pravdu “to fulfill all righteousness,” and separate lexemes
like pojasnyci “loins,” which is a semantically modified ESI. pojasenica
“belt” (Sr., 2:1340). Viewed at some point as a possible Russianism (see
Umanec” and Spilka, 762), the latter lexeme infiltrated the western Ukrainian
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
the translation of éaékevyé. They include, for instance, present active
participles like nastyhajucyj (m. sg.) hniv “the wrath to come,” introduced
in the text most likely under the influence of Puljuj, and vernacular lexemes
like odeza “raiment” and kodlo “generation” as an old borrowing from
Pol. godio “sign” with the derogatory meaning of the foreign suffix -d/(o)
(Shevelov 1979, 80). It is worthwhile comparing ChSl. plod “fruit” in
Saskevy¢ with ovos¢, a long-naturalized Church Slavonicism (Vasmer,
2:249-250) found in the translation of Kuli§ and Puljuj (see the newly
borrowed form ovoc”in Ruthenian [Berynda, 83]). The word ovos¢, hailed
as a true “popular form” by Necuj-Levyc'kyj (Necuj-Levic'kyj 1907,
329), might have been introduced by Kuli§ since, as was noted above,
Puljuj used in his translation of Psalm 1 the western Slavic borrowing
ovo¢ (Kuzela and Rud., 500). In this context, it is remarkable that Kuli$
and Puljuj differentiated Church Slavonic and Old Ukrainian Aumno,
borrowed by Saskevy¢ most likely from the Church Slavonic (Biblija
1862, 514r), from tik “floor” and klunja “garner” (Tymc. and Nimcuk,
2:394). In some verses, Kuli§ and Puljuj vernacularized their language
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 “the princes of Ju'-da” [SP/NZ, 4, Mt 2:6], although the lexeme
knjaz " also happens elsewhere in the Church Slavonic translation).

Kulis and Puljuj widely used the alternation u- : v- as adapted to the
principles of euphony in Southeast Ukrainian (and today’s standard
Ukrainian) (e.g., $¢ob utikaly vid “to flee from” and kydajut” uv ohon’
“[they] cast into the fire” in Saskevy¢ [Zovtobrjux et al. 1979, 225-227]),
dating back to the end of the Old Ukrainian period, around the late four-
teenth century (Shevelov 1979, 40; Danylenko 2003a, 85-90). In the
realm of morphology, Kuli§ and Puljuj consistently employed deverba-
tives ending in -mnje such as xrescennje “baptism” and pokajannje
“repentance.” These forms are commonly attested in North Ukrainian.
Saékevyé, in this case, was still at a loss as to which form to adopt: a
Church Slavonic deverbative ending in -ie or a vernacularized (south-
western Ukrainian) one ending in -z je (without gemination), which was
ultimately connected with vernacular forms ending in -nnje found in
Kuli§ and Puljuj. It is not, therefore, incidental to notice forms like
krescenie and pokajan ‘je in Sagkevy¢’s text.

The translation of Kuli§ and Puljuj reveals a conspicuous decrease in
passive constructions, especially those derived from reflexives. On the
other hand, perhaps under the Galician influence channeled by Puljuj,
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 -fo, without an auxiliary, along with the direct
object in the accusative case: zaproseno i Isusa (acc.), j ucenykiv (acc.)
Joho na vesillje “and both Je'-sus was called, and his disciples to the
marriage” (SP/NZ, 91, Jn 2:2), also budovano cerkvu (acc.) “[forty and
six years] was this temple in building” (SP/NZ, 91, Jn 2:20). In Sadkevy¢,
I found only one instance of a similar construction without an auxiliary:
tuju nevestu (acc.) zlapano nyné na blude “this woman was taken in adul-
tery [in the very act]” (Saskevy¢, 123:439-440, Jn 8:3). Overall, unlike
Saskevy¢’s orientation towards the vernacularization of Church Slavonic,
the translation made by Kuli§ and Puljuj shows, stylistically, a less hetero-
geneous texture with a more uniform flow of varying elements. Needless
to say, Sagkevy¢’s level of language normalization can, therefore, hardly
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be compared with that found in Kuli§ and Puljuj. For another illuminating
glimpse of the curious mixture of lofty and vernacular elements in the
Church Slavonic make-up of Saskevy¢’s translation, it would be inter-
esting to compare a representative sampling from the Gospel according to
John as translated by Saskevy¢, on the one hand, and by Kuli§ and Puljuj,
on the other, against the Church Slavonic Bible of Hryhorij Tarkovy¢
published in 1804—1805 in Hungary:

Saskevy¢’s Translation

I'm. 7. ... axHen Oepe 3aruiaTy
1 30Upae 110/l Ha )KUBOTh
BbuHEI, 006 pamxyBay ca
chromtiit Bkymrk u 3 )xbHIIEMB; 0
1bMO0 ucTHHHA MpUTTOBH D,
1[0 MHIIIHN €cTh chromiii, a
WHIIA XKHYIIIH; S Back mocnay
JKaTU TaM, JIe CTE CA HE
TPYIMIIH, UHIIU CA TPYAHIIH, a
BBI MPIAILTUCTE B UX TPY/L.
(Sagkevyg, 117:190-194)

The Tarkovy¢ Bible

n

W mn&n, m3a8 NPIEMAET R,
H COBMPAETH NASA B KHESTH
gkuneim: aa u ckan Br8nk
PAASETCA M HNAH. W CEMT BO
CASBO €CTh MCTHNNOE, IAKW HN'h
€cTh chkan, U UNHL ECTh KNAN.
3% nocadxs BAI KATH,
upakoe BRI N TPSAHCTECA: NN
TpSAHLIACA, M BRI B TpSAT
nxs gunpdcre. (Tarkovyc,
5:139)

Kuli§ and Puljuj’s Translation

36. I mpuiitmae JxHeNpb TIary, i
30Mpae OBOILL Y XKUTTE BIUHE,
100 1 XTO Ci€, paayBaB cs, 1 XTO
KHE.

37. bo y cbOMy CJI0BO TIPaBINBE:

[0 UHIIUH, XTO Ci€, a MHIIIHH,

XTO JKHE.

38. 5 micaaB Bac KaTu, KOJIO YOro

BH HE TIpaITiOBaJIN; WHIII JIIOC

MPAIIOBAJIM, a BU Ha TpaIlo iX

yBinum. (SP/NZ, 93-94)

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

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

labours.] (Jn 4:36-38)
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As evidenced above, the language of Sadkevy¢’s translation is, at its core,
Church Slavonic, while admitting some vernacular elements like #7ud “labor”
and trudyly (2 pl. pret.) “to labor,” as if transferred from the Tarkovy¢ Bible.
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
and the reflexive particle sja as in ste s¢ ne trudyly “ye bestowed no labor.”

FOSTERING THE “RUSIAN CHURCH VERNACULAR?”

Saskevy¢’s translation could serve as a litmus test of the respective level of
education in Galicia, Transcarpathia, and Bukovyna as well as the state of
written Ukrainian as cultivated in the Hapsburg Empire since the late eigh-
teenth century. A priest of the Ukrainian Greek Catholic church, Saskevy¢
was a graduate of the Greek Catholic Theological Seminary at the University
of Lviv, which continued educational traditions cultivated at the Studium
Ruthenum (1787-1809). The latter was established at the University of
Lviv at the behest of Emperor Joseph II in place of the Barbareum,
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
Austrian officials, had to be Ruthenian (Ruthenisch), which, in 1786, was
declared “Landes-, Volks- und Nationalsprache” (Ohonovs kyj 1889, 100),
although it was not clear which Ruthenisch was meant (Magocsi 1984, 53).

In the early nineteenth century and beyond, local intellectuals were
faced with the same problem. Suffice it to say that, as late as 1851, Ivan
Harasevyc€, an eyewitness to the events of this period, offered a triple
definition of the language of instruction in the Studium Ruthenum—
narodnyj cerkovno-russkij jazyk” “Rusian Church vernacular,” russkij
Jjazyk”“Rusian language,” and rodnoj jazyk” “mother tongue” (Levyc kyj
1902, 118). Closer to an understanding of the real nature of this language
was Ohonovs’kyj (1889, 12, 50-58), according to whom the Galician
professors, including Petro Lodij, Andrij Pavlovy¢, Myxajlo Harasevyc,
and others, began teaching “in the extinct Church Slavonic language” (v”
mertvom” cerkovno-slavian skom” jazycé) (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
university studies, often resorted to straight Polish (Ohonovskyj 1889,
53; Strumins 'kyj 1984, 36).

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
of their vernacular (Ohonovskyj 1889, 53). That was one of many missed
opportunities that could hardly be rectified by the activities of Varlaam
Septyc’kyj in Lviv or Andrij Bagyns'kyj in Mukageve and Uzhorod who,
after the disbandment of the Barbareum, resisted efforts to close the Uzhorod
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
self-identification and linguistic tradition, only a few translations of the Holy
Scriptures were made in Galicia after Saskevy¢ (whose work was published
only in the early twentieth century). What is more remarkable is that these
translations were undertaken by laypersons rather than clergymen. Among
the earliest attempts is a translation of Psalm 103 published by Vasyl” Voljan,
a native of Bukovyna, in a primer, Ruska cytanka dlja nyzsoji hymnaziy
(Rusian Primer for the Elementary Gymnasium, 1852) prepared by Vasyl’
Koval's'kyj (Moser 2005, 228-231). According to Moser, this translation
reveals nothing interesting or new from the point of view of linguistic normal-
ization as compared with the work of Saskevy¢. In fact, this is the same
hybrid of Church Slavonicisms, amassed under the second Church Slavonic
influence, Great Russian, and regional forms (ibid., 228-229).

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
Otecestvennyj Sbornyk” of the Vienna periodical Véstnyk”. As in the
aforementioned translation authored by Vasyl” Koval's kyj, this text demon-
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 -/, the
use of pleophonic forms of the type xorony (2 sg. imper.) “keep!,” the
occurrence of full adjectival forms in the predicate like mudryj budes’
“you will be wise,” dative singular forms like Hospodevy “Lord” and
Bohovy “God” with the Ukrainian z-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).

At first blush, a similar approach was applied by an anonymous trans-
lator of Psalm 40 (Psalom”). 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
Russian-ruled Ukraine, including Kuli§ and Seveenko, and, if less
frequently, in Galicia. At this point one may recall reminiscent folkloric
elements in Psalmy Ruslanovy (Psalms of Ruslan) written by Saskevy¢
with a good deal of vernacular and dialectal admixtures (e.g., sumna piynic
“sorrowful north” or oko tvoje zablyscyt” zirnyckoju “your eye will shine
like a little star” [Psalmy, 69—70]). Used by Sagkevy¢ as a member of the
Rus 'ka trijcja in the 1830s, the first name Ruslan might have been a poetic
tribute by the Ukrainian school in Polish literature of the 1820s and 1830s,
and was coined purportedly from the ancient ethnic name Roxolanus.
Hrycak (2003, 99-100), however, argued that the choice of this name by
Saskevy¢ was plausibly influenced by the heroic ethos of Aleksandr
Puskin’s poem “Ruslan i Ljudmila” (Ruslan and Ljudmila, 1820), whence
also the title of the almanac Rusalka Dnéstrovaja (The Nymph of the
Dniester) and the title Psalmy Ruslanovy (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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Galician Russophiles or conservative clerics who might object to a
large number of vernacular elements in a common religious text
written in jazycije (Danylenko 2008a, 85-87). It would suffice to
recall here one of these clerics, Myxajlo Malynovs'kyj, who nega-
tively reviewed the manuscript of Puljuj’s Molytvoslov” (A Prayer
Book) revised for the second edition in 1870 (Molytovnyk).

In fact, the number of regional (vernacular and dialectal) elements
in the paraphrase of Psalm 40 is larger than in Voljan’s translation of
Psalm 103. Remarkably, upon closer inspection, the regional elements in
the anonymous translation tend to be, in their configuration if not their
frequency, similar to the texture of the corresponding paraphrase made

by Kulis.

The Anonymous Paraphrase of
Psalm 40

L{acnmuBb, k10 ObIHBEIXD BB
nompeore

CnoBoM®b U damkoms pamiye,

Toe my 'ocrionp, 1m0 Bb HeO,

Cn 1ux6o6v O111aTH 2adye.

[...] o Ha cBbTE Cb M HECHMITO,
310€ Ha MEHE CKJIaJlaIu,—
[paBna! Konmce cs rpbummo,
Onu 60:71b111E TPUINHSITH.

Cb HUMH pa3oMBb, Cb HUMH
cnonoms!

Yenopbks Haxbs Mos.

3roj0BaHb 32 MOMMb CTOJIOMb,
HenaBans Mab cymnokos.

Bb 10MB kazanvems: “boxe! boxe!
Coeprouiunvemys, ajne npoLry

Hzii noxuHy TOE JI0KeE,

Ckopo Bparéss pocrioponry.”

A Toit damoxv, ujomb yOOTUMb,
bbmabiMB 0asans 2o Bb ioTpedh,

Kuli§’s Paraphrase of Psalm 41

1. biaxxeH To# 40JI0BiK, 0 00ac
PO yOOTHX:
B JICHb JIIOTUH, B IEHB J1C)ypoU

2. T'ocriozap ¥ioro 130aBUTh,
3aCTYMUTH BiH HOTO 1 )KU3HB
Homy dapye,
011arocI0BUTH HOTO BCIM 100pHM
ITOKH BIKY.

5....1Ipo meHe gopoeu Kpyrom
TOBOPSATS 3714l
“Konu Bxe BiH ympe 1 iMst
rioro 3arune!”

6. XTO nipuiizic 10 MeHe, CIUTITae
Mapui peuu,
TaiTh y cepili 3710, a
BUHIIIOBIIU TOBOPUT.

7. Bc1 HEHaBUAHUKU IIPO MEHE
MoTal MIenyyTh,
BUAYMYIOTb 2ypHioM, SIK 3110
MeEHI 3poOuTH:
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[oBepnyncst cmamxoms
MHOTHM®,

Taxb 1uxea B3pacTae Bb
neob.

U noscmanvemnw, Kb
OyBaJo,

Komrw ¢ boxe Ha M
JIABHUIIT!

Cepruie Moe MHb TIIETITAIIO,
o c» Hemomk Mou
MIPOTUBHIIT.

3a ce xBayro ums bora,

10.

. “IIpuiimoB #oro KiHenb! TonTaTu

pscty roxui!
JlexxuTh BiH, TOMEPTBIB, HE
BCTaHE, HE BOCKpPECHE.”

. I roit, xTo x1i0 Miii 1B, KOMy s

JIOBIpsIB cHl,

npusimens wupuil Miil MiTHAB TIATY Ha
MEHe.

Tu x, [ocrionu, MeHe moMMITYH i
BO3CTaBH,

BEPHU MOIO cHaey, o0 s BO3JaB
3aIeKITUM.

XBirbTb ke 20 100ph 11. 3 TOrO 1 BIEBHIO C4, 1110 TH MEHE HE
nroze! KHHYB,
[lamsraiite Ha yOora, SIK HE JTACH MOIM JIMXUM HPA3HUKY8AMU.
A Borb cb Bamu 6y 1 12. [puiimu neyans Molo, He371001€ B
oyoe. (Psalom”) HaIacTsX,
1 yTBEpII MEHE Ha BiK riepe]] ToOOIO.
13. Brarociosen I'ocrions oj Bika 1 10 Bika,

Tocnionw [3paines Bo Biku Oyiu,
oymu! (Kulis 1909, 176-177)

. Blessed is he that considereth the poor: the Lord will deliver him

in time of trouble.

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
his enemies. .. .

Mine enemies speak evil of me, When shall he die, and his name
perish?

And if come to see me, he speaketh vanity: his heart gathereth
iniquity to itself; when he goeth abroad, he telleth it.

All that hate me whisper together against me: against me do they

devise my hurt.

. An evil disease, say they, cleaveth fast unto him: and now that he

lieth he shall rise up no more.
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9. Yes, mine own familiar friend, in whom I trusted, which did eat of
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-¢l

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

The language of Psalm 40 (Psalom”) indicates that this paraphrase might
have been based on the Church Slavonic text of the Bible published in 1804—
1805 in five volumes under Hryhorij Tarkovy¢ at the Royal Hungarian
University print shop in Buda. Hence the older Greek numbering of Psalm 40
as found in the Septuagint and Vulgate. Initiated in 1794 by Bishop Andrij
Bacyns’kyj (1732-1809), publication of the aforementioned Bible, premised
on a Great Russian edition of the Elizabeth Bible,? 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
in the late twentieth century had a copy (Udvari 1986, 70-72).> By contrast,
Kulis’s paraphrase of Psalm 41 and Puljuj’s translation of the same psalm
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).
Hence a modified (primarily, Protestant and recent Catholic) numbering of
Psalm 41 as found in the Hebrew (Masoretic) text.

2 Confusing the date of publication, Magocsi (1987, 6) erroneously wrote that “in 1809,
Bacyns kyj published the complete Bible in Church Slavonic, the only translation of this
influential text to originate from the region [Subcarpathian Rus’].” Magocsi, however,
ignored his predecessors, including Tichy (1938, 22) who, following Aleksej Petrov, argued
that the Bible of 1804-1805 was “a reprinting of a Russian edition of the late eighteenth
century” (Sabov 1893, v—viii, 17-48). Horbac (1988, 36-37) assumed that comparing frag-
ments published by Sabov with the Pocajiv Bible of 1798 would demonstrate a minimum
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 Itis also quite plausible that the author of the anonymous paraphrase made use of the
Russian Elizabeth Bible or even the Russian version of the psalms first published in
1822 and reprinted several times by the Russian Bible Society (Batalden 2013,
214-215); the psalm in question is numbered 40 in all these editions (Psaltyr’ 1862,
42-43; Biblija 1907, 435).
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Dialectal elements prevail in the entire anonymous translation
of Psalm 40 (Psalom”). They can be reduced to several especially
representative features such as the clitic forms /o (acc.) “him” and mja
(acc.) “me,” the relativizer s¢o “which, who,” and old perfect tense forms
with clitic auxiliaries of the type kazal"em” I (have) said” and especially
scom” ... daval” “which I have given/gave.” Of interest also are impera-
tive forms ending in hard consonants like xvalét” (2 pl.) “to praise,” the
imperative particle njaj “let,” the dative singular feminine moj “my,” and,
finally, the verbal forms bu/” (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 /yxvov’ (sg. instr.)
emended by Moser (2005, 230) as lyxvom” (sg. instr.) “profit.” In fact, the
form lyxvov”is commonly attested in Southwest Ukrainian. It does exist in
Galician, Transcarpathian, and Lemkian, as well as in some Dniester and
Sjan dialects (Bevzenko et al. 1978, 80-81; Verxratskyj 1902, 120—121).

Most explicit, to be sure, is the paraphrase’s western Ukrainian
vocabulary (e.g., potrebé [sg. loc.] “destitution” [DMU, 1:213], datok”
“charity” [Tymc., 670], ratuje [3 sg. pres.| “to save” with a dispalatalized
reflex r influenced by Pol. ratowa¢, haduje [3 sg. pres.] “to think” [see
Pol. gada¢ “to chatter” and gadufa ““chatterbox™] [Vytv., 77], a Polish
personal form instead of hadaje [Tymc., 499], spolom” “together with”
[Zel., 2:926], lyxva “profit” [ibid., 1:505; Kuzela and Rud., 364], and
statek “property” [Zel., 2:917]). Remarkably, Church Slavonic forms are
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 scaslyv” “happy” as opposed to $caslyvyj in Puljuj and
ChSl. blazen in Kulis, loze “bed,” celoveék” “man,” ubohym” (pl. dat.)
“poor,” vrahov” (gen. pl.) “enemy,” and supokoja (gen.) “peace” where
the original prefix must have been s» or s + 0 (Shevelov 1979, 533).

Leaving aside Puljuj’s translation and its peculiar Galician stylistics,
Kulis seemed to apply the same vernacularizing approach as the anony-
mous Galician translator. True, one encounters in Kuli§ 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,”
Zurba “sorrow,” darovaty “to make a present” with a northern Ukrainian
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-ova-, marnyj ‘“‘vain,” vorohy “enemies,” hurtom “in a body, together,”
pryjatel” $¢yryj “a faithful friend,” snaha “vigor,”’ praznykuvaty “to cele-
brate” (Zel., 2:733), and other lexemes attested cross-dialectally. On the
other hand, one finds in Kuli§’s work Church Slavonic or other archaic
lexemes, such as zlaja (n. pl.) “bad things,” tajity “to hide,” pecal’
“sorrow” (Berynda, 81), vozstavyty “to stand [something up],” and
vozdaty “to take revenge” with a reflex of the prefix voz- (Shevelov 1979,
295). Finally, there is nezlobije “mildness” and /ozZe next to WUKkr. postil”
“bed” (Danylenko 1999, 237; 2006c, 322), a pair also used by Puljuj (SP,
508); see also WUKr. postel” in the anonymous paraphrase of Psalm 40
(Zel., 2:718).

But what is more interesting in Kuli§’s translation is that some of his
Church Slavonicisms are directly influenced by the Slavonic version of
the Elizabeth Bible (reprinted in Buda in 1804—1805) (see ChSl. blazen”
and v" den’ [jut” as compared to blazen and v den’ [jutyj in Kuli§). Taken
as a whole, Kuli$’s paraphrase demonstrates anew a masterful combina-
tion of both Church Slavonic and vernacular forms, with a slight admixture
of other elements such as Great Russianism Zyzn " “life,” a favorite form
used lavishly by Kuli$ in his translations of Shakespeare.

In sum, one should reiterate that Kuli§’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 Kuli§’s translation of the
psalms, criticized subsequently only by biblical scholars (Levyc’kyj
1924), Puljuj’s translation could be less appealing to the Sprachgefiihl of
contemporary speakers of Southeast Ukrainian. Necuj-Levyc'kyj was
one of those whose disparaging criticism of the Galician vogue in the
early twentieth century was somewhat naive and biased, although perhaps
it reflected the opinion of the average Dnieper Ukrainian speaker.

ANY PALLIATIVE SOLUTION?

In the same year that the Bible translated by Kuli§ and Puljuj in cooperation
with Necuj-Levyc'kyj came off the press in Vienna (1903), the print shop
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of the Lviv Stavropegia published Aleksander Bacyn’skij’s (1844—1933)
translation of the book of Psalms, Psaltyr’ v”jazycé cerkovno-sloven 'ském”
s” perevodom” na jazyk” narodno-ruskij (Psalter in the Church Slavonic
Language with a Translation into the Vernacular Rusian Language, 1903)
(Psaltyr’, Bacyn'skij). Officially approved, this publication was a kind of a
belated reply by the Greek Catholic church, initiated and supported by its
hierarchs, who had long tolerated the translations by Kuli$ appearing regu-
larly throughout the 1870s and 1880s (Halus¢ynskyj 1925, 318-319). Quite
possibly, they also knew about the vernacular translation of the Old
Testament being prepared by the British and Foreign Bible Society for
publication since 1901, when the society bought the copyright from Puljuj
and the widow of the late Kuli$ (Studyns’kyj 1930, Ixv; Necuj-Levyc 'kyj
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-
dental that Bacyn’'skij furnished the Psalter with comments elucidating
murky places in the Church Slavonic, obscured by the “old faith” presenta-
tions of the biblical content (Psaltyr’, Bayn’skij, 5).

In the same year, 1903, the Greek Catholic church published
Bacyn'skij’s translation of the New Testament, also with parallel Church
Slavonic and vernacular texts. It is interesting to note that, while working
on the two translations, Bacyn’skij made use of the Latin Vulgate and a
German translation.* Referring to Bacyn'skij’s translation of the psalms,
Horbac (1988, 65, 78) argued that his language reflected all the oddities
of the Galician orthography (maksymovycivka) of that time. Moreover, a
cursory look through the first pages of the translation shows that it was
conceived of as a local church-canonical work, without any thought for

4 One should also mention here a translation of the book of Psalms made by Oleksij
(Oleksa) Sljusarcuk (Sljusarcuk) who knew Puljuj and helped him with the proofreading
of the Bible in the early 1900s. Published in 1904 in Zovkva, Sljusaréuk’s translation
might have been printed even earlier since it was approved by Bishop Peles in 1899 and
by Bishop Septyc’kyj in 1900 (Horba¢ 1988, 31-32, fn. 9; Halui¢ynskyj 1925, 318).
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the Dnieper Ukrainian readership, whence a sizable number of regional
lexemes, including obvious Polonisms. Nim¢uk (2005, 39) surmised that
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
Bacyn’skij’s translation, it is worth considering Horbac’s (1988, 78)
hypothesis. Although not substantiated by concrete examples, he argued
that, in addition to the parallel Church Slavonic version, Bacyn'skij had
also used a translation made by Kulis. To adduce the major counter argu-
ment here, it should be kept in mind that Kuli§ created a versified
paraphrase, not approved by the Greek Catholic church, rather than a
scriptural translation such as that made by Puljuj for the 1903 Bible.
Therefore, it would be tempting to assume that Bacyn'skij was familiar
rather with the translation of Puljuj. However, this seems unlikely since
the entire Bible, including the psalms, had just come off the press and
Bacyn’skij could hardly have had enough time, if any at all, to become
familiarized with the translation of Puljuj.

To investigate possible differences between the translations made, on
the one hand, by Bacyn’skij and, on the other, by Kuli§ and Puljuj, it is
useful again to return to Psalm 40/41.

Bacyn’skij’s Translation  Puljuj’s Translation

of Psalm 40 of Psalm 41
Ha koneus, [Icanomsb [TpoBomaupesi xopa. [Icanbma
JaBumy JaBumona [41]

B koways, Wanoms ABAS, m. [To the chief musician, A Psalm of David.]
2. [1] LlacnuBwmii, kto 3Hae 1. lllacauBuii, XTO Mpo BOOTHX a0ae!

0bnHoro u yoororo; Bb B nens Hemacts cniace ioro

JIFOTBIA J€Hb BEIOABUTH Tocrions.

ero I'ocrioae.

Erwkens pasSmERAan Na [Blessed is he that considereth the
NHLPA B OVESTa, poor: the Lord will deliver him in time
E'h AENB AIOT M3BABHTh of trouble.]

&ro Tan:
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3. [2] Tocmoap Hexail €ro 3axoBae

¥ KUBUTH €T0, HAH €T0
YIACIUBHUTH Ha 3eMirh, 1
Hexai He BBIIACTb €TI0 Bb PYKH
BOpPOTOBb €TO.

TAL AA COXPANHTE €rd, B
KUBHTL €ro, M A4 o\}sr\mmld'r'h
€ro HA 3eMAM, H AA NE
NPEAACT ™ €ro B pRku
EPATWER €rw.

. [3] T'ocnioas Hail momoxke emy
Ha TIoCcTelrb €ro XopoObl, BCIO
nocThib €ro THl 00epTaBh B
xopo0t ero.

TAb Ad NOMSHETH em8 na Oapk
gonkann erw: Bck adme erw

WEpaTHAR €cH B Bonkann erw.

. [4] A ckazapb: ['ocriogun
3MUJIYH Cs1 HaJl0 MHOIO,
y3IOpOBH JAyIIy MO0, O0Mb
3rphmuBE epeas To00IO.
3w phyn Tan nomiasin ma,
nekan ASWS Mmow, mKkw
corphimys Tesk.

. [5] Boporu mou rosopuiu Mab

37100HO: KOJIMKb YMPE U 3aruHe

nMms ero?

Epazu mon phuua mik saaa:

KOFAA OVMPETh H NOTHBNETS HMA

erw? (Psaltyr’, Batyn'skij,

80-81; Tarkovyc¢, 3:10; Biblija

1862, 284v)

2. Tocnonk 3acTynuTh HOTO 1

COXPaHUTH KHUTTE HOTO; BiH OyzIe
Ha 3eMITT IIACTUBHI, 1 TH HE
BiZIacy OTo B PyKH BOpOTaM
32KEPTHM.

[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 his enemies. ]

. Hignepxuts #toro ['ocnonp Ha

CMEpPTHOMY JIOXKI; TTiie
JITOBUCKO HOTO MepeMiHsENT B
Hey3i oro.

[The Lord will strengthen him
upon the bed of languishing: thou
wilt make all his bed in his
sickness. |

. S cxasas: ['ocriogu, 3smunyiics

Hago mHOMO! Cinm gyury
MO0, 00 COTPIIIUB sl TPOTHU
Teoe.

[1 said, Lord, be merciful unto
me: heal my soul; for I have
sinned against thee.]

. Boporu Moi pocka3yrors Juxi

peui npotu meHe: Konu 3rune
BiH 1 mpomaze iMs Horo?
[Mine enemies speak evil of
me, When shall he die, and his
name perish?] (SP, 523, Ps 41)
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What becomes clear from the above translations is that BaCyn’skij
slavishly follows the Church Slavonic original, although elsewhere he
digresses from the canonical version, while lapsing into contradictory
poetic imagery and even factual incongruences. Suffice it to cite here verse
12 in Psalms 16—17 where Bacyn'skij connected ChSl. skimen” (skimonv)
“catulus” (Lexicon, 845) with a hole more suitable for mice, foxes, and
badgers (Horbac 1988, 65). The translation of the verse by Puljuj fits well
into the narrative, although Kulis’s translation looks more poetic.

Bacyn’skij’s Translation Puljuj’s Translation

12. OOHsIM MEHE Kb JIEBb 12. BoHwu, 5K j1eB TOH, 1110 J0OHYi
TOTOBBIN Ha HAITAh, U 1€6UYKD IIyKae, 1 K 1euyK, 1O B
MEUIKAIOYbIi Bb HOpPb. 3aKyTKy npuraises. (SP, 511)

Kuli$’s Translation

CIEhAIIA MA TAKW AZE® FOTOR® NA - - - HAYE TOH JIEB 13-3a KpyHi,
ASB's, M IAKW CKVMENH WEMTAAM B HAUE 1€6UYK 13-32 CKEIli,
TAINLIKh. 310014 HATJIC/IBIIIN TICBHY,
(Psaltyr’, Bacyn'skij, 30) K€ HE ADKAETh-CS OXKMBU.

(Psaltyr, Rataj, 129-130)

[Like as a lion that is greedy of his prey, and as if it were a young lion
lurking in secret places.] (Ps 17)

Getting back to Psalm 40/41, the language of BaCyn’skij is a mixture
of Church Slavonic, vernacular, and dialectal forms, although the latter
elements do prevail. Among the Church Slavonicisms, lexical transfers are
commonplace and mostly morphonologically adjusted to the local vernac-

ular: ubohoho (gen.) “poor,” v” ljutyj den” “in time of trouble,” vybavyt”

“Ihe] will deliver,” 6¢" véka y do véka “from everlasting, and to everlasting”
(Psaltyr’, BaCyn'skij, 82; Ps 41:1, 13), sut” (3 pl. pres.) “to be,” and zyzn’
“life” (Psaltyr’, Bacyn’skij, 27, 15, Ps 7:5), a favorite form of Rataj; there
appears also a bookish k7o “who” in Psalm 40/41. In other psalms, the
following “Ukrainianized” Church Slavonicisms appear: ssucyx” “suck-

ling” (gen.) as compared with the Church Slavonic counterpart ssuscyx”

(Psaltyr’, Bacyn'skij, 16, Ps 8:2), lev” rykajucyj “roaring lion” (Psaltyr’,
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Bacyn’skij, 42, Ps 22:13) next to lev " rykae, stohnanje “groaning” (Psaltyr’,
Bacyn’skij, 75, Ps 38:9; Horbac¢ 1988, 65), and so forth.

Sometimes, Bacyn’skij translated word for word, while transferring
entire verses from the Church Slavonic into vernacular Rusian, as is the
case of verse 6 in Psalm 2:

A3 3KE NOCTARAEN ECME WAk 6. 51 ecMb TTOCTaBJICHBIM OTH HErO

® Nerw HaAs GTWNOM® ropdio uapeMb HaJ(b CiOHOMb, FOPOIO
TR erw. cestoro ero. (Psaltyr’, Bacyn'skij, 8)

[(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. /oZze ~ WUkr.
postel” “bed,” ChSl. bolezn’ ~ WUKkr. xoroba “sickness,” and ChSl. skorb”
~ smutok” “trouble” (Psaltyr BaCyn'skij, 42, Ps 22:11). As compared with
Church Slavonic forms, including morphosyntatic calques like passive
sentences with the agentive phrase 6¢” (< ofv) “from” + genitive, vernacular
and dialectal forms, nevertheless, prevail. The following forms seem most
representative: st6/’cy “seats” (Psaltyr’, BaCyn’skij, 7, Ps 1:1), nacynje
“porter’s vessel” (Psaltyr’, Badyn'skij, 7, Ps 1:1; Zel., 1:500), spocyvaju (1
sg. pres.) “to lay down in peace” (Psaltyr’, Bacyn'skij, 11, Ps 4:8), movby
“as” (Psaltyr’,Bacyn’'skij, 13), zmucenyyj “exhausted” (Psaltyr’, Bacyn'skij,
Ps 6:6), zapamorocylo sja (sg. n. pret.) “to become obscured” (Psaltyr’,
Bacyn'skij, 14), zavstydajut " sia (3 pl. fut.) “to be ashamed” (ibid., Ps 6:10),
obmanjuje (3 sg. pres.) “to backbite” (Psaltyr’, Bacyn’skij, 26, Ps 14:3),
and Zoludok” “bowels” (Psaltyr’, BaCyn’skij, 42, Ps 22:14; Zel., 1:225),
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’, Bacyn'skij, 11, Ps 4:8; Verxratskyj 1899,
38-39), vpravijaje sja “doth he meditate” (Psaltyr’, Bayn'skij, 11), and
kozdyj “ever” (“each”) (Psaltyr’, BaCyn’skij, 13, Ps 6:6), attested cross-di-
alectally since the late Middle Ukrainian period (Shevelov 1979, 516-517;
Hriné., 1:799). Many of these dialectisms are western Slavic, primarily
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Polish borrowings, such as porvaty “to steal” (Psaltyr’, Bayn'skij, 14;
Pol. porwaé¢ in Tym¢. and Nimcuk, 2:174), zamjeskaje (3 sg. non-past)
“to dwell,” lyxva “profit, usury” (Psaltyr’, BaCyn'skij, 26, Ps 15:1, 5),
pokvapyty “to hasten” (Psaltyr’, Bayn'skij, 25, Ps 16:4; Berynda, 120;
Pol. kwapi¢ sie in Tym¢. and Nimcuk, 1:360), robak “worm” (ibid., 156),
topnéjucij (PrAP m. sg.) viosk” “[melt] is like wax” (Psaltyr’, BaCyn'skij,
41, 42, Ps 22:6, 16; Tym¢. and Nimcuk, 2:395), uhrjazly (3 pl. pret.)
“larrows] stick fast” (Psaltyr’, BaCyn’'skij, 74, Ps 38:2), 6tvyrav” (sg. m.
pret.) “to open” (Psaltyr’, Bacyn'skij, Ps 38:13; Pol. otworzy¢ in Tymc.
and Nimcuk, 2:62), and many others.

In morphosyntax, of interest are imperative forms ending in hard
consonants like prijmet” (2 pl.) “to accept” (Psaltyr’, Bacyn'skij, 9), the
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
bom” zhrésyv” “‘[because] I have sinned,” and future tense forms of the type
ne bude movcéav” “‘shall not keep silence” (ibid., 96, Ps 50:3), which are
commonly attested in Dniester (Galician) and adjacent (Lemkian) dialects
as well as in Podolja (AUM, 2, map 244) (ne bude movcaty in Kuli§ and
Puljuj [SP, 527]). However, unlike his predecessors, especially Sagkevyc,
Bacyn’skij used the regional perfect and future tense forms sporadically.
For instance, the following future forms occur regularly in his language:
budu klykaty “1 [will] call” (Psaltyr’, Bacyn’skij, 11, Ps 4:3) and budu
vyznavaty Tebe “1 will praise Thee” (Psaltyr’, Bafyn’skij, 17, Ps 9:2),
compared to slavyty mu in Kuli§ and Puljuj (SP, 508), a form which is
largely found in North and Southeast Ukrainian (AUM, 2, map 244;
Danylenko 2011a, 172—174). One should also note here Bacyn’skij’s
obvious predilection for active present participles influenced, most likely,
by Polish (e.g., levéuk” meskajucij v noré, literally, “a young lion living in
a hole” [Psaltyr’, Bacyn’'skij, 30]). Remarkably, levcuk” belongs to the
preferred vocabulary of Kulis, who used it more often than not in his para-
phrases of the psalms (Horbac¢ 1988, 62). In some cases, instead of such
participles, Bacyn'skij employs relative clauses like toj, s¢o meskaje na
nebesax” “he that sitteth in the heavens” (Psaltyr’, BaCyn'skij, 8, Ps 2:4) or
Boh’, kotryj spasaje “God, which saveth” (Psaltyr’, Bacyn’skij, 15, Ps
7:10) with the western Ukrainian relative pronoun kotryj “which, who.”
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All in all, the aforementioned features demonstrate that Bacyn’skij’s
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
been regarded as the foundation of a new literary standard. Suffice it to
mention here the 1830 codification of “Carpatho-Rusyn” by Myxajlo Luckaj
(1789-1843). Luckaj believed in a similarity between Church Slavonic and
his native (Transcarpathian) dialect, which, unlike other Slavic languages,
supposedly resonated with the Slavonic of the Bible (Danylenko 2009a). For
this reason, the translations of Saskevy¢ and Bacyn'skij were crafted linguis-
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.

To take Sadkevy¢’s translation of the Gospels as the starting point in
the process of secularization of Church Slavonic in Galicia, Transcarpathia,
and Bukovyna, the ratio of dialectisms and loan forms in his language is
not yet significant since the translator treated Church Slavonic as the most
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fitting medium for the translation of the New Testament. Not surprisingly,
Bacynskij, who some sixty years later followed in the steps of Saskevyg,
offered nothing innovative in his translation of the Psalter and the New
Testament, which, in addition to Church Slavonicisms, contained many
Polish elements (Ohijenko 1927, 8). Moreover, featuring Dniester dialec-
tisms and Galician (Polish) regionalisms, his work, according to Horba¢
(1988, 65), proved an outdated reaction to the populist trend cultivated,
sometimes inconsistently, in the local religious literature from the late
eighteenth century onward (Danylenko 2008a, 85-87).

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 Kuli§’s work, the Russophiles
published several translations from the Bible in the journal Nauka, edited
by Ivan Naumovy¢ in Kolomyja (Levyckij 1888, 182, 198). But all of
these translations were made within the confines of the local tradition,
which was premised on the notion of what we tentatively call “vernacular
Church Slavonic.” Even local Ukrainophiles, including Antin (Antonij)
Kobyljanskyj, were not ready to reverse the historical trend in the
normalization of literary Ukrainian in the western Ukrainian lands, espe-
cially in the formation of its biblical style.

LOST IN DIACRITICS

Antin Kobyljans kyj’s contribution to the translation of the Holy Scriptures
was comparatively large. In total, he translated two Gospels (i.e., the Holy
Gospel according to Luke, which appeared in 1874 in two separate
editions—one using Cyrillic script [Luka-U] and the other Roman script
[Luka-L]—and the Gospel according to John, also published originally in
two script versions in the late 1870s [Danylenko 2010a]).> A native of

5 The translation of the Holy Gospel according to Luke (both its Cyrillic- and Latin-based
versions) is cited in the comprehensive bibliography compiled by Levyckij (1888, 211).
Yet he omitted the translation of the Gospel according to John that appeared in two
versions somewhat later, in 1877. Premised on the Historical Catalogue of the Printed
Editions of Holy Scripture (London, 1903-1911), Horba¢ (1988, 30, fn. 5) wrote that
the former Gospel was reprinted several times in 1874—1876. A sample of the Latin-
based edition of the Holy Gospel according to Luke of 1874 is found in The Gospel in
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Bukovyna,® Kobyljans kyj’s translation seemed to fit into the trend initi-
ated, as was mentioned, by Saskevy¢ and elaborated much later by
Bacyn'skij (Halus¢ynskyj 1925, 318). Kobyljans'kyj’s work, however,
stands out from the populist secularizing mainstream in Galicia. Suffice it
to say that, according to Horba¢ (1988, 48), Kobyljans kyj’s dependency
upon the local “Pokuttja-Dniester-Hucul” dialect (Kobyljanskyj 1928)
was much more conspicuous in comparison with the language of Sagkevyg.

Kobyljanskyj’s translations appeared in two parallel editions,
utilizing Cyrillic- and Latin-based scripts. Simovy¢ (1981, 117-118)
placed the latter script in the context of other attempts at creating
Ukrainian /atinica with the help of Slavic orthographic devices exclu-
sively (Franz Miklosich, Josef Jirecek, Teodot Halip, and partly Myxajlo
Drahomanov). There seem to have been several reasons behind
Kobyljanskyj’s early efforts in introducing his own system of Latin-
based characters. At first sight, his system might be a belated response to
the orthographic debates initiated in the 1830s by the grammarian and
ethnographer Josyf Lozyns kyj (1807—1889) (Lesjuk 2004).” Quite in the
spirit of Lozyns'kyj’s proposal to use Roman letters to render the local
vernacular, Kobyljans'kyj could opt for /atinica as a counterbalance

Many Tongues, first published by the British and Foreign Bible Society in 1954 (Gospel,
170). I am using here the first two editions of the Holy Gospel according to Luke
(Luka-U and Luka-L) and the last Cyrillic-based edition of the Holy Gospel according
to John (Joan), which appeared in 1881 (Danylenko 2010a). The original scripts are
retained in order to illustrate the benefits of each orthographic system.

6  There is scanty information about Kobyljans kyj available today, save for an obituary
authored by Tyt Revakovy¢ in 1910. In particular, Kobyljans kyj was praised for two
pamphlets aimed against “the literary dictator” Bohdan Didyc kyj, a Russophile who
edited the journal Slovo in the local jazycije (Revakovy¢ 1910, 166—167). Kobyljans kyj
compiled these pamphlets in Latin script: Slovo na slovo do Redaktora “Slova” (A
Word in Reply to a Word Addressed to the Editor; Cernivci, 1861), supplemented with
poems by the author and Jurij Osyp Fed kovy¢ exemplifying the regional vernacular,
and Holos na holos dlia Halycyny (A Word in Reply to a Word for Galicia; Cernivci,
1861), with an addendum of several poems written by the author.

7 Inreply to his major opponents, Markijan Sagkevy¢ and Josyf Levyc kyj, Lozyns kyj
adduced the following argument: in order to make Rusian a literary language, the
speakers need a grammar based on vernacular pronunciation. The latter, however,
could be aptly rendered only by Latin letters (Makovej 1903, 83). Kobyljans 'kyj, who
liberally used diacritics in his translations of the New Testament, seemed to have
endorsed Lozyns kyj’s reasoning.
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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 Kuli§’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
the Sevéenko Scientific Society, utilized a typical civil script.

As an alternative explanation, Horba¢ (1988, 48) suggested that
Kobyljans'kyj created his own /atinica 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
overseas publications. All in all, Kobyljans'kyj’s latinica was premised
on elements borrowed from various western Slavic and even Rumanian
orthographic systems, a mix dubbed subsequently “Latin Czech”
(Revakovy¢ 1910, 166) and “Czech-Croatian-Polish-Rumanian” phonetic
script (Horbac 1988, 48). In the parallel edition, the translator slightly
modified the Cyrillic script with an eye to rendering vernacular pronun-
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

5. BB 3a 4AcoB Ipoma kopond I¥nei 5. Buv za &asov Iroda korola
C,BidYeHUK Ha iMHIA 3axapiac, 3 Iudei svidacenyk na imnie
JTHCBHOTO piém? ABieBoro; 1 xiHKa ierd0 Zacharias, z dnévnoho riadu
3 IOHIOK AapOHOBUX, a IMHI¢ iel Avievoho; i zinka ieho z
€micasera. (1) doniok Aaronovych, a imni¢

iei Elisaveta. (1)

[5. There was in the days of Her’-od, the King of Ju-dae’-a, a certain
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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In his Latin-based orthography, Kobyljans kyj routinely employed a
caron (hdcek) to render the fricatives s, Z, and the affricate (e.g., §¢o “that”
and Boze [n. sg.] “relating to God” [Luka-L, 8:11, 12]). In the Cyrillic
version (Luka-U), the translator dropped the back jer, an innovation first
proposed in the 1837 almanac Rusalka Dnéstrovaja (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.

Thus, in addition to traditional Church Slavonic accents, Kobyljans kyj
introduced from Rumanian the breve and the tilde. Hence d with a breve
is a character denoting a mid central vowel, commonly a reflex of the old
¢ as attested in some Dniester, Sjan, and Hucul dialects (4UM, 2, map
41): for example, in cia (Luka-U) = sie (Luka-L, 1:3) as compared with a
stressed reflex in e3idno (Luka-U) = vzidlo (n. sg. pret.) “to take” (Luka-L,
1:1).% In cases like xonyd (Luka-U, 1:3) the ¢ letter with a breve stands
for a narrow reflex of the etymological o (AUM, 2, map 53; MoUkr.
kincja), while the a letter with a tilde represents a narrow reflex in the
environment after a palatalized consonant. Modeled on Polish and
Rumanian orthography, a tail placed at the bottom of the # denoted pala-
talization of the corresponding consonant (see the s or ¢ in the Latin-based
version). In Jos “lot” (Luka-L, 1:9), the tail happens to denote a Polish
clear /. Kobyljans'kyj regularly marked assimilative palatalization, for
example in svidfym (m. instr.) “holy” (Luka-L, 1:15), as attested today in
some Dniester dialects (AUM, 2, map 77).

While rendering assimilative palatalization, Kobyljanskyj seemed
to follow the phonetic principle even more consistently than the system of
the Zelexivka designed by Zelexivs kyj in his Malorusko-nimeckyj slovar
(Little Russian-German Dictionary, 1884—1886). It is not therefore
surprising that Kobyljans'kyj preferred denoting “jotated” vowels with
the help of two symbols like i%/iu or u (with palatalization of the preceding
consonant marked by a tail) for ro, ia/ia for s, id/ia or ie for 4, and ie/ie
for €. Conceivably, Kobyljans kyj’s system can be placed within the

8 For this paragraph, here and in all other examples excerpted from the Cyrillic-based
translations made by Kobyljans kyj (Luka-U, /oan), in order to highlight their differ-
ence from the Latin-based translation, the original script is maintained.
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confines of the “most radical phonetics” as propagated by Kuli§ in the
early 1880s for Ukrainian orthography (Barvins'kyj 2004, 201), in
contrast to the orthography used in his translation of the Gospels in 1871.

In all other matters orthographic, Kobyljans'kyj remained very
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
John (loan, 1881). In the latter translation, Kobyljans'kyj’s spelling
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., ceamsinu [loc.] “temple” or
acumoe “life” [loan, 11:56, 1:4]), keeping, however, the front jer (soft
sign). Neither did he use any longer a breve to mark the narrow reflex
of the etymological o, introducing instead a circumflex (used in some
contemporary publications) for both its stressed and unstressed
reflexes (e.g., n100v “fruit,” nouy [instr.] “night,” and donosmau [pl.
pret.] “reply”) (loan, 4:36, 7:50, 9:20). A similar reflex is marked in
some analogous forms like 36npasoer “verily” (ibid., 3:5), with the 6
from a preposition ending etymologically in a back jer. He dropped
also a breve above a (&), reintroducing instead the old Cyrillic letter
4, for instance, in the reflexive particle ca (loan, 1:3).

Unlike his 1874 publications of Luka-L and Luka-U, in the 1881
translation, Kobyljanskyj began using the jat’, though at times he obvi-
ously struggled with his native dialectal phonetics (3 Taninei [Luka-U] =
z Galiler “from Gal’-i-lee” [Luka-L, 2:4] next to do [aniners and 0o
Taninei “to Gal'-i-lee” [loan, 1:44, 4:3]). Reflexes of the former jat” and
similar sounds tended to be marked consistently by the jat’, as in the
Polish borrowing ko6rema “woman” or dialectal forms of the type copro
“upwards” and oonreenr “downwards” (ibid., 4:25, 1:52). Generally,
Kobyljans’kyj used the letter ja¢” in those cases where he previously
employed the letter 7 or &, with both reflecting narrow reflexes: 0o micma
“unto a city,” na dsopi “outside” (loc.), wonogix “man,” and dozie “down-
wards” (Luka-U, 1:26, 10, 2:25, 51) as compared with wono6reks “man,”
X0 “bread,” and donrsew “downwards” (loan, 1:9, 44, 52). One comes,

143



144 PART| m THE BIBLE

however, across the character é instead of 4 in words that might have
been conceived of by Kobyljans kyj as vernacular clichés undeserving of
any jat', whence o némw (loc.) “about him” and swcénro (voc.) “wife,” as
well as the adjective kaménnvixws (gen.) “of stone” (ibid., 1:48, 2:5, 6)
with an é in place of the “new” jat'. Still, as if emphasizing the ecclesias-
tical significance of the translation, Kobyljans kyj reinstated the front and
back jers and jery (e.g., onuzvro “close,” 60doew [f. instr.] “water,” and
komputil “who” [ibid., 11:55, 1:26, 27]). Interestingly, Kuli§ did not use
these letters in the classical 1857—1862 period of kulisivka based entirely
on the phonetic principle (Simovy¢ 1937; Danylenko 2012b).

Behind the ostentatiously religious fagade of the Cyrillic-based edition
of 1881, one encounters some representative dialectal features. Thus in addi-
tion to 0 as in paddcmos “joy” (loan, 3:29), the circumflex was placed by
Kobyljans kyj above u (i) and o1 (61), although exclusively in the prefix 65i-.
The former character was sounded as a high-mid front vowel reflex of i or y
(see AUM, 2, map 22), which, in turn, might be of different origin (e.g.,
pooacenii [pl.] “born,” deyii “sheep,” ceoil [pl.] “my” [loan, 1:13,2:25, 1:11],
boorcHuyni [gen.] “synagogue” [ibid., 9:22] next to #zi “no” [ibid., 1:21] as
opposed to medxcu “among” [ibid., 1:14]). For instance, the form #ii is a reflex
of the old wre that in modern Ukrainian, including Kobyljans kyj’s native
dialect, took over the function of the old nu “no” as opposed to “yes”
(Shevelov 1979, 662—663). For this reason, xii (< 1) is also attested in nega-
tive pronouns like wzixmo “nobody” (loan, 1:18). In the prefix ¢s1-, however,
one deals with a narrow reflex i (< y) as found in the Sjan and especially
Hucul dialects (4UM, 2, map 18), which also know the i-reflex in place of the
etymological o in newly closed syllables (Shevelov 1979, 666; Pan’kevy¢
1938, 66, 74—75) (consider 60nosrseb [m. sg. pret.] “to reply,” srcuodecka [f.]
“Jewish” [loan, 1:21, 2:13] alongside gsicmapuumv [3 sg. fut.] “to be
enough” with a dialectally representative ending -mw, 6613Hasw [m. sg. pret. ]
“to admit” [ibid., 1:20, 6:7], as compared with etymological spellings muwr
“you,” ceinosu [dat.] “you” [ibid., 4:5, 4:19]).

Overall, in Kobyljans'kyj’s phonetics, one can observe movement
from the solid dialectal basis of the language of Luka-U and Luka-L of
1874 to the slightly moderate vernacular language of /oan of 1881, with
its orthography showing a bias toward the Church Slavonic tradition.
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As far as Kuli$’s translation of the New Testament of 1887 is concerned,
amore balanced approach is evidenced in both orthography and phonetics
(Danylenko 2010a, 2012b). First of all, Kuli§’s orthography is void of
almost all outdated Slavonic letters, with the exception of ¢ (a); thus,
unlike Kobyljans kyj’s translation of 1881, it appears in this way more
“democratic.” If viewed from a broader perspective, Kuli§’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
the book of Job (Yov), 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 filo “body,”
svij “someone’s own” (Yov, 191, 7r) next to vin “he,” vsi “all” (NZ, Lk
2:10, 21), the old letter € rendering jotation of e at the beginning of a word
and, in other environments, palatalization of the preceding consonant
(e.g., jedynyj “common,” majes [2 sg. pres.] “to have” [Yov, 14v] next to
Jelyzaveta “Elizabeth,” and vytannje “greeting” [NZ, Lk 1:41]).
Although less phonetically ostentatious in comparison with the 1861—
1862 kulisivka, Kulis 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
Kobyljanskyj’s translation of 1874. In Kuli§’s translation of the New
Testament, one finds numerous features representing different dialect areas.
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 ves " dim “and [his] whole house” next to
povvhangv usix “he drove them all out” [NZ, Jn 4:53, 2:15]). Among
western Ukrainian forms, deserving of attention is neho (gen.) “he” (ibid.,
Jn 3:3) (6e3 Hezo “without him” in Kobyljans kyj [loan, 1:3]). Kuli$§ used
both the form vid, which, according to Ivan Necuj-Levyc kyj, epitomized
the spread of Galician defective norms in Dnieper Ukraine (Necuj-Levic kyj
1907, 19), and its Central Dnieper equivalent od “from.” Overall, Kuli§
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would use dialectisms from different regions or choose primarily cross-
dialectal forms (k ‘ernycyna with the dialectal lowering of the ir-reflex as
opposed to a parallel form widely spread in North and Southeast Ukrainian,
krynycja “well” [NZ, Jn 4:6; AUM, 2, map 71]).

Kobyljans'kyj’s forms, in contrast, are largely of southwestern
Ukrainian origin. In the morphology, it is worthwhile mentioning neuters
of the type gecranive “marriage,” ocumoe “life,” and noscmanve “resurrec-
tion” (loan, 1:4, 2:1, 5:29), also ummube next to an archaic-dialectal
blending umna (ibid., 1:12, 6; Kobyljanskyj 1928, 39). One should also
mention a liberal use of active participles like cmoauii u cayxarouiii
“which standeth and heareth,” marouii “that hath [the bride]” (loan,
3:29), with vernacular suffixes -au- and -rou-, and oyyunuswin “he that
made,” and 3kazaswiii “which said” (ibid., 5:11, 12), influenced by the
local literary tradition. Of interest also are masculine and neuter dative
forms ending in -ovy/-evy where y <1, such as conocosu “voice,” cvinogu
“son” (ibid., 3:29, 5:22), and some other forms as compared with newer
(southeastern Ukrainian) datives synovi and otcevi “father” in Kuli$ (NZ,
Jn 4:5, 21) where i < € (Bevzenko et al. 1978, 95). Kulis also employed
neuters ending in -(j)e, partly influenced by the old literary tradition and
therefore criticized by Necuj-Levyc'kyj (Necuj-Levic'kyj 1907, 21-22)
(e.g., zZyttje “life” and svidcennje “record” [NZ, Jn 1:4, 19]). Most inter-
esting is Kuli§’s sporadic use of active participles. Thus, in chapter 1 of
the Gospel according to John, Kuli§ employed only four present active
participle forms, pertaining directly to the narrative about Christ, though
only one of them with a Church Slavonic suffix (i.e., Areduscij “[he] that
comes” [NZ, Jn 1:15]). Past active participles are also scant. There are
only two forms in the translation of chapter 1—z/ynuvsyj “descending”
and poslavsyj “[he] that sent” (NZ, Jn 1:32, 33).

While Kuli§ was open to multidialectal borrowings with an eye to
diversifying his language, Kobyljans'kyj remained largely focused on
obvious regionalisms, attested also more often than not in Saskevy&’s
translation. Of interest are reduplicated demonstratives inherited from the
Old Ukrainian period like ocece “this,” momo, omomo “that” (loan, 1:19,
28,2:16; Luka-U, 1:18, 20), and so on (Pan kevy¢ 1938: 277-282; Bevzenko
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., kasice my next to kasice emy “saith
unto him” [loan, 1:44, 47] or 2o numanu next to numanu ezo “asked him”
[ibid., 1:19, 21]). Another very representative regional feature is the use
of numerous feminine instrumentals of the type 3 ues “with her,”
nennoonos “barren” (Luka-U, 1:58, 36), irsub06w “number” (loan, 6:10),
and other forms that were no exception in contemporary literary texts in
Austro-Hungarian Ukraine (Macjuk 2001, 272-273).

Deserving of special attention are dialectal erstwhile perfect forms
with auxiliary clitics (Pan’kevy¢ 1938, 313-314; Kobyljans'kyj 1928,
59-60) of the type sukalysmo “[we] have sought,” sukalyste “ye sought”
(Luka-L, 2:48, 49) next to abwt cmo oanu “that we may give” (loan, 1:22),
or npuoobpinac “has found” (Luka-U, 1:30) next to we sipus iec “thou
believest not” (ibid., 1:20) and ¢ uys “though hast been instructed,” literally
“you (have) heard” (ibid., 1:4). Kulis$ tried to avoid such dialectal forms
despite the fact that they were well attested in Middle Ukrainian (Bevzenko
et al. 1978, 325-326), including the clitic reflexive particle, and even codi-
fied in contemporary regional grammars (Macjuk 2001, 304). Only
sporadically did he resort to old perfects in order to archaicize Christ’s or
his disciples’ language (e.g., skazala jesy “[Je’-sus said unto her] Thou hast
[well] said” [NZ, Jn 4:17]).

Remarkably, in the syntax, there are no major differences between
Kobyljanskyj’s and Kuli$’s translations, with both largely leaning on
archaic (Church Slavonic) patterns, although dialectal constructions do
occur in Kobyljans'kyj (e.g., sepu8nu gc cid mux cimoecidam,3 padocmes
[Luka-U, 10:17], with the genitive subject of the Polish type, next to i
vernulys ' simdesjat” nazad z radosc¢amy “and the seventy returned again
with joy” in Kuli§ [NZ, Lk 10:17]). Thus, both translators used passive
constructions where the agent-salient participant was marked by a prepo-
sition vid (od), denounced later, as was mentioned, by Necuj-Levyc kyj
as Galician, or cerez. These prepositions were also commonplace in the
translation of Saskevy¢: 60w Boea poodocenii (Ioan, 1:13) alongside vid
Boha rodylyse (NZ, Jn 1:13) or syntactically synonymous npaso 6yno
danie uepesv Movcea (loan, 1:17) next to Kuli§’s equivalent zakon cerez
Mojsee danyj buv “[For] the law was given by Mo -ses” (NZ, Jn 1:17).
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I did not find in Kobyljans'kyj impersonal constructions with forms
ending in -no and -fo and the accusative direct object. Kuli§, however,
employed them sporadically, although he could consider them too vernac-
ular to be included in the lofty (biblical) narrative (e.g., zaproseno z Ysusa,
v ucenykiv ioho [NZ, Jn 2:2] as compared with sanpowensiii sce 686w
TucScwv u oyuenuxu c2o “and both Je’-sus was called, and his disciples” in
Kobyljanskyj’s translation [loan, 2:2]). Unlike Kobyljans’kyj who, in
relative clauses, liberally employed kotryj “which, who” in compliance
with the Polish literary tradition, Kuli§ resorted to native means. In his
translation of chapter 1 of the Gospel according to John, Kuli§ made use of
the relativizer sc¢o “that, which” fourteen times and of kotryj only twice.

Vocabulary, to be sure, is most useful for the assessment of the linguistic
programs of Kuli§ and Kobyljans'kyj who, incidentally, knew each other,
purportedly by correspondence, and seemed to share most Ukrainophile
views.> To begin with, unlike Sadkevy¢&’s translation (see Tymosyk 2000b),
there is a paucity of Church Slavonicisms in Kobyljans'kyj’s vocabulary.
Leaving aside church terminology, one can adduce, in fact, just a handful of
Church Slavonic forms: avuns “amen” (loan, 3:3; see Biblija 1862, 557v),
paralleled by various vernacular derivatives like 36npagowr (loan, 5:19), na
npasdy (ibid., 6:26), no npasors (ibid., 6:32), npasouso (ibid., 6:53), or the
bookish equivalent ucmunno “verily” (ibid., 6:10), commonly attested in
Kuli$; nycmoina (ibid., 6:31; Biblija 1862, 556v), which is paralleled by
nywa “desert” (loan, 1:23), most likely under Polish influence; eonopoonuwiii
“only begotten [Son]” (ibid., 3:16) as compared with its Church Slavonic
equivalent edunopoousiii (Biblija 1862, 556v). One should add also personal
and geographical names used, as a rule in their Church Slavonic forms, like
loapoanv (Jor'-dan) and loans (John).

Kobyljanskyj’s translations are replete with vernacular and dialectal
elements: scauuno (n. sg.) “all” (Joan, 1:3), 60xu “whence” and d0ocu
“hence” (ibid., 1:49, 2:16), zaxu “before, til” (ibid., 5:7), bopue “faster”

9 There is a unique piece of evidence of an interpersonal relationship between Kulis
and Kobyljans'kyj. In a letter of 9 May 1861 that was never mailed, Kuli§ wrote
to Kobyljans kyj about his admiration for Jurij Fed 'kovy¢’s poems published by
Kobyljans kyj in his Slovo na slovo (Kulis$ 1899). Extolling Fed 'kovy¢’s language
as different from the jazycije used by some Galician poets, Kuli§ expressed pessi-
mism about Kobyljanskyj’s Latin-based script. According to him, such a script
was likely to scare off a potential readership in Dnieper Ukraine (ibid., 4).
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(ibid., 6:21), xopoba “disease” (ibid., 5:4), conoma “[a great] multitude”
(ibid., 6:2), becrvoa “words [of eternal life]” (ibid., 6:68; Luka-U, 2:50),
eapmumdeps “murmuring” (loan, 7:12), eapsoorsmu “to murmur” (ibid.,
6:52; see Zel., 1:56), sadumu ca “to strive among themselves” (loan, 6:52;
Zel., 1:53), nanyoumu ca “to become afraid” (loan, 6:19), x10naxe “lad”
(ibid., 6:9), and the like. Polish borrowings are typically forms long appro-
priated into the local variety of Ukrainian such as xpesna (Luka-U, 1:36)
compared to poouuka “cousin” in Kuli§ (NVZ, Lk 1:36), moyap (Luka-U,
1:52) compared to nomyocnuii “mighty” in Kuli§ (NZ, Lk 1:52), ogipa
“sacrifice” (Luka-U, 2:24) compared to srcepmsa “‘sacrifice” in Kuli§ (NVZ,
Lk 2:24), svikyposanwiii (loan, 5:10; see Zel., 1:77) compared to cyinenuii
“cured” in Kuli§ (NZ, Jn 5:10; see Hrin¢., 1:725), ne sbicmapuums (loan,
6:7) compared to #e cmane “it will not be sufficient” in Kuli$ (NZ, Jn 6:7),
a¥0ka (loan, 6:24) compared to wosen “ship(ping)” in Kuli§ (NZ, Jn 6:24),
Koponescmeo booice (loan, 3:3) compared to yapcmeo booice “the Kingdom
of God” in Kuli§ (NZ, Jn 3:3), and finally ufav (m. sg. pret.) (Luka-L,
11:22) compared to snosas “to trust” in Kuli§ (NZ, Lk 11:22). This list of
such pairs could be expanded. It becomes clear that Kuli§ was loyal to the
recommendation he had given to Puljuj, while working together on 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
is no indigenous form, is more appropriate for Ukrainian” (Studyns’kyj
1930, xxvii, 9, 12).

In Kuli$’s translation Church Slavonic forms intermingle with
vernacular and explicitly regional elements. In contrast to Kobyljans kyj
(and Saskevy¢), such variegated elements, according to Kuli§, could
serve as a verbal medium for uniting linguistically all Ukrainian speakers.
Itisuseful to compare the following parallel excerpts from Kobyljans kyj’s
and Kuli$’s translations:!°

10 Haluscynskyj (1925, 317) believed that Kobyljans'kyj’s translations, influenced by
German Protestantism, were made from the Greek original. Indeed, having obtained
his theological education in Lviv and Cernivci, Kobyljans'kyj served for several
years as a preacher of “The Free German Religious Community” (Revakovy¢ 1910,
171). However, a cursory comparison of the translations made by Kobyljans kyj and
Kuli§ prompts us to claim that the former author might have been intimately familiar
with Kuli§’s text. That comes as no surprise since Kobyljans kyj designed his transla-
tions as a reply to Kulis’s translation of the New Testament of 1871.
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Kobyljans kyj’s Translation Kuli$’s Translation

11. Kaxe em¥ xoobra: [Tane, anti  11. Kaxe iomy xinka: JJoOpdito,

yeprana HEMa€elb, a CTYTHA 1 YepIaKa He MAEIL, U
€ T1¥00Ka; OJKH O[KE Maellb KOJOIA3b NIMOOKUIA; 3BIAKIIA
BOAY KUBY? K Ma€ll BOAY KUBY?

13. OmmobBs Tucyces 1 kaxe & 13. O3BaBch Ucyc u peud iif:
IMIO4iid BOJIBI cell €ll TparHyTH Bcakuii, XT0 11b€ BOLY CHO
6Y1e 3HOBD. 3a0a)K4€ 3HOB.

15. Kaxke 10 HEero KeHIIUHA: 15. Kéxe no méro xinka:

ITane, gaii Mu TakoUl BOMBI, Jo6pdaito, naii MmeHu ciel
100BIMB HE nparHQna, anlu BOIIU, TIO0 KAXKTyBasa, aHi

HE XOIIMJIa CIObI 3aUepary. xomwia croau uépnaru. (NZ, 4)
(loan, 4)

[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?

13. Je’-sus answered and said unto her. Whosoever drinketh of this
water shall thirst again

15. The woman saith unto him, Sir, give me this water, that I thirst not,
neither come hither to draw.] (Jn 4:11-15)

Orthographic innovations aside, Kobyljans'kyj’s language is riddled
with regional forms like xo6bma and swceruyuna “woman” along with I1an
“Sir,” doxu “whence,” and long naturalized Polish borrowings like
cm8ona “well” and npaen¥mu “thirst” (Tymc., 2:209, 373), as well as the
derivative wepnazo “scoop” with a dialectally productive suffix -lo
(Verxratskyj 1899, 51) next to sauepamu “to draw” (Zel., 1:281), the
participial form nzoyzz “drinking,” influenced by both Polish and Church
Slavonic, as well as the use of auxiliary clitics. Although vernacular at its
core (Ysus), the excerpt from Kuli§ contains an old aorist form rece (3 sg.)
that was unfairly chastised by Franko (1910, 176). Moreover, Kuli$
makes use of the western Ukrainian form ZaZduvaty “to quench one’s
thirst” (Zel., 1:216). The innovative use of the obsolete aorist form recé,
with the ultimate stress in the present tense meaning “says,” was not inci-
dental. Kulis utilized Church Slavonicisms in order to emphasize, if needed
contextually, the lofty style of the biblical narrative. To name just a few
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such forms, the following are quite representative from the morphophono-
logical and lexical points of view: blahodat”“grace” (NZ, IJn 1:14), hreduscij
“[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 (TymosSyk 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, Kuli§’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 frepet “trembling” (ibid., 16:8; Hrinc.,
2:791) and bolest” “disease” (NZ, Jn 5:4), Polonisms like zmahannje “ques-
tion” (ibid., Jn 3:25; see Shevelov 1966, 138) (see superecka in Kobyljans 'kyj
[loan, 3:25]), and, finally, vernacular forms of primarily southeastern
Ukrainian provenance like barytysje “to tarry” (NZ, Lk 1:21) as opposed to
awestern Ukrainian parallel form (3a)6asumu ca in Kobyljans 'kyj (Luka-U,
1:21; see Tym¢., 1:39, 43).

TO “SECULARIZE” OR “SYNTHESIZE”?

Overall, Kobyljans kyj’s translations marked a new round in the formation
of a local variety of literary language aimed at bridging the rift between the
educated clergy and common parishioners in Galicia, Transcarpathia, and
Bukovyna. All things considered, his literary output can be juxtaposed with
Sagkevy¢’s translation, which was largely premised on Church Slavonic
literary norms and open already to vernacular and especially dialectal
elements (Horba¢ 1988, 47). In his intention to explicate and enlighten in
an intelligible manner, Kobyljanskyj seemed to follow the same regional
literary tradition cultivated already in the eighteenth-century Basilian
monastery of Pocajiv. The major quantitative difference lay in his introduc-
tion of a plethora of dialectal and non-native forms into the ecclesiastical
text. This is why, despite an apparent minimum of Church Slavonicisms,
Kobyljans kyj’s language can be placed within the same functional spec-
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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the first Ukrainian dialectal translation (Nimcuk 2001, 383). Clearly, there
was aradical difference between Kobyljans 'kyj’s language and the language
program of the creators of the Peresopnycja Gospel (1556-1561),
Archimandrite Hryhorij and his amanuensis Myxajlo Vasylijevy¢, who
tried to combine Church Slavonic with the prostaja mova (Ruthenian)
rather than with the local vulgar tongue (Danylenko 2008b, 59).

In contrast with Kobyljanskyj and his predecessors, Kuli$ opted for
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, Kuli§ 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
that while working on the translation of the New Testament with Puljuj,
Kuli§ was routinely consulting the Church Slavonic, Russian, Polish,
Serbian, German, Latin, English, and French versions of the Holy
Scriptures (Studyns 'kyj 1930, xxviii—xxix).

All in all, in his translation of the Gospels, Kuli§ 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
Kobyljans kyj, but also from those literati in Russian-ruled Ukraine who
also translated the Gospels. The point is that Oleksander Navroc kyj,
Volodymyr Aleksandrov, Myxajlo Lobodovs’kyj (Loboda), and Pylyp
Moracevs kyj all propagated a kind of “homestead ethnographism” as the
basis for a new language standard. Premised on the populist tenets of new
literary Ukrainian, Kuli§ 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 Kuli§’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.



CHAPTER
4 Here Comes the Bible!

THE HOLY WRIT DOESN’T BURN

Kulis worked intermittently on the translation of the Holy Scriptures from
the late 1860s until 1897. In the fall of 1872, Kuli§ completed the transla-
tion of the entire Bible, including some of the Apocrypha that were not
included in the first edition of 1903, sponsored by the British and Foreign
Bible Society, or in the subsequent reprintings of 1908, 1909, 1912, and
1920 (Studyns kyj 1930, Ixx). The process of the publication of the 1903
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
a letter of 30 December 1903, Puljuj happily informed Kuli§’s widow,
Oleksandra Bilozers ka-Kuli§ (known by the literary pseudonym Hanna
Barvinok), that the Holy Writ of the Old Testament was ready for printing
(Zelens'ka 2001, 341). As late as 15 January 1904, he wrote to her that “the
New Testament is in press, and the entire Bible is forthcoming” (ibid., 343).

Regrettably, all later efforts made by Kulis’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
Moracevs kyj’s translation of the New Testament, forbade outright both
publication and dissemination of Kuli$’s translation in the Russian Empire.
Asalastresort, 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
ultimately declined the widow’s request (Studyns'kyj 1930, Ixx).
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As early as 1872, Kuli§ intended to publish the Bible in Naumburg,
Germany, where the printing costs were comparatively low. Though he
changed his plan and postponed the publication project, supposedly due to
family issues and financial problems, it is more likely that his enthusiasm was
dampened by the negative reviews of his earlier translations with Puljuj,
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
history (Naxlik 2007, 2:273-274). According to rumor, all this may have lead
Kulis to burn the complete text of his translation of the Holy Writ in the fire-
place. According to other testimonies, the text of his translation, along with
the bulk of his books, manuscripts, and vast correspondence, might have
perished in the fire on his xufir Matronivka on 6 November 1885 (Senrok
1901 75 (10), 21, 34; Dorosenko 1918, 202). The fire could have been set by
some local peasants allegedly harassed by Kulis (Kyryljuk 1929b, 35).

However, as evidenced by the pertinent documents, the whole story
was much more nuanced and complicated (Naxlik 2006, 238-246).
Kuli§’s xutir might have been burnt down by a certain Apolinarij
Zalenskij (Zaleski), a Pole from Minsk and a leaseholder, who, after a
series of lawsuits, and perhaps in conspiracy with the local judge, decided
to take revenge on Kulis, his landlord (Studyns 'kyj 1930, 74-75). In his
letters to Oleksander Konys'kyj (1836-1900) and Myxajlo Balasenko,
Kulis, however, acknowledged that “not the /jax burnt down [the house]
but our own people” (Naxlik 2006, 245, fn. 67). Yet shortly before his
death, in a letter to Myxajlo Pavlyk, Kuli§ again accused his leaseholder
of the arson (Voznjak 1928a, 238).

Whoever the real culprit was, the chance that Kuli§ 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
Kulis seem to corroborate this theory. For instance, apart from the disclosure
of his secret in a letter of 1878 to Puljuj (Studyns kyj 1930, Ixiv), Kuli§
changed his story in 1895 in a letter to Myxajlo Drahomanov, justifying the
alleged destruction of the manuscript by disillusionment and disappoint-
ment in his compatriots who failed to understand his work. Yet more
revealing is Kuli§’s explanation found in letters addressed to Oleksij
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Biloborodov (Oleksa Tyxyj). As Kuli$ wrote in February 1896, he was very
upset by the changes introduced by Puljuj, “in the Rusian spirit” (rusyns ‘kyj
lad) of their joint translation of the New Testament. These changes purport-
edly made him destroy, in a fit of self-deprecation and, especially, anger at
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” (Kuli§ to
Biloborodov, 89). Most likely, Kuli§ referred in this case to the four Gospels
that appeared in Ukrainian in 1871 in Vienna. Interestingly, as early as 29
May 1871,' he entreated Puljuj not to publish, in the future, anything “like
chapter XIV of [the epistle of] Paul the Apostle: it looks like mine, though the
language is different” (Studyns kyj 1930, 275).

There is, however, a more reliable argument to be found in a draft of
Pjat” knyh Mosejévyx (The Five Books of Moses, 1895), held today at the
Myxajlo Kocjubynskyj Literary-Memorial Museum in Cernihiv, Ukraine.
On one of the pages of the manuscript, Kuli$ jotted down the following
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, Tr; Zelens 'ka
2000, 355)

After the fire of November 1885, Kuli§ and his wife lived in a shack
nearby, plowing and sowing the field like common farmers. As late as 1888,
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
“the farmstead Hannyna Pustyn’ that had previously been Motronovka,”
Kulis 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 Kuli§’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
bring an influx of Polish expressions into his new Ukrainian literary language.
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the memorable fire (Kuli§ to Nos, 12). There was literally no place to put a cot
for a guest. Notwithstanding all the severe trials, Kuli§ 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 Kuli§
himself or having perished in the fire). Recreating some minor works from
memory, Kuli$ 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 Kuli$’s translation of the Bible came off the press
during his life. It was Myxajlo Pavlyk, a close confident of Myxajlo
Drahomanov and an editor of the radical periodicals Narod and Xliborob
(Lozyns'kyj 1917), who played a significant role in disseminating the
scriptures translated into Ukrainian by Kuli$ in the early 1890s. Having
acquainted himself with Pavlyk through correspondence in 1892, Kulis
began cooperating with the aforementioned journals based in Kolomyja.
In December 1892, Kuli$ published in two installments in Narod an open
letter to the editor, “P. Kuli§ pro svoju spravu z Poljakamy” (P. Kuli$
about His Affair with the Poles). In the first installment, he described, in
detail, his conflict with the Galicians in 1882, provoked largely by his
controversial pamphlet Krasanka rusynam i poljakam na Velykden’ 1882
roku (An Easter Egg for the Rusyns and the Poles for Easter 1882). In the
second installment, Kuli§ outlined a new vision of the current state of the
Polish-Ukrainian relationship. As was typical of Kulis, this was a highly
polemical letter. Pavlyk wrote in the editor’s preface to the publication
that Kuli$’s letter “blew like a severe cold wind,” purifying “a stifling air”
that amassed over time in Ukrainian history (Voznjak 1928a, 180). Giving
credit to Kuli§ as a patriarch of Ukrainophilism in the two parts of
Ukraine, Pavlyk tried, although to no avail, to persuade Kuli$ to write his
memoirs (ibid., 173, 177-178).

Obviously, Kulis laid his own plans.

TOBIT AND JOB

In July 1893, Kulis$ sent Pavlyk his Tovytovi slovesa (The Book of Tobit),
asking him to print three hundred copies of this work “in renowned
Kolomyja on cheap paper” (Voznjak 1928a, 208, 227). Pavlyk highly
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praised Tovytovi slovesa, which, according to him, was “translated
wonderfully.” It came out anonymously in the same year (Kyryljuk
1929a, 56). Kuli§ was more than happy with the publisher, who seemed
to be sincerely interested in his literary work. As early as 1896, inspired
by recent success, Kuli$ finished another translation, 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 Pozycena kobza (The Borrowed Kobza). This collection,
which ultimately appeared in the year of his death (Studyns’kyj 1930,
Ixiv), proved no less successful than his translation(s) and poetic adapta-
tions of the Holy Scriptures. Suffice it to say that the collection contained
translations of sixty-three poems by Friedrich Schiller, Johann Wolfgang
von Goethe, Heinrich Heine, and Lord Byron that even today ring with
poetic beauty (Luckyj 1988, 181).

Still, it is difficult now to prove that Kuli§ abandoned his initial publi-
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
ReuB (1804-1891), were meticulously crafted for eventual publication
already in 1896. Kuli§ even wrote calligraphically on the title page of
each of the manuscripts “printed in Lviv in the year 1896 under the super-
vision of Myxajlo Pavlyk” (Zelens 'ka 2000, 356-359). One of the possible
explanations for the change in his creative plans is that Kuli§ became by
that time more preoccupied with the idea of propagating his socio-cultural
views on the history of Ukraine. His intensive research work in this field
might have distracted him from the magisterial translation of the Holy
Scriptures, which required much time and assiduousness.

One only regrets that Kuli§ shelved his plan to translate the whole
Bible in verse, including the book of Job that had been first paraphrased
and published as early as 1869 (Yov; Yov, Pravda; Yov, 1869). Unfortunately,
after the writer’s death, most of his poetic paraphrases of the Bible fell
into oblivion. Yet it would be extremely profitable to know how his adap-
tation of the biblical books into a poetic framework, if published in the
year 1896, could have influenced subsequent translations of the Bible into
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Ukrainian, including the free paraphrases made later by Ivan Ohijenko
and Ivan Xomenko-Pljuta (Naxlik 2007, 2:283).

A relatively small work, Tovytovi slovesa was the only biblical book
published by Pavlyk during the life of Kuli$. Since it was a translation of
one of the Apocrypha, it was not included in the 1903 Ukrainian edition
of the Bible by the British and Foreign Bible Society, although this trans-
lation was reprinted in 1909 in the Prosvita collection of Kuli§’s works
(Tovyt). Conceptually and linguistically, Tovytovi slovesa could be juxta-
posed with Kuli§’s early translations of the biblical stories. This is why,
envisioned as a paraphrase, this work demonstrated remarkable consis-
tency in the vernacularizing principle as applied by the author in his
poetic translations and paraphrases. In fact, this Ukrainian-language
version of the book of Tobit was not a mere continuation of Kulis’s early
paraphrases but rather a new stage in the vernacular interpretation of the
Holy Writ driven by the writer’s keen interest in the elaboration of a new
biblical style of literary Ukrainian. What is also obvious is that all the
vernacularizing efforts invested by Kuli$ in his translation of the book of
Tobit proved fully in harmony with the fictional and historical narrative
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
events in Jewish history, was a sample of popular Judaism in the third or
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 Kuli§
to apply in this case the principle of archaization in order to render a
rather popular narrative of the Jewish story of Tobit.

The poetic framework of the “Ukrainian Tobit” (7ovyf) looks
unusual. Prepared in the late 1890s, its versification was somewhat
different from other poetic translations of the Holy Scriptures made by
Kuli§ some twenty years earlier. Unlike his translations of the book of
Psalms (1871), with various syllabic-tonic patterns, and the book of Job
(Yov, Pravda and Yov, 1869), with iambic pentameter, Kuli§ used the
popular kolomyjka syllabic structure throughout the entire text of
Tovytovi slovesa. This folk structure consisted in Kulis’s versification of
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:

Tormi roxi ['aHHa 11aKaTh, 110 CUHY TYKUTH.

A Ti B IBOX JTOMIIIM O PIYKH, CTAIA HOTH MUTH.
Turpom piuka npo3uBanack. [JIsiHyTb—IUIHMBIIE pUbA.
VYrnoBunw, ciexsu pudy, cinu mooOinars. (Tovyt, 348)

In terms of genre attribution, the above excerpt appears at variance with the
English translation in the King James Version, although the outer narrative
frame remains the same, with the exception of some smaller details:

5.22. Then she made an end of weeping.

6.1. And as they went on their journey, they came in the evening
to the river Tigris, and they lodged there.

6.2. And when the young man went down to wash himself, a
fish leaped out of the river, and would have devoured him.
(Apocrypha, 30)

Kuli$’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
reason, perhaps, Kuli§ identified the language of his translation with
starorus¢yna (Old Rusian), thus projecting the inception of this language
into the Old Rusian period in the history of Ukrainian, characterized by a
diglottic distribution of local vernacular and Church Slavonic (Uspenskij
2002, 386—-388). That said, it is worthwhile to examine the most represen-
tative traits of Kuli§’s language in this translation.

In the domain of orthography (phonetics), where excessive regional-
ization or archaization would be out of place, Kulis did not introduce any
overtly deviant forms. Among “standardized” sounds one can cite, for
instance, the alien f never rendered by the counter-etymological x" that is
characteristic of Moracevs'kyj’s language. Only sporadically does one
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, Kuli§ rendered dissimilation in the two-consonantal cluster
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¢n > sn, which historically affected individual words (e.g., bidolasnyj
“poor, pitiful” and neobasnyj “heedless” [Tovyt, 345]) that might have
reflected his native (northern Ukrainian) dialect (see Shevelov 1979, 491;
Zovtobrjux et al. 1979, 218). Among other possible northern Ukrainian
features, apheresis seems to be most representative in this translation.
However, more often than not, Kuli§ resorted to this phonetic device in
order to maintain syllabic structures in the versification: ‘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 ¢
in rekly [pl. pret.] “to say” [Tovyt, 344, 349] and sedity “to sit” [ibid.,
343]; see also Zona “wife,” with a reflex of the etymological e after a
palatal, next to a “neutral” Zena or folkloric podruzzZja [ibid., 350, 346]).
Of interest here is a morphonological variant of the dialectal preposition
idused with the dative case (Nimc¢uk 1969, 74), which is discussed below.

In the field of morphology, the long (non-contracted) forms, typical of
folkloric texts, were barely employed by Kulis. A rare example is found in
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, Kuli§ 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 Zyt” budes (2 sg. fut.) “to live” (ibid., 345). Future
tense forms of the type maty-mes (2 sg. fut.) “to have” are particularly rare
in this poetic translation, especially as compared with the prose translation
of the Holy Bible prepared jointly by Kuli§ and Puljuj, where the synthetic
future prevails. As a true (northern Ukrainian) dialectal form, one should
note 2 pl. imperatives ending in -fe of the type Zyvite “livel,” xvalite
“praise!,” and obernites " “turn around!” next to a rare ¢ynit” “make!” (ibid.,
356). In accordance with the western Ukrainian tradition, Kuli§ makes use
of present active participles, although morphonologically disguised as
Church Slavonicisms through suffixes ending in -s§¢-, such as vydjuscyj
“able to see,” jaduscyj-pyjuscyj “the one who eats and drinks,” and alcuscyy
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“wishing” (ibid., 356, 342) next to a rare s/ipujucy (m. sg.) “blind” (ibid.,
354) derived, tentatively, from s/ipuvaty “to be blind, shortsighted”” (Hrin¢.,
2:662) as used in Kuli§’s 1869 paraphrase of the book of Job (Yov, Pravda,
66). The participial form did not make its way into the translation of the
book of Tobit by accident. Yet it occurs in Kulis’s letters, for instance in the
expression Ukrajina, s lipujuca kalika “Ukraine, a blind invalid” (Voznjak
1928a, 91), with the dynamic meaning of “blindness” rather than the static
meaning of the corresponding adjective s/ipa (f.) “blind.”

With regard to s lipujucy (m. sg.) “blind” and similar dialectal forms like
staren ki (m. sg.) “old” (Tovyt, 352) with a dropped syllable-final j, it is inter-
esting to note that they were introduced in accord with the views of Ivan
Necuj-Levyc'kyj. The latter consistently used forms of the type miersi
“faster,” dali “further,” and na kruti hori (loc. sg.) “on a steep hill,” all without
a syllable-final j (Jefremov 1918, 163). At the same time he castigated “new”
spellings like mersij, na krutij hori as Galician forms (Necuj-Levyc kyj 1968,
455). He argued that the forms without j; were commonly attested in vast
territories, in particular, in Right-Bank Ukraine, in Bukovyna, in some
Galician territories, and in Central Ukraine, except for the Cernihiv region, as
well as in Sloboda Ukraine (Jefremov 1918, 163—164).

However, the authority of Kuli$ in this case proved decisive. In a letter
of 29 May 1907 to Myxajlo Lobodovs’kyj (Loboda), Necuj-Levyckyj
(1968, 471) wrote that Kuli§ had explicitly advised him to write like they
were speaking in the southern Kyiv region, that is, in the Kaniv, Cerkasy,
and Cyhyryn districts due to the lack of any obvious Great Russian or
Polish elements in the local dialects. Clearly, the loss of the syllable-final ;
was to be taken as one of those Ukrainian features proper, although Kulis
himself was seemingly reluctant to introduce it into his translation of Tobit.

Interestingly, Necuj-Levyc'kyj enumerated in his letter the changes
that are known to have taken place by stages in the loss of the syllable-final
J (Necuj-Levic’kyj 1907, 22; Matvijas 2007b, 37). To begin with, the emer-
gence of the comparative form of adjectives without j might have occurred
after the change of ¢ to i in South Ukrainian as early as the late fourteenth
century. North Ukrainian could not share this change because ¢ did not
evolve into i at that time (Shevelov 1979, 745—747). Dialects, which had
more forms of the comparative originally ending in -¢&j, might have had a
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larger repertoire of such forms without j (e.g., xutci “faster”) in the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. As far as the ending of the
dative-locative feminine in adjectives (na kruti hori “on a steep hill”) is
concerned, the loss of j became possible after the change of o into i, that is,
after the mid-seventeenth century. In tune with Necuj-Levyc kyj’s observa-
tions, this stage affected the southern Kyiv, Lubny (Lubni), Dniester,
Bukovyna, Hucul, and Bojkian dialects, while North Ukrainian did not
share the loss of j, with the exception of some transitional dialects.

In sum, the loss of the syllable-final j in the language of Necuj-
Levyc'kyj and Kuli§ might have been triggered by the same, transitional
status of their native dialects. Yet, unlike Necuj-Levyc'kyj’s orientation
toward his native dialectal system, transitional, roughly, from Southwest
to Northeast Ukrainian, Kuli$ 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
typical, for instance, of address formulae. Suffice it to cite such clichés
with short adjectival forms in the nominal predicate as praveden jesy “[O
Lord,] thou are just” or blahosloven jesy “blessed are thou [O Lord my
God]” (Tovyt, 344, 345; Apocrypha, 12, 16). Morphological Church
Slavonicisms are represented, for instance, by such prefixed verbal forms
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 'mje “praise” (ibid., 346, 357). The use of the
desinence -e, criticized by Necuj-Levyc'kyj (Jefremov 1918, 160), is
influenced in such nouns by the northern and southwestern literary tradi-
tion (see Bevzenko et al. 1978, 87—88). In the text, there is also a limited
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-
tive suffix -te/” in vozviscatel” “herald, messenger” (ibid., 351).
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The archaizing tendency is also observed in the vocabulary of Tovyz.
For example, consider the following forms: nyscyj 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), brasno “food” (ibid., 350; see
Tym¢., 138), and also “lay” archaic forms like pyr, as opposed to the
Middle Polish borrowing benket “banquet” (Tovyt, 351, 354; Danylenko
2006¢, 322).

True to his linguistic practice, Kuli§ 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 rece (3 sg.
pres.) “to say,” used in the present tense (ZTovyt, 345, etc.); jasuvaty “to
explain, speak for” (ibid., 342); vidradosci “delight, comfort” (ibid., 355)
in place of vidrada or vidrad(n)ist” (Hring., 1:268); and, finally, 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,
Kulis 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.

At first sight, a similar picture appears in a translation of the same
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
that could compete with the language of Kuli§ and Puljuj, elaborating at
that same time a new stylistic means for written Ukrainian, particularly in
its high stylistic register. In the preface to his translation, Knyha Tovytova,
na malorus 'ku movu perelozena s tekstu hreces koho (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
not play a substantial role in the biblical narrative of the text. At first
sight, at least in its programmatic tenets, Alexandrov’s language tends to
look similar to that of Kulis. Yet on closer inspection, one can discern
major differences between the two.

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).
Taking just a few lexemes, they all look dialectally homogeneous, although
they do happen to be attested cross-dialectally: odsaxnutysja “to recoil”
(Knyha Tovyta, 1; Zel., 1:102), krad’koma “stealthily” (ibid., 4; also in
Taras Sevéenko, Marko Vovéok, Hring., 1:833), posobyty “to assist” (Knyha
Tovyta, 7), a possible Russianism (1x in Kotljarevs'kyj, Enejida, Index,
138) next to a homophonous West Slavic borrowing in Ivan Vahylevy¢
(Zel., 2:716), barytysja “to linger” (Knyha Tovyta, 17; also in Amvrosij
Metlyns kyj, Zel., 1:13; Hring., 1:72), mennja “name” (Knyha Tovyta, 11;
Hring., 1:953), skupatys’ “to take a bath” (Knyha Tovyta, 20; Hrinc., 2:656—
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 vp jat " (Knyha Tovyta, preface, 7) that occurs thir-
teen times in Ivan Kotljarevs'kyj’s Enejida (Enejida, Index, 116) and nine
times in the works of Hryhorij Kvitka-Osnov’janenko (Kvitka, 2:338).
Remarkably, this form happens to be attested in the language of Klymentij
Zinovijiv (T ca. 1717) and Ivan Nekrasevy¢ (T ca. 1796), both speakers of
North Ukrainian (Danylenko 2006¢, 318, 2008b).

As evidenced from the autograph held today in the manuscript reposi-
tory at the T. H. Sev&enko Institute of Ukrainian Literature of the National
Academy of Sciences of Ukraine, Aleksandrov was assiduously brushing
up on his language. He was searching, in particular, for the most fitting
vernacular lexemes and dropping obvious Russianisms or Russian Church
Slavonicisms. Thus, he substituted skarbivnycyj for kaznacej (Knyha
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Tovyta, 5), which was likely to look too “Muscovite” at that time (see
Moskovs ka kazna in Kuli§ [CR, 185]). In another place, Aleksandrov
dropped jazyceskij for the benefit of pohans ‘kyj “pagan,” while enclosing in
brackets an optional version, busurmens’kyj “Muslim, pagan” (Knyha
Tovyta, 3; Tym¢., 87). Some emendations were primarily stylistic and hardly
influenced by purist criteria (e.g., domovyna “coffin, grave” used instead of
peklo “hell” in the expression zvesty v” domovynu “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,” synovi “son,” and bohovi “God” (Knyha
Tovyta, 8, 15, 17, 19). He also sporadically employed locative forms like
na oc¢ix” “in the eyes” and po ljudix” “[to work as a farm hand] at some-
body’s place” (ibid., 7; Bevzenko et al. 1978, 110-111). One should
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 pam jata
“to remember,” robe “to do,” and posyla “to dispatch” (ibid., 6, 13, 15).

Yet distinctive in Aleksandrov’s translation is his frequent use of
constructions ending in -no and -fo with the accusative direct object. What
is more remarkable about this syntactic pattern is that, despite the general
tendency in the works of eastern Ukrainian writers (Shevelov 1969,
182-183), he never made use of the auxiliary “to be” to refer to the future
or the past. Moreover, the translator preferred the old agentive phrase with
the “Galician” preposition vid, not od (e.g., y Sukano vid” carja tix” y ne
znaxozuvano “and the tsar has ordered to search for them and they have not
been found” [Knyha Tovyta, 4]) where vid” carja denotes the source of an
action rather than its performer (Danylenko 2006¢, 232-233).

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), y mini oddano Zinku “and my wife has been returned to
me” (ibid.), nahotovieno bahato strav” “many dishes have been prepared”
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(ibid., 6) with a noun phrase in the place of the direct object (Danylenko
2003a, 265), odnoho z” nasoho rodu zaduseno y kynuto na majdani “one of
our kinsmen has been strangled and thrown into the square” (Knyha Tovyta,
6), and nas " roskydano “one has dispersed us” (ibid., 9).

The question that arises here is this: why did Aleksandrov make use
of a typical impersonal structure proper specifically to West Ukrainian,
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
hardly find a persuasive explanation for this, although the tinge of exoti-
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 Kuli§’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
Job. Entitled Knyha lova na Malorus ku movu perelozena . . . (The Book
of Job, Translated into Little Russian), the final draft was completed in
1877. Yet, after having taken private lessons in Hebrew for two years,
Aleksandrov revised the text in accordance with the Hebrew original in
1879 (lov, 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 Kuli§’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 Kulis), Aleksandrov used
forms without such alternations, which were provoked by several factors
such as morphological leveling and the influence of the corresponding
Polish and, especially, Russian lexemes (Varcenko 1954, 57-58). To name
just a few typical forms with the alternation suppressed, most likely due to
Russian interference, there are premudrost” “wisdom” with a characteristic

Church Slavonic prefix, spokojnyj “quiet,” robotnyk” “worker,” spor”

“argument,” veselost” “merriment,” and even the native pevrnost” “confi-
dence” (lov, 1, 5, 13, 13v, 23, 25v). These are contrasted to the alternation
pattern in local vernacular forms such as rozlehlist “spaciousness,” tverdist’
“firmness,” and especially such (Russian) Church Slavonic lexemes as
prespidne “inferno, abyss” and posmisesce “mockery” (ibid., 22, 26, 27)
(see also prespodnycja and posmixovysce [Hrin€., 2:368, 408] and RChSL
pos ‘misysce [Zel., 2:716]). In his translation of 1869, Kuli§ showed consis-
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 yz'en” “deficiency” in
Aleksandrov’s translation [/ov, 7]). In this respect, one should also cite the
form bezvidnyj “arid” in Kuli§ (Yov, 1869, 18), noted by Jevhen Zelexivs ‘kyj
(Zel., 1:16) and Borys Hrin¢enko (Hring., 1:80), and attested cross-dialec-
tally (e.g., in Hucul and southeastern Ukrainian dialects [Shevelov 1979,
725]). Remarkably, one finds this form also in Panas Myrnyj’s autographs
(Hrycenko 2007, 24).

However, of particular interest is the fluctuation § ~ s found in consonant
clusters with £, as represented in at least two lexemes: skele “cliff” and skarb
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“treasure” (lov, 5v, 22v, 27v) next to the more regular skelja and skarb
(Hrin¢., 2:1009). Although particularly frequent in West Ukrainian, purport-
edly under the influence of West Slavic, the above switch in series is
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
Dnieper dialects (Matvijas 2007b, 35), one of the readers of Aleksandrov’s
autograph deemed it necessary to emend the form skarb to skarb. Assimilation
in place of articulation is poorly represented in Aleksandrov’s language,
especially in comparison with that of Kuli§, who tried to render all possible
types of assimilation across morpheme and word boundaries. Leaving aside
the spelling of s¢ytaty “to consider” (lov, 29), Aleksandrov tried to eschew in
most cases marking the assimilation of obstruents, whence scaste “happi-
ness” and sceznuty “to disappear” (ibid., 30v, 31v). Surprisingly, Kuli§ did
not render in his spelling such assimilations as §cezaty, from is-Cezaty “to
disappear” (Shevelov 1979, 485). He employed instead another form
poceznuty (Yov, 1869, 11; also Psal‘ma 1), cited by Zelexivs kyj in Tymko
Padura’s writings (Zel., 2:1062). It is noteworthy that Aleksandrov used
another form, pozceznut’ (lov, 7v).

Overall, Kuli§ 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
of Job is permeated with forms like 3 sg. pres. 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.
xovaesse “to hide” and 2 sg. non-past posmijesse “to laugh” [lov, 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 s». The form s popelu can be opposed
to zpersu “at first” in Aleksandrov’s translation (Jov, 12v) where z- is a
voiced reflex of the preposition s» (in the environment before the voiceless
consonant) in compliance with a phonemic protensity system as postulated
for the bulk of the eastern Ukrainian dialects (Danylenko 2006¢, 189—190).

As far as morphology is concerned, Aleksandrov demonstrated a
strong predilection for southeastern Ukrainian features, which are also
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found in the scriptural translations of Oleksander Navroc’kyj and Panas
Myrnyj (Hrycenko 2007, 28). For instance, Aleksandrov tended to drop
almost regularly the ending -#" in 3 sg. present tense forms of modern
second conjugation verbs (e.g., hovore “to speak,” love “to catch”; see also
contracted forms of first conjugation verbs like spasa “to save,” umyra “to
die,” and many others [lov, 22, 23, 8, 8v], typically attested in Southeast
Ukraine and elsewhere [see Vas¢enko 1957, 222-225; Matvijas 2006, 63]).
As in Kulis’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” (lov, 10v, 14), whence secondary (analog-
ical) infinitives with palatalized stem consonants like ouprosjuvaty “to
implore,” zaxvatjuvaty “to seize,” and the like (ibid., 29v, 31; Zylko 1966,
255). As parallel forms, Aleksandrov made use of synthetic and analytic
future tense forms like Jjakatymut” (3 pl. fut.) “to scare” and xodyty bude (3
sg. fut.) “to walk” ({lov, 27v, 28) respectively, although he seemed to prefer
the synthetic form, a tendency also discerned in Kulis.

In nominal morphology, Aleksandrov’s language showed regular local
features that were, in part, also paralleled in Kuli§’s writings of that period.
To name just a few of Aleksandrov’s features, there is the dative case ending
-ovi/-evi for masculine animates of the type bohovi “God” and colovikovi
“man,” as well as the locative ending in -ovi/-evi (e.g., v” praxovi “in the
dust” [lov, 8, 11, 26, 27, 32]), and in -ix from -éx», like v"ix” ocix”““in their
eyes” and v” hrudix”““in the breast” (ibid., 29, 30), the neuters ending in -(j)
a like xotinng “wish” and dyxanne “breath” (ibid., 9v, 26v), and so forth.

With regard to morphosyntax, both Aleksandrov and Kuli§ conspic-
uously avoided using archaic constructions, although they demonstrated
minor differences in the use of relative clauses. For this type of subordi-
nation, Aleksandrov preferred using the inflecting relativizer kot(o)ryj
“which, that,” which in the socio-linguistic situation of Sloboda Ukraine
might have been encouraged by the Rus. koforyj (Danylenko 2003a,
188-194,2014a, 188—194). The “true relative subordination [in Ukrainian],”
according to Oleksander Potebnja, was only sporadically rendered with
the help of a native device, that is, the absolutive relativizer sco “that”
(e.g., lov, 31). In this respect, Kuli§ was clearly more oriented toward
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native morphosyntactic patterns. For that reason, he might have retained
the older distributive meaning of the conjunction kot(o)ryj as found in the
expression kotore z nas “which one among us?” (Yov, 1869, 15). At any
rate, use of the inflecting relativizer kot(o)ryj is conspicuously less
common in Kuli§’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 Kulis liberally employed
impersonal constructions with the accusative direct object and the predi-
cate form ending in -no and -fo. 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]” [lov, 24]). It is tempting to
posit for this particular case influence from the Russian parallel passive
construction, wherein an auxiliary designates either the past or future
(Rus. zemlja byla otdana “the land was given [to them]”). In general,
Kulis 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
accusative of time as projected by Popov (1881, 105-110) onto Slavic
material in particular and discussed subsequently by Tymcenko (1928, 3)
for the Ukrainian dialects and folklore. Remarkably, in some parallel
places, both Kuli§ and Aleksandrov used the same independent accusa-
tive of time, but with a characteristic morphological difference: sim den’
i sim nocej in Kuli§ (Yov, 1869, 7) next to sim” den’ y sim” ni¢” “seven
days and seven nights” in Aleksandrov (lov, 4v, Job 2:13). While keeping
the old genitive plural form of the noun den’, Kuli$ resorted to the inno-
vative form nocej with the desinence -¢j as attested in most Ukrainian
dialects and in contrast to the variant -y;j typical of Southwest Ukrainian
(Kernyc'kyj 1967, 95-96; Shevelov 1979, 279-280).> 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 -¢j is commonly regarded as a matter of dialectal prefer-
ence (Shevelov 1979, 279-280; Bevzenko et al. 1978, 105). Flier (1987), however,
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, ni¢” (gen. pl.), influenced most
likely by the appearance of such an ending in the masculine accusative of
time in folkloric texts (Bevzenko et al. 1978, 105) (e.g., sim den” “seven
days,” sim rik and sim hod “seven years” [Tymcenko 1928, 3]).

Yet what stands out most in Aleksandrov’s language is its vocabu-
lary. A cursory comparison of Aleksandrov’s lexemes with their
counterparts in Kuli§’s paraphrase reveals significant differences between
the two translations.

The following pairs (Alexandrov ~ Kulis) are deserving of particular
attention: x/opci (lov, 2v) ~ raby “servants” (Yov, 1869, 5, Job 1:16), kriposnyj
“serf” (lov, 5v) ~ rab “slave” (Yov, 18609, 8), robotnyky “laborers” (lov, 1) ~
celjad’ “household” (Yov, 1869, 3, Job 1:3), vistovyj (lov, 2) ~ vistjanec”
“messenger” (Yov, 1869, 4, Job 1:4), benket (lov, 1) ~ obid “feast” (Yov, 1869,
3, Job 1:4), xoromy (lov, 5v) ~ svitlyci “houses” (Yov, 1869, 8, Job 3:15),
mucytel” (lov, 10v) ~ rozbySaka “tormentor” (Yov, 1869, 15), sater” (lov, 9) ~
namet “tabernacle” (Yov, 1869, 13, Job 5:24), vsederzytel " (lov, 12v, 32, 35v)
~ vsevysnij “The Almighty” (Yov, 1869, 11, Job 8:5), veselost” (lov, 5) ~
radosci “joy” (lov, 7), and, finally, the awkward Sceneta vid” [ vyci (lov, 7) ~
levéuk and levenja “young lion” (Yov, 1869, 10). The latter two lexemes are
well-known diminutive innovations of Kuli§, which are attested in both
Borys Hrin¢enko’s (Hring., 1:886) and Jevhen Zelexivs'kyj’s (Zel., 1:399)
dictionaries.

It is clear that Aleksandrov had a different vision of literary Ukrainian as
compared with the language program of Kulis. 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 x/opotd “vanity” (lov, 24v, Job 15:31) were

declension loc. pl. -ex, the dat. pl. -em, and some other morphophonemic factors. Analogy
was also purportedly at play, according to Zovtobrjux et al. (1979, 190), although projected
onto the period before the loss of jers. Remarkably, Kuli§ 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 Vin " vestaetse ousjudy za Smatkom” xliba
“He wandereth abroad for bread” [lov, 24, Job 15:23]). Despite all his efforts
and literary talent, Aleksandrov did not manage to create what, as early as
1877, was conceived of as a language comprehensible for all Ukrainians,
rather than a mere regional dialect (Studyns kyj 1930, xxxix).

Remaining southeastern Ukrainian at its core, Kuli§’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
[Lov, 25]). In addition to neologisms (e.g., pryvyddja and pryvydky “appari-
tion” [Yov, 1869, 72, 16]), Kulis glossed himself aptly in an idiomatic medium
that, in general, was difficult for Aleksandrov to replicate (e.g., xiba revut’
voly, jak jasla povni? [ibid., 13] as compared with Aleksandrov’s ¢y reve byk”
pry svoim” pijli? “loweth the ox over his fodder?” [lov, 9v, Job 6:5]).

As a result, Kuli§’s discursive strategies proved more virtuoso than
Aleksandrov’s translation of the book of Job. Interestingly enough, this
translation was completed in 1877, the same year Aleksandrov declared
in a letter to Puljuj his plan to create a new high style capable of eclipsing
Kulis’s literary standard.

AT THE CROSSROADS OF POETRY AND PROSE

In the early 1890s, Kuli$ 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
his first translation of the Old Testament had perished in a fire on
6 November 1885, the writer settled down to translate it for the second
time—from scratch! In a letter of 24 April 1895 to Oleksij Biloborodov,
Kulis 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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first translation had been largely distorted by his co-translator, Puljuj, in a
Galician direction (Kuli$ to Biloborodov, §9).

A new translation of the Old Testament was a twofold process. Kuli$
began to work simultaneously on a prose translation (with poetic elements)
and a poetic (versified) one. In a letter of 4 January 1895 to Stepan Nis,
Kulis confided in his friend that he had begun a new translation of the Bible
“in place of that which burnt till the end of the Apocalypse,” thus greeting
him “from verse 21 in chapter 19 of Exodus” (Kuli§ to Nos, 28). In this
project, he was striving to translate “what was prose, in prose, [and] what
was poetic, in verse” inasmuch as “a good quarter of the Old Testament was
written in verse without rhyme” (Kuli$ to Biloborodov, 89). As early as 10
October 1895, Kulis claimed to have reached chapter 15 of the first book of
Moses, while on 19 October, he purportedly completed the translation of
twenty-four full chapters of, to use his words, “the versified Bible” (Voznjak
1928a, 230, 231). This was a totally new type of poetic paraphrase that was
not, alas, completed, due to Kuli§’s untimely death in 1897. In general, he
managed to translate (exclusively in verse) the first book of Moses and the
first four chapters of the second book of Moses (Zelens 'ka 2000, 361; UB).

While working on “the versified Bible,” Kuli§ embarked on a prose
translation of the Holy Scriptures with an eye to offering it subsequently to
the British and Foreign Bible Society. In late December 1894, Kuli§ wrote
in a letter to Myxajlo Pavlyk that he had been busy lately working on “a
prose [Ukrainian] Bible” and had already completed the first book of Moses.
In order to receive feedback from specialists and regular readers, he asked
Pavlyk to publish, as a start, one hundred copies of this translation (Voznjak
1928a, 213). A year later, in a cable to Stepan Nis, Kuli§ confirmed his
intention to publish the translation in small installments and in small
numbers of copies, not more than one hundred pamphlets (Kuli§ to Nos,
28-29). According to Kulis, who was ready to change the order of the books
in the Bible, as had been proposed by some scholars, it would be most
natural to publish the poetic adaptations first, then follow with prose trans-
lations, inasmuch as “our language would not show its principle in prose as
much as in verse” (Kulis to Biloborodov, 91).

Due to unknown reasons, this publication project was not carried out.
This, however, did not discourage Kuli§. In 1896, his perseverance
seemed to have been rewarded by a complete new translation of the Bible,
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as one can glean from the writer’s letter to Vasyl™ Bilozers kyj (1825-
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
even inquired whether Jevhen Tyméenko could find for him a person to
copy his translation of the Old Testament—not the poetic one, but sort of
“our Oxford revised version” (Kulis to Tym¢enko, 101).

Overall, by April 1895, Kuli§ had translated the bulk of the canonical
and some of the deuterocanonical books, both in prose and verse, depending
on the original as interpreted by Emil Friedrich Kautzsch (1841-1910) and
his students, as well as the “poetics” of the individual biblical books. The
following books were translated: Pentateuch (Pjatoknyzze), Joshua (losuja
Nunenko), Judges (Sud'di), Samuel (Samuel "), Kings (Cari), Isaiah (lesaja),
Jeremiah (leremija), Ezekiel (Ezekyjel "), Hosea (Hoseja), Joel (loel”), Amos
(Amos), Obadiah (Obadyja), Jonah (loana), Nahum (Nahum), Habakkuk
(Habakuka), Haggai (Hakhkheja), Zechariah (Zaxaryja), Malachi
(Malejaxyy), and, partially, Job (Hyob) (Kulis to Biloborodov, 89; Zelens 'ka
2000).

Kulis was inclined to group the books in the spirit of some Protestant
scholars, putting poetic translations first and, thus, reflecting the ancient
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 Kulis’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,
Song of Songs, Job, Lamentations, and some of the twelve minor prophets
are presented in their entirety in poetic form. On the other hand, there is no
specific literary category called “Poetic Books”; rather, the threefold divi-
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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particular by Eduard ReuB3 (1804-1891), whose division of the biblical
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 Kuli§ 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 Reuf3’s “analytic”

9, ¢

chronology and Kuli§’s

Reuf}’s “Analytic” Order

Judges, 1 and 2 Samuel, 1 and 2 Kings

Prophets

Pentateuch and Joshua

1 and 2 Chronicles, Ezra, and
Nehemiah

Psalms, Lamentations, Song of
Solomon

Job, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Wisdom
of Jesus Son of Sirach, Wisdom of
Solomon, Jonah, Tobit, Susanna,
Baruch, Prayer of Manasseh

Ruth, 1 and 2 Maccabees, Daniel,
Esther, Judith, 3 Maccabees, Bel
and the Dragon, Jeremiah

poetic” order of the books in the Bible.

Kulis§’s “Poetic” Order

Psalter

Lamentations, Song of
Solomon

Job

Proverbs

Wisdom of Jesus Son of Sirach
Amos, Hosea

Isaiah

Micah, Zephaniah, Nahum,
Habakkuk

Jeremiah

Ezekiel

Prophet (unknown)

Haggai, Zechariah, Obadiah

The grouping chosen by Kuli$ is hardly corroborated in biblical

studies. His is a classification intuitively construed by a poet, not a

biblical scholar. Not surprisingly, Kuli§ placed at the top of the list the

book of Psalms that, in effect, represents as complex a genre as Hebrew

poetry:

The first part will be the Psalter, though not that one that has
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
ascribed to Jeremiah and the Song of Songs, and the third part
will be the book of Job, newly translated (so not the one
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published in 1869), and then all that is versified in the Bible, and
finally, prose books. (Zelens ka 2000, 355)

Each psalm is a self-sufficient unit with a meaning not controlled by an
editor’s narrative commentary (Gillingham 1994, 189). As a highly creative
individual, Kuli§ was charmed by the spontaneity and responsiveness of
Hebrew poetry to life. Using clear poetic conventions, in terms of form as
well as style, the early poets—the psalmists included—were not constrained
by the conventions that Kuli§ 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
impossible to find poetic books outside the Psalter, though the texts of
Proverbs, Song, Job, and Lamentations are highly poetic as compared with
the rest of the canonical and deuterocanonical books (Kugel 1981, 292-304).
One can speak rather about poetry outside the book of Psalms, thus suggesting
poetic pockets within such biblical categories as Law, Prophets, and Writings.

Viewed in hindsight, Kuli§’s grouping might have been influenced
by the contemporary classification of the discrete poetic books (die
poetischen Biicher), comprised of Psalms, Lamentations, Song, Proverbs,
and Job (ReuB3; Kautzsch 1902). The Ukrainian writer intuitively tran-
scended this traditional (analytic) theory by expanding the list of discrete
poetic books. This is why Kuli§’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.

One wonders into what kind of poetic creation Kuli§’s versified Bible
could have ultimately transformed, had he finished his project.

IVAN NECUJ-LEVYC’KYJ TAKES IT PERSONALLY

Unfortunately, in 1897 the death of Kuli§ brought a halt to his work on
the two different translations of the Holy Bible. Despite a severed
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relationship with Kuli§, Puljuj came to rescue the “more practical” (in
his view) project after the death of his old friend. In continuation of
their long cooperation with the British and Foreign Bible Society,
Puljuj persuaded Henry Millard (a son of Edward Millard who had
negotiated the publication of the New Testament after 1885) to buy
the copyright on the prose translation of the Old Testament (Zelens 'ka
2001, 317-318). On 31 July 1901, the representative of the British and
Foreign Bible Society signed a publication contract notwithstanding
the fact that the translation had not yet been completed in its entirety
(Studyns’kyj 1930, Ixv). The Bible Society promised to pay Kuli$’s
widow, Hanna Barvinok, 5,000 gulden, as well as a corresponding
amount to Necuj-Levyc’'kyj, who, by that time, had finished trans-
lating the book of Ruth. Additionally, as Puljuj wrote to Hanna
Barvinok on 7 May 1901, he had translated the bulk of the deuteroca-
nonical books, to wit, 2 and 3 Esdras, Tobit, Judith, Wisdom of
Solomon, Ecclesiastes, the epistle of Jeremiah, Baruch, and 1, 2, and
3 Maccabees. Unfortunately, as Puljuj added, the translation of these
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).

As Puljuj wrote in his autobiography, the manuscript of the whole
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,
and neither was the orthography uniform” (Studyns kyj 1930, Ixv). In a
letter of 23 May 1902 to Kuli§’s widow, Puljuj tried to reassure her that
he had not changed the contents of her late husband’s translation
(Zelens'ka 2001, 338-339). However, he had to take on the revision of
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
text. Puljuj cited several passages from a draft of Kuli§’s translation,
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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Kuli$’s Draft Translation of 1896 Puljuj’s Emendations of 1902

15. ... Ce Barora npo Keiarenkis 15. ... Ce Ti pedi i3 gpomaosrcoykozo

Y ePOMAOSTHCLKOMY HaAMemi. Hamemy, O X cuHoBe Kerara
HECTH MAIOTh.

16. Jornsan xe Dneitazapis 16. €neasap »xe cuH ApoHa
ArapoHeHKa, KepbIIsl, 0is, CBSIIIICHHUKA MaTUME JIOTJISIT Hal
PO CHBITHIILHUK Ta KaJWJIbHI oni€ro IS CBITHIIbHIKA, Ta HaJl
Maxolli U Japu-IIPHHOCH Ka/IWILHAMU TIaXO0IaMU, Ta HaJ|
MOBCSIYAChHI M [TOMa3aJIbHsI- MOBCAKYACHOIO JKEPTBOIO
MaCTHJIBHS OJ1i11: Ta XJTIOHOIO, Ta HaJT MUPOM 1
HaDIAJIaTU-ME B HaJ yCIM MaThMe JIOTIIST HaJl yCiM, 1110 € B
BUTAITUIIEM H 1[0 €ChTh Y HIli, HAJICBSITUHEIO, SIK 1 HaJ[
CHBATWIIAIII 1 TTOCY/Ti- nocymuHOIO ii. (Zelens ka 2001,
3Hapani ii. (Mosej, 315) 338)

Almost all of the proposed corrections were retained in the final
edition of the Bible that came out in 1903. There was, however, another
change introduced into the revised version of the translation—the expres-
sion hromadjans kyj namet was replaced by the more contextually
appropriate sobornyj namet “the tabernacle of the congregation.”

Much earlier, in the 1869 paraphrase, Kulis 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
of Puljuj’s intervention into the fabric of Kuli$’s original translation:

Kuli§’s Translation of 1869 Ukrainian Bible of 1903

15. ... Ce Oyze Tsrap cuHiB 15. Ce Ti 13 cobopHO20 Hamemy, IO
KaaroBux y ckumi ceiouenmsi. cuHoBe Kerara HecTH MarOTh.

16. A na nocnyry €nea3zapa, 16. Eneasap xe, cuH ApoHa
cuHa xepusg OpoHa, Briajgae CBBSIIIICHHUKA, MaTH M€ JIOTJISIT HaJl
onuea Ha CBITIIO, Ta oniero st ChbBITUIBLHMKA Ta HaJl
naxy1ie KaJujo, Ta Ka/IWITHHUMH TTAXOIIAMH, Ta HaJl
IIOJICHHA 1I0Ma XKepTBa, Ta TOBCSIYaCHOFO YKEPTBOIO XJTIOHOIO,
MOMa3yBaJIbHS 01U6d, Ta Ta HaJl MUPOM, Ta JIOTIIST HAJT YCIEr0
JIOTIIST CKUHI 1 BCETO, IO B XpamuHo#o 1 HaJl yCiMm, 1110 € B Hil,
i, y CBSITHHIII, U B Hajj00ax HaJ CbBITHHEIO SIK 1 HAJT

ii. (Pentatevx, 110) nocynuHoro i. (SP, 133)
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[15.... These things are the burden of the sons of Ko’-hath in the
tabernacle of the congregation.

16. And to the office of El-e-a’-zar the son of Aa’-ron the priest
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, Kuli§ employed in this excerpt skynja (svidcennja)
“tabernacle” as a possible version of skynija “tent” (Zel., 2:872). Unlike
the draft translation and the wording proposed by Puljuj, Kuli§ used in
his Pentatevx (Pentateuch) the lexeme olyva “oil” commonly used in
Southwest Ukrainian (Zel., 2:567; EDU, 4:181) as early as the sixteenth
century. At that time, the Latin-Italian term o/yva was borrowed to refer
to the olive oil in parallel to the Old Rusian lexeme mas/yna (Nimcuk
1992, 261). In the Ukrainian-Latin dictionary of Arsenij Korec kyj-
Satanovs kyj and Jepifanij Slavyneckyj, one happens on the following
glosses: maslyna drevo oliva and maslycnyj olivarius (Kor. and Slav.,
113). Clearly, the lexeme olyva, used by Kuli§, might look obsolete in
late nineteenth-century language when compared with olija “oil”—
found, incidentally, in his prose translation of the Bible.

Obviously, Puljuj was doing his best to eliminate all possible short-
comings, including mere lapsus calami such as I koly vmre mrec’ pry
jomu, literally, “and when the deceased dies by him” (Zelens'ka 2001,
338). Puljuj could not stop short of complaining of the excessive use of
Church Slavonicisms in the translation of his friend, implying such forms
as az “L,” slovesa “words,” and hlaholymo (1 pl. pres.) “to speak.”
Nevertheless, as Puljuj concluded, the situation with the manuscript was
very precarious since he was making numerous emendations and even
translating some paragraphs over from scratch (ibid., 339). Despite all the
above, in order to meet the deadline as specified in the contract Puljuj
deemed it necessary to ask Borys Hrin¢enko (1863—1910) (together with
his wife, Marija) for assistance. He also enlisted Ivan Necuj-Levyc kyj, a
literary patriarch well-known in both Dnieper Ukraine and Galicia, and
Oleksij Sljusarcuk, a long-time acquaintance of Puljuj’s who was ulti-
mately assigned the proofreading of the manuscript.
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Hrinc¢enko, who at long last refused to participate in the publication
project, wrote in his letter of 13 June 1901 to Hanna Barvinok that he
could not collate the manuscript with the original held at that time in the
Cernihiv Museum of the late Vasyl” Tarnovs kyj, Jr. (11899). All in all,
there were three reasons for his refusal to cooperate with Puljuj. First,
Kulis$’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 Kuli§’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
expect, wondered Hrincenko, from a foreign compositor preparing
galley proofs from a copy with mistakes (Studyns'kyj 1930, Ixvi)?
Overall, he argued, in order to successfully carry out the project, the
preparation of the manuscript for publication should be taken on by
only one person (ibid.).

Necuj-Levyc’kyj, who was very close with Kuli§ in the late 1860s
(Voznjak 1928b, 2), was seemingly ready to cooperate, albeit with some
reservations. According to Fedoruk (2000a, 280), Necuj-Levyc kyj might
have met Kulis, his future mentor, for the first time in late 1867. Kuli$
established cordial relations with Necuj-Levyc kyj, whose literary works
devoted to the life of the peasantry seemed to have proved Kuli§’s theory
about the popular character of Ukrainian literature. In the late 1860s,
having strengthened his influence on the editorial policy of the Lviv peri-
odical Pravda, Kulis 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
aftermath of the Valuev Circular of 18 July 1863. Kulis rightly hoped that
the periodical Pravda would be decisive in spreading his literary and
socio-cultural views among Galician and Ukrainian intellectuals,
including young authors like Necuj-Levyc’kyj who happened to be
teaching at that time in the local gymnasium in Siedlce (eastern Poland).

Already during their first meeting, Necuj-Levyc 'kyj was awestruck by
the personality of Kuli§, 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 Kuli§ were
bitterly severed in the period of late 1869 through early 1870 (Studynskyj
1927). Itisno wonder that in a letter of 17 October 1871, Meliton Bucyns kyj
wrote to Myxajlo Drahomanov that it would be a great pity if Necuj-
Levyc’kyj, “a good, polite fellow,” kept contacts exclusively with Kuli§
(Pavlyk 1910, 45). Quite in tune with his younger correspondent,
Drahomanov argued in 1873 that Kuli$, who was purportedly a stubborn
and pedantic person, “stuffed” Necuj’s head with a lot of prejudices so that
the poor lad began mixing the truth with tendentiousness (ibid., 263).

Indeed, Kuli§ was consciously mentoring and steering young Necuj-
Levyc’kyj in literary matters and beyond (Tarnawsky 2015, 33—34). When
Necuj-Levyc'kyj’s story Dvi moskovky (Two Muscovites) appeared in
Pravda in 1868 (Necuj 1869), Kuli§ gave credit to the writer’s outstanding
knowledge of vernacular Ukrainian. As early as 1869, in a letter to
Oleksander Barvins’kyj (2004, 139, fn. 3) in which Kuli§ disparagingly
evaluated the contribution of contemporary Ukrainian writers to the forma-
tion of Ukrainian literature and language, he did praise Necuj-Levyc kyj. In
several subsequent letters, Kuli§ helped Barvins kyj (ibid., 139—152) choose
authors for his Ukrainian literature reader while offering many dogmatic
judgments on the essence of the Ukrainian literary language (Luckyj 1983,
163). According to Kulis, Necuj-Levyc kyj was one of the best Ukrainian
writers and definitely had to be included in Barvins 'kyj’s reader since “much
linguistic erudition reveals itself in Necuj. He goes in the right direction! He
knows all dumys, all songs, all folkloric works!” (Barvins kyj 2004, 139, fn.
3). In this respect, it comes as no surprise that Necuj-Levyc kyj was much
influenced by the authority of Kulis, who was not only his literary mentor
but also a demanding editor of his literary pieces. Kuli§ is known, for
instance, to have meticulously edited Necuj-Levyc'kyj’s novel Prycepa
(The Cocklebur), which was being published in installments in the period-
ical Pravda from February 1868 to December 1868, appearing in issues
12-26 and 28—46. Bucyns kyj was astonished by the corrections that were
made by Kuli$ in the manuscript submitted by Necuj-Levyckyj, noting that
“it was a pity and a fear to look [at them]” (Pavlyk 1910, 106-107).
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As a matter of fact, Kuli§ did not correct only spelling and stylistic
shortcomings. In some cases he crossed out entire sentences, adding
instead his own sentences and even paragraphs. Kuli§ also insisted on
adding stress marks (lacking in the autograph) and using quotation marks
to render dialogue (Voznjak 1928b, 3). Yet all this did not affect in any
way Kuli$’s high opinion of Necuj-Levyc'kyj’s talent and knowledge of
vernacular Ukrainian. This is why, in the late 1860s, Kuli$ sent a draft of
his translation of the book of Psalms to Nec¢uj-Levyc 'kyj, asking him to
look into its language and make as many corrections as possible.
Interestingly, Necuj-Levyc'kyj offered in the manuscript numerous
emendations that, however, did not make their way into the final version
of the translation, although some of them were certainly correct. To illus-
trate Necuj-Levyc'kyj’s masterful use of Ukrainian, it suffices to cite
here, according to Fedoruk (2000a, 282, fn. 19), his most revealing
corrections. Instead of vydumky lukavi in Kuli§ (Psaltyr, Rataj, 120),
Necuj-Levyc kyj offered vyhadky lukavi “devices” (Ps 10:2). Instead of v
horni mene pereplavyv (Psaltyr, Rataj, 129), he suggested v horni mene
peretopyv “[thou] hast tried me” (Ps 17:3), where (pere)topyty seemed to
him more Ukrainian (see Hrin¢., 2:783) in comparison to 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, Rataj, 152,
Ps 30:3), Necuj-Levyc kyj proposed the verb zrusyty instead of dvyhnuty
“to move,” which might have appeared to him as either a Polish or Church
Slavonic form (Tym¢. 675-676; Vasmer, 1:330). All in all, viewed
through the prism of the vernacular and dialect uniformity of Necuj-
Levyc’kyj’s language, Kuli$’s translation demonstrated a wider array of
linguistic elements, from Church Slavonic to western Ukrainian and
Polish. Fedoruk (2000a, 282) wondered why Kuli§ did not take into
consideration Necuj-Levyckyj’s recommendations. Perhaps Kuli§ could
not accept Necuj-Levyc'kyj’s corrections because they looked to him
“too uniformly vernacular” to be incorporated into his encoded language,
open as it largely was to both internal structural innovations and external
influences.

Weak as the relevant evidence can be, Kuli§ may have personally
invited Necuj-Levyckyj to cooperate with him in the translation of the
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Bible. In the late 1860s, while staying in Warsaw, Kuli§ was taking lessons
in Hebrew with a local rabbi and suggested that Necuj-Levyc'kyj likewise
take lessons. As written in a letter of 27 March 1905 to Puljuj, Necuj-
Levyc'kyj (1968, 443) declined Kulis’s offer, although he did not explain
why. Be that as it may, one should bear in mind that Kuli§’s work on the
history of Ukraine was heavily criticized by populists, among them Necuj-
Levyc’kyj. This may be among the reasons Kuli$ severed once and for all
his relationship with his former protégé (Fedoruk 2000a, 286287, fn. 37).

In a letter of 10 February 1902 to Puljuj, Necuj-Levyc'kyj (1968,
393) dared to express some reservations about the quality of Kuli$’s transla-
tion. By that time Necuj-Levyc'kyj had completed his part of the
translation, which, arguably, was not itself flawless. In Kuli$’s translation,
according to Necuj-Levyc kyj, there was, among other shortcomings, no
consistency in the rendition of most biblical names. In some places, as he
was informed by a copyist working with Kuli§’s manuscripts, Kulis left
pairs of the type Abraham and Abrajam for A’-bra-ham (Gen 35:12) or
Jakob and Jakov for Ja'-cob (Gen 42:1). Moreover, in Ne€uj-Levyc'kyj’s
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 and the like. For this reason, Necuj-Levyc kyj (1968, 392) asked
Puljuyj to “correct the names, basing them on one form, which he would
deem necessary,” or simply to restore those forms that had been intro-
duced in the translation of the New Testament.

Yet in the same letter Necuj-Levyckyj hastened to add that he, person-
ally, would prefer popular forms of ethnic designations as commonly used
in Ukraine: bohuslavci, korsunci, steblivci, dac’kivci, semyhorci, all
referring to the inhabitants of particular villages and towns. Necuj-
Levyc’kyj, who highly esteemed Kuli$’s literary and language talent
(Antonovy¢ 1969, 21; Necuj-Levyc'kyj 1968, 471), singled out in his
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
Jjehyptjany, appearing congruent with, for example, kyjany and not kyjanci
“inhabitants of Kyiv”’ (Necuj-Levyckyj 1968, 392).

Puljuj (or rather Sljusar¢uk, who edited Kuli§’s translation) did
not take into consideration Necuj-Levyc kyj’s recommendations with
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regard to ethnic name forms. In the final version of the Bible that
appeared in 1903, not only Kuli§’s but also Necuj-Levyc'kyj’s forms
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
Borys Hrin¢enko, Teodor Vytvyc'kyj, and Jevhen Zelexivs'kyj. The
last of these, for instance, recorded only ehypetnyk or ehyptjanyn
“Egyptian” (Zel., 1:213). Ironically, final substitutions as sanctioned
by Puljuj prevailed, to use the biblical saying, against wisdom. As far
as the ethnic designations were concerned, Necuj-Levyc'kyj did not
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
is the fact that in his later writings Sevéenko was gradually expanding
the use of the forms ending in -e at the cost of the forms in ending in
-y (TymosSenko 1968, 152—158; Kernyc'kyj 1967, 53, 55-56). However,
in the writings of Panas Myrnyj the desinence -e in the lexemes with
the suffix -yn- in the singular was rather common (e.g., /jude “people,”
ital 'jane “Italians,” and so forth [Hrycenko 2007, 26]).

Despite his numerous teaching assignments and service outside his
department, Puljuj translated the book of Psalms and edited all five books
of Moses for the future Ukrainian Bible. He also proved very efficient in
managing the publication project. Under his leadership, the entire Ukrainian-
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),
and 1920 (Berlin) (Kyryljuk 1929, 65, 73; Studyn’skyj 1930, Ixx). To be
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 Kuli§’s dream to make the Holy Scriptures
available in Ukrainian in libraries and study-rooms across all Ukraine
(Kulis to Hatcuk, 49).

Who would expect that the first critic of the Ukrainian Bible would
be one of its co-translators, Necuj-Levyc kyj, whose linguistic views
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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
2012, 296)? In the case of the Ukrainian Bible, Necuj-Levyc'kyj was
offended by the intervention of Puljuj into the scriptorial standard set by
Kuli$ and himself. This intervention drove a wedge between the two
regional varieties of literary Ukrainian as practiced in Russian-ruled
and Austro-Hungarian Ukraine (Nim¢uk 2005, 34). In order to under-
stand the nature of Necuj-Levyc'kyj’s criticism, one should bear in
mind that his contribution to the translation hardly compares with that
of Kulis. In fact, Necuj-Levyc'kyj translated a quarter of the Old
Testament from the Protestant German Bible, though largely referring,
as he admitted, to the Russian synodal text (Necuj-Levyc'kyj 1968,
373-374). Taken on the whole, Necuj-Levyc'kyj translated the
following canonical and deuterocanonical books: Ruth, 1 and 2
Chronicles, 1, 2, and 3 Ezra, Nehemiah, Judith, Tobit, Esther, Jeremiah,
Baruch, Daniel, Proverbs, and 1, 2, and 3 Maccabees, as well as the last
psalm in the book of Psalms (otherwise translated by Puljuj). With
regard to the deuterocanonical books, Necuj-Levyc'kyj quite reason-
ably noted in a letter to Puljuj that these books had to be translated since
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.

In a letter of 2 July 1901, as if having a premonition of future misun-
derstanding, Necuj-Levyc'kyj (1968, 383) asked Puljuj to oblige the
British and Foreign Bible Society to have the Bible printed in Kulis’s
phonetic script (kulisivka). He explained that in Russia the etymological
orthography of letters such as 6 was banned, with the exception of
phonetic orthography, even if such a scheme were different slightly from
the system of kulisivka. Puljuj, however, allegedly changed not only the
orthography but also replaced some lexemes and expressions in the trans-
lation made by Necuj-Levyc'kyj and Kuli§ with “obsolete and regional
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Galician words.” In addition to lexical substitutions, Puljuj indiscrimi-
nately used parallel forms like cej ~ sej “this,” se ~ otse ~ oce, a confusion
that, according to Necuj-Levyc kyj, was inexcusable (ibid., 467).

The main argument in Necuj-Levyc'kyj’s (1968, 451) logic was that
his own standard represented “a spoken popular language of our time as
used in all Central Ukraine, even the whole of Ukraine, save for the Cernihiv
region, Galicia, as well as a small zone of the eastern Polissian dialect.”
Forms like cej “this,” myni/mini (dat.) “to me,” and davnise “earlier” were
commonplace in this language. For this reason, he was following the
popular language of Sevéenko rather than of Kulis, a native of the Cernihiv
region (ibid., 455), because the latter made use of forms not attested in
Central Ukraine. This was a desperate, cantankerous revelation from an old
writer who unexpectedly felt that he was losing ground in his fight against
the presumed “Galician vogue” in the written language of his time.

Determined to fight to the last, Necuj-Levyc'kyj (1968, 473—-474)
sent an official complaint to the British and Foreign Bible Society in
October 1907 in which he accused Puljuj of willful intervention into “the
pure Ukrainian language” of Kuli§ and himself in the translation of the
Bible. Puljuj, according to him, changed “not only some Ukrainian
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
words” (ibid., 473). For this reason, Necuj-Levyc kyj (ibid., 474) asked
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 Kuli§ 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).

Necuj-Levyc kyj was particularly upset by “the defective and very
unpractical diacritic orthography of Zelexivs'kyj” (Ne¢uj-Levic kyj
1907, 326). Endorsing the regular phonetic rendition of the assimilation
of consonants like molyssja (2 sg. pres.) “to pray” in Kuli§’s authentic
spelling, Necuj-Levyc'kyj could hardly accept the Zelexivka that was
designed by Jevhen Zelexivs'kyj (along with Sofron Nedil'skyj) for
Malorusko-nimeckyj slovar (The Little Russian-German Dictionary)
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(Zel., 1:viii). Leaving aside cultural differences in spelling practice in
Galicia and Dnieper Ukraine there was, to be sure, a linguistic reason
behind Necuj-Levyc kyj’s posture of angry defiance.

To understand the introduction, to use Necuj-Levyc'kyj’s words, of
dvojenije allyluja (“doubling of Hallelujah™), that is, the use of two dots
in the letter i as practiced in Galicia (Necuj-Levic’kyj 1912, 7), one
should remember that the Zelexivka was premised on those Ukrainian
dialects where the dentals d, ¢, z, s, and ¢ and the sonorants #, /, and 7 are
palatalized in the environment before 7 from ¢ and etymological e, while
remaining plain in the environment before i from the etymological o,
whence the opposition of did “grandfather,” ¢ ‘itka “aunt,” ~ dim “house”
(Zovtobrjux et al. 1979, 287). This model is attested in West Ukrainian
(excluding its southern part), namely in much of the Dniester and southern
and eastern Volhynian, as well as in Podolja dialects (Nazarova 1972, 18).
Since Necuj-Levyc'kyj’s language standard, particularly its phonetics,
was modeled primarily on Southeast Ukrainian, it becomes clear he did
not endorse “doubling of Hallelujah” as represented in the Zelexivka, see
did [nba-] “grandfather” (Zel., 1:184), with a reference to the etymolog-
ical jat’, titka “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 7 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
Dnieper Ukraine on the other. For instance, Borys Hrinc¢enko, whose
dictionary was premised largely on southeastern Ukrainian orthoepy,
adduced both practical and pedagogical arguments against the imple-
mentation of this letter in Russian-ruled Ukraine (Lesjuk 2003, 35). To
reach a consensus, the Galicians, according to Hrin¢enko, had to make
use of the apostrophe to distinguish between r ja and rja, write the
reflexive particle sja together with the verbs, and drop the soft sign
before v in words like s vit “world” (Kryms 'kyj 1929, 185). Exactly the
opposite was done by Puljuj, who presumably followed the instructions
of his friend Sljusarcuk.

In his criticism of Puljuj’s voluntary editorship, Necuj-Levyc kyj
(1968, 434, 398) was ready to accept Kuli§’s excessive use of archaisms: for

187



188 PART | m THEBIBLE

despite their occasional disagreements, Kuli§ always remained an utmost
authority for Necuj-Levyc'kyj in language issues (Antonovy¢ 1969, 42). In
this particular case Necuj-Levyc kyj made a considerable concession, since
the issue of the archaization of Ukrainian was of primary significance in his
linguistic system. He had long been protesting against excessive and “deep”
archaization of the language. Over the last fifty years, written Ukrainian had
changed so much in the Kyiv and Poltava regions that, according to Necuj-
Levyc’kyj, one had not simply to go but to run after the vernacular in order
to keep up. Reminded in 1907 of his disparagement of publication of the
Bible in Ukrainian, Nec¢uj-Levyc kyj (1968, 468) put aside for a moment
his disagreement with the archaizing principle of Kuli§ and instead recalled,
quite sympathetically in a letter to Lobodovs'kyj, the proposal of Kulis to
discard the Galician written language entirely.

From the modern point of view, it is rather difficult to determine to what
extent Puljuj went beyond his editorial authority in finalizing the manuscript
for publication. One should recall that Kuli§ himself was unsatisfied with the
orthography adopted in the first editions of the New Testament. As he wrote
in a programmatic letter of 26 August 1881 to Oleksander Barvinskyj on the
principles of spelling, the orthography employed in the New Testament was
not his but had been introduced by Puljuj (Barvins kyj 2004, 202), whence a
feeling of bitterness expressed by Kuli§ in some other letters (Studyns'kyj
1930, xxxix—xl). Yet, despite Kuli§’s remarks, Puljuj seemed to have always
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 Kuli§’s death, working frantically on the
collation of the copies made in Cernihiv and managing the entire publication
project, Puljuj’s pursuit of the all-Ukrainian message of the “Rusian Bible”
might have been sidelined under pressure from the regional (Galician) para-
digm of literary language and culture.

Quite revealing, in this respect, is Puljuj’s letter to Kuli§’s widow
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
so vehemently renounced by Necuj-Levyc'kyj. Puljuj began with the
matter of some words that, according to Necuj-Levyc'kyj, had been
substituted for Kuli§’s own lexemes, like ¢ambul “detachment of Tatars
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or Cossacks” (Zel., 2:1060), nadoluzyty skodu “to rectify a damage”
(ibid., 1:475), strebuvaty “to demand,” blahyj “good, virtuous” (ibid.,
1:31), and Stukars kyj “skillful” (Zelens'ka 2001, 360). As was jotted
down by Hanna Barvinok in the margins of this letter, Necuj-Levyc kyj
would prefer Stucnyc kyj instead (ibid. fn. 1). The latter proposition was
well grounded in the writer’s view on language. Thus, among other
neologisms derived with the help of the suffix -ist’, Necuj-Levyc kyj
propagated the word stucnist” “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,” naxy! “inclination”
[Muromceva 1985, 15], and pryljubljaty “to like, love” [Hrin¢., 2:428]).

Complaining of editorial hardships, Puljuj added that he himself
edited only five books of Moses and Ruth. The rest was done by
Sljusarcuk in conformity with norms established in advance by Puljuj.
Since Necuj-Levyc’kyj submitted a translation already proofread,
Sljusaréuk was purportedly instructed to unify only the system of
spelling (Zelens'ka 2001, 360). In conclusion, Puljuj contended that
the language of the translation of the Holy Scriptures, including its
phonetic script, belonged to Kulis (ibid., 361). He reminded his inter-
locutors that, as early as 1870, while translating the New Testament,
Puljuj and Kuli$ had it in mind to set up foundations for a new literary
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 Kuli§ particularly appreciated (ibid.).

Nevertheless, Puljuj’s alleged failure to remain loyal to Kulis$’s legacy
is only one side of the coin. The overall situation regarding the preparation
of the manuscript will remain incomplete unless we mention also Necuj-
Levyc’kyj’s participation in this project, however insignificant it may look
in the light of Puljuj’s corrections. Well informed about prerequisite condi-
tions set by the British and Foreign Bible Society for vernacular translations
of the Holy Scriptures, Puljuyj tried to eliminate poetic passages in the trans-
lation of Kuli§, since retaining them would violate the principle of adequate
translation as adopted by the Bible Society. He may have asked Necuj-
Levyc'kyj to help him edit Kuli§’s translation to make it “less poetic,”
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especially those books which were traditionally identified as poetic
(Kautzsch 1902), namely, Psalms (which Puljuj volunteered to translate in
prose), Song of Solomon, Job, Proverbs, Wisdom of Jesus Son of Sirach,
and the prophetic writings (Gillingham 1994, 123).

As a result, Necuj-Levyc'kyj tried to use prose in those parts of
Kulis’s translation where the poetic rendering appeared too obvious, or
simply to slightly change Kulis’s syllabotonic meter so that it would look
less poetic overall. Yet his corrections were minimal and delicate. As
Necuj-Levyc'kyj (1968, 386) mentioned in one of his letters to Borys
Hrincenko, he had just persuaded the widow that “nobody even thinks
about correcting the work of the late Kuli§ as regards the contents, but
only in what is pertinent to the form (of the prophet Isaiah).” Naxlik (2007,
2:281) argued that despite all the efforts of the editors, including Necuj-
Levyc'kyj, one sporadically encounters residual instances of poetic
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
15:1-8), compiled in fourteen-syllable meter without a rhythm scheme
(kolomyjka), which, according to him, was intentionally printed in prose.
In some other places, the original translation, after such an editing, gives
an impression of incondite (in fact, distorted) versification.

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:

Kuli$’s Translation of 1903

1. ... Oii cpmiBaitmMo x [1. ... I will sing unto the Lord, for
Tocnozesi, ciaBHO 60 he hath triumphed gloriously:
TIPOCTIABUBCH, 1 KOHS 1 13mer1s the horse and his rider hath he
BiH [TIOBBEpPraB y MOpe. thrown into the sea.

2. Tocnonp, cua Mos i BelTn, 2. The Lord is my strength and
OyB MOIM psaTyHKOM. Bin Mmiit song,
bor, i s criopymxy moM oMy and he is become my salvation;
npeciaBHuil. Bo3uecy iforo, he is my God, and I will prepare
npociasito bor-otirs him an habitation; my father’s

Oaroro. God, and I will exalt him.
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3. l'ocogb—MyX 00iB CTpaIICHHUH, 3. The Lord is a man of war:
Ha ims ['ocrons BiH. the Lord is his name.

4. Konecuumi B @apaoHa i TOJIKH- 4. Pha’-raoh’s chariots and
notyru boxa cuna noromnuna, his host hath he cast
TIOBBEpTraJia B MOpe, 1 BUOpaHe into the sea: his chosen
OTaMaHHE MOTOHYJIO B MOpi; JIMIApi HAL  captains also are
JIUIAPSIMA 3TUHYITN B YepBOHIM. drowned in the Red sea.

5. I'muOuHs iX moBKpHUBaa 1o Bci 5. The depths have covered
BIUYHU POKH; OB KAMIHHE ITOTOHYJIH Y them: they sank into the
MOPIO TITHOOKIM. bottom as a stone.

6. T'ocnionie! TBost mpaBws 6. Thy right hand, O Lord, is

BcIaBmiiack B rotysi; [ocmome! Tost become glorious in power:
JICCHUIIS Bopora 3ryomna. (SP, 69) thy right hand, O Lord,

hath dashed in pieces the
enemy.] (Ex 15:1-6)

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
include generally a terse style and figurative language, more specifically
ellipses, changes in word order, word-pairing, word-plays, chiasmus, and
repetition, all of which Kuli§ 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 Kuli$’s translation of Moses’
prayer in the second book of Moses (Ex 15:1-18) as poetry supposedly
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
Kuli§ under the influence of contemporary biblical scholarship. If any
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 Kuli§ 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
therefore called hexameter, was undoubtedly a flexible poetic device used
widely throughout the literature of ancient Israel (Gillingham 1994, 54,
58-59), so the iambic meter was the key criterion for determining Kuli§’s
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
syllabotonic versification in Kuli§ “was, to be sure, anachronism,” or
“inertia” of the outdated romantic cult of paraphrases that was replaced
by vers libre in the modern translations of Ivan Ohijenko and Ivan
Xomenko-Pljuta. It is true that biblical verse is elusive and reflects much
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 Kuli§ 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:

Kuli§’s Translation of 1903

27. I mpocstir Moiicelt pyky cBoro  [27. And Mo’-ses stretched forth

28.

TIOHAJT MOPEM, 1 TI04YaJI0
BEpTaTHCh MOpPE PaHIIIHBOIO
JI000F0 710 CBOET TIOTYTH.
ErumnTii >x MeTHyHCH
HaBIIPOTH HOTO, i CKUIaB
T'ocnons Erumtii B 6e304H10
MOPCBKY.

I Bepranuce Boau, Ta i
3aTOIMMIM KOJICCHMIII, i
KOMIHFIKA 3 YCIEFO MTOTYTOI0
@®apaoHOBOLO, 110

HOBBiXO,Z[I/UII/I 3a HUMU B MOpE.

(SP, 69)

28.

his hand over the sea, and the
sea returned to his strength
when the morning appeared;
and the E-gyp’-tians fled
against it; and the Lord over-
threw the E-gyp’-tians in the
midst of the sea.

And the waters returned, and
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.
(Ex 14:27-29)
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Comparing the two renditions of the same event, one can argue that
Kulis’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 Kulis in his
later years.

Luckily, the intervention of Necuj-Levyc'kyj, in his turn upset by
changes introduced by his Galician collaborators and more so by Puljuj,
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-
rial emendations made by Puljuj and Sljusarc¢uk, Kuli§’s translation did
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

Unlike Necuj-Levyc'kyj, who criticized Puljuj only for his distortion of
the central Ukrainian literary standard, Franko published in 1904 a rather
scurrilous review of the translation (Franko 1982; see also Danylenko
2009b). The reviewer contended that Kulis’s translation did not justify
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.’
Unfortunately, as Franko claimed, Kuli§ 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 Yet, extrapolating Zytec'kyj’s (Ziteckij 1905, 29) opinion about the translation of the
New Testament onto the 1903 Bible, it becomes apparent that Kulis 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 Kuli$’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, Kuli§ resorted, in
Franko’s opinion, to obsolete Church Slavonicisms like the old aorists
rece and hlahole (3 sg.) “to say,” nouns of the type vojinstvo “army,”
hlasy “voices,” pecali “griefs,” and so forth (ibid.).

As a result, Kuli§’s translation, according to Franko, proved much
less comprehensible for the common people. This made the critic offer
his own “popular” translation of chapters 1 and 2 in the first book of
Moses, premised on a critical reading of the Greek translation and the
Hebrew original (Franko 1982, 276-277, 285-287). The Galician writer
admitted that his translation was not perfect either, though he claimed it
was much better than that made by Kulis:

Franko’s Translation Kuli§’s Translation

Thasa 1 Tonosa 1

1. Ha nouartky, xonu bor comeopus 1. ...V nouarky comeopus bor
He0O 1 3eMITIO, HEeOO Ta 3eMJIIO.

2. a3emuis Oyna guouma i 2. 3emust x Oyna nycma i
HeenopsoKo8ana 1 nimoema nycmoutis, 1 mempsea nexana
Jexana Ha Mopi 1 1yx Boxkwuii HaJl Oe300Her0; 1 1yX boxuit
CHJIIB Ha BOJIAX, NIUPSIB TIOHA BOJIAMH.

3. Toni cka3as bor: “Hexaii Oyne 3. I peue Bor: Hacrans, cBite!
cBiTino!” I cramocs cBiTIO. I macraB cBiT. (SP, 5)

(Franko 1982, 276)

[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.

3. And God said. Let there be light: and there was light.] (Gen 1:1-3)

Apart from numerous textual and critical comments, it is easy to reduce
Franko’s criticism to alleging that a few lexemes employed by Kuli§ were
unsuitable. First, Franko (1982, 279) denounced the pair pusta i pustosnja
“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 Syrjav (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
used side by side the dialectal (Bojk., Huc.) pit'ma “darkness” (Hrinc.,
2:193; Onyskevy¢, 2:76; Pipas and Halas, 140; Bil.-Nos., 282) and several
Church Slavonic and bookish elements such as the non-pleophonic hlava
“chapter,” the present passive participle vydyma “visible,” and sotvoryty
“to create” with a characteristic Church Slavonic prefix. To the contrary,
Kulis used in his translation only two Church Slavonicisms, sotvoryty and
rece, together with two bookish (Ruthenian) words, bezodnja (Berynda, 6)
and pustosnij, first attested in sixteenth-century Ukrainian (khrunt pustosnij
“free ground, land [without settlers]” [1598] [Tym¢. and Nim¢uk, 2:259]).
Yet no dialectism or patent regionalism is found in his translation!

In sum, Franko’s critical appraisal looks narrow and provincial since
even today Kuli§’s translation reads in places like the sonorant King
James Version (Luckyj 1983, 151; Lypa 1939, 51). Trying to reply to the
main opponent of Kuli$’s translation of the Old Testament, Puljuj offered
apt counter arguments, which, if taken out of context, may look exces-
sively biting today (Gajda and Pljacko 1998, 206). First of all, Puljuj
waived off Franko’s criticism of pusta i pustosnja in Kuli$ (incidentally,
not corrected by Puljuj in the final version of their translation) as insignif-
icant and poorly grounded. He noted that Franko’s emendation vydyma j
nevporjadkovana resonated with two translations of the Old Testament,
to wit, the Church Slavonic Elizabeth Bible reprinted by Myxajlo
Dykovs kyj in 1859 in Peremysl” (Pol. Przemysl) (Biblija 1862, 1r) and,
as was admitted by Franko, the Greek text of the Bible:

The Elizabeth Bible Vetus et novum testamentum
(Peremysl’, 1859) (Romae, 1857)

3emaa ke BR NEBHAMMA, ‘H 8¢ y7 v aopatog xat
NEVCT POENA ARATAGTHEVATTOG

As Puljuj (1905, 112—115) further argued, in all other translations,
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): wiiste und leer (the German
Elberfelder Bible of Carl Brockhaus, 1871), wiist und wirre (the Judeo-
German Bible of Ludwig Phillipson, 1874), neslicnd a pustd (the Czech
Bible, 1899), nieksztaltowna i prozna (the Polish Bible, 1899), bez oblicja
i pusta (the Serbian Bible of Vuk Stefanovi¢ Karadzi¢, 1901), sans forme
et vide (the French Bible, 1900), una cosa deserta et vacua (the Italian
Bible, 1903), and, finally, Lat. inanis et vacua. In view of the parallelism
in all the above translations, Puljuj concluded that Franko was too hasty
to charge Kuli§ with some inconsistency in translating the underlying
Hebrew terms tohii wabohu “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 Kuli§ 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 Kulis.

As one can glean from Franko’s review of Kuli§’s translations, the
form rece was the main bone of contention in his line of criticism. Yet,
surprisingly, this form was favored not only by Kuli$ but also by other
translators of the Holy Scriptures, in particular Volodymyr Aleksandrov,
Oleksander Navroc’'kyj, and Myxajlo Lobodovs’kyj. Paradoxically,
Lobodovskyj used the old aorist form rece in the future tense meaning.
Consequently, viewed through the prism of the vernacular make-up of
the entire translation, this form together with Alaholaty “to say,” also
occurring in various contemporary translations, could serve in the lofty
narrative as an archaizing embellishment (Ziteckij 1905, 32).

IVAN PULJUJ MAKES HIS RIPOSTE

On the whole, Puljuj tried to follow those principles of archaization
that had been applied by Kuli$ in his translation of the Old Testament
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as well as in his paraphrases of the Psalms (Psaltyr’, Rataj). The main
difference between the two authors was likely to lie in the ratio of
archaic, folkloric, and vernacular devices borrowed from Southwest or
Southeast Ukrainian and their configuration in the corresponding
portions of the translation. A cursory survey of these translations shows
that Puljuj’s was almost exclusively premised on his native dialect with
an array of regional and antiquated elements, although Horbac (1988,
63) saw ‘“a great resemblance, even identity” between Kuli§’s para-
phrases and Puljuj’s translation of the Psalms. Among obvious western
Slavic (Polish) borrowings and dialectisms in Puljuj’s translation, one
can cite the following lexemes: ovoci “fruits” (SP, 506, Ps 1:3), bramy
“gates” (SP, 509, Ps 9:14), hrib “open sepulcher” (SP, 507, Ps 5:9;
Zel., 1:159), sxovysko “lurking place” and zapopasty “to catch” (SP,
509, Ps 10:8, 9; Zel., 2:940), postil” “couch” next to ChSl. /oze “bed”
(SP, 508, Ps 6:6)—both attested in the dictionary of Jevhen Zelexivs kyj
(Zel., 1:411; 2:718)—and zeliznyj “of iron” (SP, 506, Ps 2:9; Zel.,
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 “Speiserdhre,” that is, “gullet” [Verxrats’kyj
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,
however, Puljuj used such forms without any ikavism (e.g., narod in
Psalm 59 [PS, 530, Ps 59:11]). Horbac¢ (1988, 64) assumed that Puljuj
might have unwittingly overlooked this and some other similar forms
when consulting the original translation made by Kulis.

According to Horbac (1988, 60), the phraseology, vocabulary, and
even some grammatical patterns are largely similar in Kuli§ and Puljuj,
an assumption that is open to doubt. To illuminate the factual state of
this alleged similarity, it is expedient to compare translations of Psalm
1 in Rataj’s Psaltyr’, originally published anonymously in 1868 in the
periodical Pravda (Psal’'ma 1), and in Puljuj’s translation of the book
of Psalms:
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Rataj’s Paraphrase

bBraowcennuii, XTo Ty HE XOOUTh,
1€ pagy paisiTh Heuecmuei,
XTO CTEXKY TPIITHUKIB MIHAE,
cepe/1 3IOPIKIB He cinae;

a MpUXUIAETh-cs 10 bora,
BCIM ceplEeM, JI0 Oro 3aKoHy,
PO 3aI0Bi/Ib HOTO CHBATYIO

1 JIeHb 1 HiY COOy MIpKYE.

1 6yne Bin—s1k 100pe dpeso,
[I0CaJPKEHE KOJIO KPUHMI],

o B IOPY 11000M TIPOIBBITAE
1 JINCT HOTO HE OTajac:

1116 BiH Hi poOHTb, IO HI MEopUMbL—

Tocnoos fioMy nmomomarae.
He Tak, He Tak neqaunm Oyne:
MOYE3HYTh, K MUJIUHA B TOJT
SIK BiTEp IHJI 3 3eMJIi 3METaE,
TaK CIIiJ] IX MapHO MoTHuoac.
OT0-K HE BCTOSITh Heuecmusi
MIPOTHU Oraeux JIFOACH Ha Cy/i,
1 cujIa epiwHux NaHyBaTH

y pani npaseonux ue oyne.
Tocnoodws 60 npasednux nOpory
13 HeOa OaunThH-HA3MpaE,

a nymo NeAaYni Heyecmusux
Ha 8iKu 8i4HI NOUOAE.

(Kulis 1909, 3:107-108)

Puljuj’s Translation

1. Braoswcennuii 90JI0BIK, 110 HE
XOJIUTh Ha pajay 0e300KHUX 1
HE CTYIIa€ CIiI0M 3a
rpilTHUKaMH, aHi 3acifae Ha
300pax 3MOpIKiB,

2. Ho B 3akoni Iocnooa mo0y-
€ThCSL U POBMHUILLUISIE O 3aKOHT
Horo neHsb 1 Hiy!

3. 1 Oyne BiH sIK 1epeBo Mmoca-
JKCHE HaJ] BOJUCTUMH [TOTOKAMH,
10 TIPUHOCSTH OBOYi CBOT Y
HOpY CBOIO, 1 KOTPOTO JIKCT HE
BSIHE,

1 1110 BiH TBOPHUTb, BCE YNAETHCS
romy.

4. He tak 0e300)kHi: BOHH, K
TIOJIOBA, 110 BiT€p PO3HOCHTE.

5. Tomy He BCTOSTH 0€300XKHI Ha
cyni, aHi epiwni y 300pi
npaseonux;

6. 3Hae 60 [ 0cnoob PO TOPOTy
npaseonux, a A0pora
0e300kHUX me3He. (SP, 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.

5. Therefore the ungodly shall not stand in judgement, nor sinners 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)

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.
Chronologically, it is quite possible that Puljuj might have largely bene-
fited from the work of his predecessor, thus retaining some of Kuli$’s
Church Slavonic and innovative forms (Horba¢ 1988, 60), although
vectors of influences are hard to determine for other psalms and their
paraphrases.

To take the first verse as an example, Puljuj kept ChSI. blazennyj
“blessed” in collocation with the vernacular colovik (consider Rataj’s
neologism zlorika ““a scornful person”), while dropping another Church
Slavonicism, necestyvi (pl.) “ungodly” for the vernacular bezbozni, used
also in all other verses of this psalm. Surprisingly, Puljuj introduced pleo-
phonic derevo instead of ChSl. drevo “tree” and a vernacular form §cezne,
with word-initial assimilation in place of articulation, instead of pohybaje
(3 sg. pres.) “to perish,” encountered in Rataj. Puljuj also changed 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,” zbirnycka “focus,” zbirnysce “reservoir,” and the
like (Zel., 1:284). On the other hand, Rataj employed some Church
Slavonicisms that are not attested in Puljuj’s text (e.g., blahi ljude “the
righteous” and na viky vicni “forever”). Among vernacular and folkloric
forms in Rataj’s language, it is worthwhile mentioning stezka “path,”
krynycja “well,” kolo “close to,” mirkuvaty “to think,” poceznuty “to
disappear” (Zel., 2:728; Hring., 2:395), and radu radyty “to be in session.”
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Statistically, one can reveal another significant difference between
the two versions of Psalm 1. To begin with, there are seventeen Church
Slavonicisms in the paraphrase of Rataj and only six Slavonic forms in
Puljuj’s translation. At first glance, these figures look strange given the
secular message of Rataj’s paraphrase, and more Church Slavonic forms
would seem more fitting for the literal translation made by Puljuj. It is
tempting to assume that a limited number of Church Slavonicisms in
Puljuj’s text might have been censored by Kuli$ (and eventually by Puljuj
himself) because the Galician and Transcarpathian Russophiles commonly
used such antiquated forms in their jazycije. Unlike variegated folkloric,
vernacular, bookish, and Church Slavonic lexical devices employed by
Rataj, the translation of Puljuj appears more uniform. The presence of
Church Slavonicisms, sometimes unobtrusively used by Puljuj, is enhanced
by regionalisms serving as additional archaizing factors from the perspec-
tive of Central Dnieper speakers.

In Puljuj’s translation, as was mentioned, there are entire Church
Slavonic phrases excepted from or influenced by the Slavonic text (e.g.,
Hospod', sco sydyt” na nebesax, “[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 ovoci “fruits” and the inflecting relativizer kotryj
“which.” Quite remarkably, the former lexeme occurs only a few times in
the translation made by Pylyp Moracevs kyj, who instead resorted to the
Central Dnieper lexeme ovos¢ inherited most likely from the Ukrainian
recension of Church Slavonic (PSepjurs ka-Ovc¢arenko 1988, 239). The
relativizer kot(o)ryj occurs, on balance, in parallel with the indigenous
absolutive relativizer §co, represented cross-dialectally. In other psalms
translated by Puljuj, one notices a drastic increase in present active parti-
ciples, often ending in ChSl. -s¢yj, or their substantivized forms (e.g., vsi
dilajuci bezzakonnje “all ye workers of iniquity” [SP, 508, Ps 6:8], spas-
ajuscyj [m.] “savior,” strily paljasci “burning arrows” [SP, 508, Ps 7:2,
13], and bojascyxsja [gen. pl.] joho “[them] that fear him” [SP, 519, Ps
34:7]; here also belongs a substantivized past participle form pomersyj
[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 sc¢o “that” (although without a resumptive
pronoun), a construction attested cross-dialectally and especially in
Kuli$’s translation of the Old Testament (e.g., polova, Sco viter roznosyt’
“the chaff which the wind driveth away” [SP, 506, Ps 1:4]).

Following Horba¢ (1988, 64), one should also take into consideration
Russian forms attested sporadically in Puljuj’s translation such as Sahy
“goings” (SP, 511, Ps 17:5)literally “steps,”—vazvratylys’ (pl. pret.)
“[they] are corrupt” (SP, 510, Ps 14:1), sljatysja “to wander up and down”
(SP, 530, Ps 59:15), and zasc¢yta “defence” (SP, 530, Ps 59:16). Though
outweighed by Church Slavonicisms proper, their archaizing effect is even
more obvious in conjunction with native, southwestern Ukrainian forms
(e.g., lyéyt” s pivaty “[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, 518, Ps 32:9; Verxratskyj 1902, 478], xovzkyj “slippery”
[SP, 519, Ps 35:6; Zel., 2:1042], and cekaty “to wait” [SP, 519, Ps 33:20]).

In sum, the above means, varied as they may seem, make the transla-
tion of Puljuyj less colorful in comparison with Rataj’s paraphrases. Indeed,
these paraphrases were primarily designed by Kuli§ 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
were any residual resemblance between Rataj’s Psaltyr” and the translation
of Puljuj, as suggested by Horbac (1988, 64), it could be ascertained through
the configuration of the corresponding stylistic devices, instead of mere
statistics. At the time of his death, Kuli§ had acquired undeniable authority
in literary matters as well as in the codification of new literary Ukrainian
encompassing different literary traditions and linguistic elements. As a
follower of his friend’s talent, Puljuj managed to synthesize in his transla-
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
other (Tkac 2007, 52-91). Unlike the vernacular-based language employed
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 Kuli§’s translation of the Bible appears, therefore, less
than persuasive. Importantly, despite Puljuj’s editing of Kulis’s translation,
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 rece (3
sg. pres.) “to say” (Kuli§ 1909, 2:203, 246, etc.).* It is true that Kuli§ could
not resist combining Church Slavonicisms with vernacular elements, some-
times rendering biblical personal and place names primarily under the
southeastern Ukrainian guise. To adduce just one of the most representative
examples, Kuli§ (like Necuj-Levyc'kyj) consistently used patronymics
with a distinctive eastern Ukrainian suffix -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 Milka, docka
Harana, a genitive possessive construction used also by Ivan Ohijenko and
Ivan Xomenko-Pljuta in their translations of the Bible (Horba¢ 1988, 56).

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 Kuli§ in his transla-
tion of the Bible.

HOW SHOULD IT SOUND?

In order to ascertain the most representative features of the 1903 Bible, it
is expedient to juxtapose it with the poetic paraphrase of the Old Testament
made by Kuli§ in 1869 (Pentatevx). This paraphrase was criticized by the
conservative Greek Catholic clergy (Studynskyj 1930, xxv—vi), despite
Kulis’s efforts to substantiate, in most conciliatory terms, his program-
matic views in the preface to the translation (Penfatevx, 2). As if
anticipating the clergy’s negative reaction to the vernacular basis of his

4 Itis most interesting to note that, in his translation of Homer’s Odyssey, Potebnja used
more often than not the same reflex of the old sigmatic aorist rece with, however, the
preterital meaning, along with a parallel form rik (Danylenko 1999, 246, fn. 21).
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translation, Kuli§ 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 Kuli§ 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
22 December 1868 (Mykyta and Kuli§ 1868, 541-542). At that time Ivan
Mykyta was only nominally the editor of the periodical (Studyns'kyj 1927,
77), which means that this invitation was authored by Kulis. He may have
penned another editorial address entitled “Do Cytateliv Svjatoho Pys'ma”
(To the Readers of the Holy Scriptures) that appeared in issue 12 on 30
March 1869 when Natal” Vaxnjanin had just filled the office of the editor.
In this address, Kuli$ 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, Kuli$
added, “the translators” had been purposely resorting to various synonyms
and different forms inasmuch as “they hoped to learn from the correctors
which version they would love better” (Vaxnjanin and Kuli§ 1869a, 112).

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 Kuli§ 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
a solid admixture of Church Slavonicisms. Despite Puljuj’s intervention in
the final draft of the posthumous publication of the Ukrainian Bible in 1903,
this “authoritative version” crowned a long cooperation of several translators
with different linguistic views and literary tastes that were influenced in one
way or another by what had been achieved by their pioneering predecessor.

To look first into the phonetics, Kuli§ sporadically, sometimes
according to the eighteenth-century tradition, retained the etymological o
and e in newly-closed syllables, although in separate words Puljuj might
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-
byvist” “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
instance, in Volhynja and Podolja [Zel., 1:441; AUM, 2, map 37]). Here
also belongs the form /#od (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, 2, map 353; Zel., 1:147). One can add here some 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 (Zovtobrjux
et al. 1979, 283), which was regularly found in western Ukrainian gram-
mars (Voznjak 1911, 117) (consider zijde [3 sg. fut.] “to come down” [SP,
73]). In Kuli§’s Pentatevx, one finds more often than not a similar paral-
lelism, e.g., zizdav next to zoZdav “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,
one finds in the 1903 Bible shifts in the distribution of i and y like vmiraty
“to die,” zabiraty “to take” (SP, 74, 66), and the e-reflex of the nasal ¢ in
vyhledity “to provide out [of all the people able men]” (ibid., 72, Ex 18:21).
Hyperistic spellings of the type Arjad “hail” (SP, 64), hrjanycja next to
hranycja (ibid., 73, Ex 19:23, 24), are primarily retained in Southwest
Ukrainian (Zel., 1:162). A typical late Middle Ukrainian spelling of voiced
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consonants before voiceless ones (Shevelov 1979, 478) is exemplified in
such pairs as muzs 'kyj “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), Kuli§ also employed a western
Ukrainian form, muzes kyj [pohlav] (ibid., 13; Zel., 1:457), arguably in
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 ¢ like narekannja “murmurings” (SP, 70,
Ex 16:7) and rekly “they said” (SP, 19, Gen 2:19; Zel., 1:489), with a
more historically convoluted reflex of 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]).
Zovtobrjux et al. (1979, 263) treated the latter form as a result of the
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 zem/ja 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 Kulis (e.g.,
bahatyj “rich” and bohato “many [of them]” [SP, 85, 72, Ex 30:15, 19:21;
Zel., 1:35, 8]). It is tempting to connect this phenomenon in the language
of Kuli§ with the generalization of many a-forms in Middle Ukrainian
literary texts extant from different Ruthenian lands, including Volhynja,
Polissja, and Sloboda Ukraine (Zovtobrjux et al. 1979, 288).

In examining the morphonology, one should note the preposition id
(e.g., id pivnoci “northward” [SP, 15, Gen 13:14]), used sporadically in
sharp contrast to the regular do “up to.” This is clearly a Transcarpathian
(Hucul) regionalism attested in the seventeenth-century Uglja Kljuc¢ and
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blended most likely of yk” ~ k", 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 Kuli§ himself since this form,
sometimes in parallel spelling, also occurred in his Pentatevx (e.g., yd
pivnoci, 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, Kuli§ also used the dialectal preposition of direction
vk (< yk”), attested in Middle Ukrainian from the fourteenth century
onward (Bevzenko et al. 1978, 425) (e.g., vk 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., pro s¢o “why” [SP, 71]); the latter is semantically
reminiscent of pro as attested, for instance, in the Catechism of loann
(Ivan) Kutka (1801) (Danylenko 2008a, 91-92, fn. 11).

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 (< vvz-) 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 Kuli§’s Pentatevx. Among obvious dialectal
features in the edition of 1903, I will mention the change j > /" on
morphemic boundaries (in Podolja, western Polissja, and Transcarpathia)
as reflected in zdorovija “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
reflect a sort of Galician norm in the making (Macjuk 2001, 297-298).
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, Kuli§ consistently used the personal pronoun vin “he” without
a word-initial #- 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 (4 UM, 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
Kulis’s work belonged to the same literary standard, permeated with
northern Ukrainian elements and cultivated by such writers as Ivan
Kotljarevs'kyj, Hryhorij Kvitka-Osnov’janenko, and Leonid Hrebinka
(Danylenko 2008b). Interestingly, parallelism of sej and cej is observed in
the works of such Right-Bank Dnieper writers as Petro Hulak-
Artemovs'kyj and Taras Sevéenko, thus reflecting a distribution of the
two forms in North and Southeast Ukrainian as well as in Volhynja and
Podolja (AUM, 2, map 210, 3, part 3, map 34). Explaining the predomi-
nant use of sej by Sev€enko in his private letters, especially after his
return from exile, Tymosenko (1969, 109) assumed the influence of the
poet’s correspondents, including Myxajlo Maksymovy¢ and Myxajlo
Scepkin (1788—1863), all speakers of the transitional dialects developed
on a northern Ukrainian basis. For the case of sej in Kuli§, 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
grammatical make-up of his literary language. However, fluctuations of
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
after long palatalized consonants—>byllje “grass,” nasinnje “seed,” znattje
“knowledge,” and so forth (SP, 5, 6, Gen 1:11, 2:17)—unlike the Galician-
Bukovynian group of Southwest Ukrainian where there is no gemination
before the ending -e (Zluktenko at el. 1979, 210). However, forms like
byllje also belonged to the idiolect of Kulis. 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 sylkuvanne “effort(s),”
pecatanne “‘publication, printing,” podruzze “(a married) couple,”
rukopysanne “manuscript” (Kuli$ 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
the nineteenth century and beyond. Suffice it to mention that, in the twen-
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 oblyccja
[2x, Pentatevx, 5] as opposed to oblyccje “face” [ibid., 13, Gen 17:3], also
uzhranyccja, literally “borderland” [ Pentatevx, 145] and uzberizzja “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,
Gen 2:11). Yet what is more significant in this respect is that Kuli§ appar-
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 -0 and -no in the predicate and the accusative of
direct object such as 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 sco “that” accompanied
commonly by an oblique resumptive pronoun (e.g., zemlja, $¢o na jij



Here Comes the Bible!

lezys “the land whereon thou liest” [SP, 30, Gen 28:13], with the resump-
tive pronoun [na] jij [loc.], next to Zinka, $¢o dav jesy buty zo mnoju “the
woman whom thou gavest to be with me” [SP, 7, Gen 3:12], without any
resumption). This is one of the litmus tests testifying to the southeastern
basis of the new literary language as shaped in the second half of the
nineteenth century. The use of kot(o)ryj in relative clauses at that time
was influenced by Polish in the west and by Russian in the east (Sulyma
1924, 220). It is therefore no wonder that Sevéenko did not use this
conjunction a single time in his major collection of poems, Kobzar. Kuli$
seems to follow here the mainstream trend to use the Ukrainian $co 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
surprise that, as an editor, Kuli§ replaced almost all cases of the inflecting
relativizer kotryj “who, which” in Necuj-Levyc'kyj’s Prycepa (The
Cocklebur) with sco together with the resumptive pronoun (e.g., §¢o z
nym for z kotrym “with whom/which” in Necuj-Levyc'kyj [Voznjak
1928b, 9]).

In his scriptural translations, Kuli§ used particularly often the
so-called synthetic future tense form expressed by the imperfective infin-
itive and personal forms of the auxiliary jati “to take” treated, however,
as clitics (Danylenko 2006¢, 195-217; 2011a; 2012a, 21-26). To give a
random example from the edition of 1903, they are formations like jisty
me “shall he eat” (SP, 67, Ex 12:44) and vykupovuvaty mes “thou shalt
redeem,” used in the same verse alongside vykupovuvaty musys “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
imperfective infinitive occur in Kuli§’s translations of both 1869 and
1903 (e.g., budete posluxaty “you will obey” [SP, 73, Ex 19:5]).°

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 Kuli§’s writing, although
as has already been pointed out the synthetic future tense is also attested

5 Puljuyj seems to demonstrate a similar distributional pattern of future tense forms in his
part of the translation (e.g., S¢o robyty me pravednyj “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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cross-dialectally, first and foremost in Southeast Ukrainian. Having
embarked on a joint translation of the New Testament in the early 1870s,
Puljuj might have accepted this form as one of the linguistic devices to be
reserved for a new biblical style in the making. In fact, he could hardly
seriously object to its introduction since he was cognizant of a seemingly
identical form occurring in Bukovyna, Pokuttja, and Hucul dialects (A UM,
2, map 244). The major morphosyntactic difference of this western
Ukrainian form lies in maintaining the auxiliary clitics, which can occur in
clause second or verb-adjacent position (Macjuk 2001, 305), whence
WUkr. mu braty or braty mu as opposed to southern/northern and standard
Ukr. bratymu “1 will take” (Danylenko 2011a, 172—174, 2010c). Described
as synthetic, the latter form is usually juxtaposed to the analytic future tense
with the auxiliary buty “to be” (budu braty “1 will take”) as allegedly synon-
ymous (Vyxovanec” and Horodens 'ka 2004, 254; Matvijas 2006, 64).
Overall, due to the northern Ukrainian provenance of the synthetic
future tense, it is not surprising that in the 1869 edition of the Pentatevx
Kuli§ made use of the corresponding form spelled as a single word (e.g.,
sudytymu “1 will judge,” 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, Kuli§ resorted more often than not to forms like spomynatymu “1 will
recall,” perepolyrovuvatymu “1 will polish again,” pecatatymu “1 will
print,” and cytatymete “you will read” next to a rare future tense form
robyty budu “1 will do” (Kuli§ to Nos, 9, 10, 12, 14, 28). In Necuj-
Levyckyj’s manuscript of Prycepa (The Cocklebur), Kulis largely replaced
analytic future tense forms with the synthetic future ending in -mu (e.g.,
huljatymy instead of ja budu huljaty “1 will walk” [Voznjak 1928b, 7]).
A traditional Galician spelling of the auxiliary separate from the infinitive
was introduced in the posthumous edition of the 1903 Bible by Puljuj who,
according to Necuj-Levyc kyj (1968, 467, 473, 474; Jefremov 1918, 160),
replaced a lot of Dnieper Ukrainian forms with their Galician counterparts.
Hence such spellings as tisnyty mut” “they shall afflict [them]” (SP, 16,
Gen 15:13), and promovlijaty mes (SP, 58) as compared with hovorytymes
“thou shalt speak™ in Kuli§’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
reflecting the agglutination of the auxiliary clitic with the infinitive
(Danylenko 2006¢, 260261, 2011a, 174-176), whence Zytyme (NZ, 6) ~
zyty me “shall [not] live” (SP/NZ, 5, Mt 4:4), klangtymessja and sluzytymes
(NZ, T) ~ klanjaty mes sja (sic) “thou shalt worship” and sluzyty mes “thou
shalt serve” (SP/NZ, 5, Mt 4:10). Overall, the difference in the spelling of
the future tense forms ending in -mu, and likewise of the reflexive particle,
was determined by the corresponding system of orthography. Unlike the
kulisivka alphabet, which allowed the combination of the auxiliaries
together with the main lexemes, the system of Jevhen Zelexivs'kyj as
construed by him for Malorusko-nimeckyj slovar (The Little Russian-
German Dictionary) and used officially in Galicia from 1893, did not accept
any univerbation of the auxiliary with the infinitive (see Nimc¢uk 2004, 11).

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 Kuli§
in his writings, including the biblical translations. Some clarification is
necessary here. As early as 1874, Potebnja (1958, 358) posited for the
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
later (Dem’janc¢uk 1928), and is still maintained today by some scholars
(Danylenko 2011a,2012a,23-27). For instance, Bevzenko (1997,216-217)
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
inceptiveness (inchoateness) of a particular event (Marcylo 1997, 23-24,
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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the infinitive; the latter form began infiltrating the language of Galician
speakers in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries (TymoSenko
1979, 126-127). 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
future tense forms in modern Ukrainian. For this reason, Puljuj, while
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 Kulis.

Among southwestern Ukrainian features, one can also mention the
comparative and superlative forms of the type xy#riscyj “more subtle [than
any beast]” (SP, 7, Gen 3:1). As for forms like xytriscyj with the dialectal
suffix -is¢- (Matvijas 1990, 73), they could have been introduced by Kuli$
himself (Tymosenko 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 v ocu v mene “in
my sight” and v usu “in the ears” (SP, 87, 88, Ex 32:2, 33:17), occurring in
parallel use with new plural forms v usax and v ocax (SP, 87, 88, Ex 32:2,
33:16). The same dual locative v ocu “in the sight” occurs in the Pentatevx
(146, Deut 4:6). In addition to the noun phrase pered ocyma (instr. du.) “in
the sight” (Pentatevx, 50, Ex 7:20) with a regular instrumental dual form
ocyma, one happens on a peculiar noun phrase pered vi¢cju (Pentatevx, 48,
Ex 4:30), which is reminiscent of constructions like MUkr. (Lemk.) spere(d)
ociju (gen. du.) (sixteenth century; see Kernyc'kyj 1967, 80). The geni-
tive-locative form viccju is due to a methanalysis of the locative phrase ()
vb + ociju (e.g., PG 15561561, 457v), also vici “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
in most sixteenth-century written records (Kernyc kyj 1967, 80).

Kulis also retains the auxiliary verb only in the compound preterit
indicative 2 sg. form that sporadically competes with a regular preterit
ending in -v (< [): vdijav jesy “thou hast done,” pro $¢o pevnyv jesy “why
sadist thou” (SP, 14, Gen 12:18, 19), as opposed to a rare ¢y 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
ja buv ucynyv “l 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.

In addition to the verbal forms, one can consider nominal adjectival
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,
4, Gen 3:7] without alternation of the stem-final consonant).

As in the prose translation of 1903, present active participles are used
in the Pentatevx with the corresponding Church Slavonic suffix, whence
hrjaduscyj “future” and tekuscyj “flowing [with milk and honey|” (Pentatevx,
46, Ex 3:8), vydjuscyj “seeing” (Pentatevx, 47, Ex 4:11), and mohuscyj
“mighty” (Pentatevx, 6, Gen 6:4). Remarkably, all the aforementioned
forms, save for the last one, are found in the dictionary of Jevhen Zelexivs kyj
(Zel., 1:74, 162; 2:954). The lexeme vydjuscyj 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;
Hrin¢., 1:198, 200) (synonymous versions of one and the same saying
vydyma smert’ strasna ~ vydjusca smert’ strasna “the obvious death is
scary” [Nomys, 8295]). It is worth adding another interesting example:
dymusca nic¢ “‘smoking furnace” (Pentatevx, 12, Gen 15:17), a metaphor that
gets murky in the prose translation, [ni¢] nace pi¢ zadymuvala “[a night]
started smoking like a furnace” (SP, 16). One can add here paxusce kadylo
“sweet incense” (Pentatevx, 81, Lev 4:7), ohon’ Zeruscyj “consuming fire”
(Pentatevx, 146, Deut 4:24), lazjuscyj ““[any thing] that creepeth” (Pentatevx,
146, Deut 4:18), and other similar forms, all supplied with the bookish
(Church Slavonic) form of the corresponding suffix.

In sum, apart from possible corrections made by Puljuj, the language
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 18609.
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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, Kuli$ tended
to provide neutral or vernacular alternatives to the Church Slavonic and
bookish (Ruthenian) forms. Some of the bookish lexemes were adopted
into Southwest Ukrainian and adjusted to the local morphological rules,
while in Hetmanate and Sloboda Ukraine these lexemes tended to be
replaced by their Great Russian counterparts. Yet borrowing scenarios
could be extremely diversified through unique historical vicissitudes. For
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, Kuli$ opted for the lexeme /jampa “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) /°, the form /jampa was likely
to look exclusively Galician already by the time of Kuli$, and especially
during the first “language debate” of 1891-1893 devoted to the future of
literary Ukrainian (Shevelov 1966, 61-68). However, the case of /jampa is
particularly instructive. To begin with, this form was also utilized by
Ioanykij Galjatovs 'kyj (1660) (Tym¢. and Nimcuk, 1:416), whose language
might have been open to the local (northern Ukrainian) dialect features.
Second, in his Leksikon”, Berynda (112) did not distinguish between /jampa
and lampa, glossing them in two consecutive entries. Thus, under ChSl.
svetylnyk”, Berynda provided Ruthenian /ampa along with a Polonism,
poxodng, while under ChSl. svés¢a he made use of Ruthenian svéca
“candle” next to a Polonized form, /jampa.®

6  The controversy of this form becomes more obvious in the light of the normalization of
Ukrainian spelling from the early twentieth century onward. Thus, in the first
pan-Ukrainian Orthography of 1928/1929, the authors agreed upon two principal
compromises concerning the rendering of foreign / and g: to use / and % in loan words
of Greek origin or mediation, and to use /" and g (for foreign g) in loan words of Latin
and modern origin or mediation. Contradictory as they appeared, these rules reflected
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 / or /" and of / or g was dictated only by Russian or Polish
influence. Prescribing the unknown pronunciation in each part of the country in 1928
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With regard to /jampa in Kuli§ and parallel /jampa and lampa in
Galjatovs'kyj, one can tentatively posit two waves of borrowing from
Greek and Latin. There are grounds for assuming that /ampa is a long-nat-
uralized result of the East Slavic (Old Ukrainian) borrowing from Gr.
hapmag (ChSL. lampada [Sr., 2:7] used by Sevéenko [Hring., 1:879)).
Later, under Polish influence, the form lampa(da) might have been
readapted to the Polish-Latin model, whence /jampa, but not */jampada;
the old lampada was apparently treated as an Orthodox Church Slavonic
lexeme and subsequently retained even in the Galician-Bukovynian koiné
(Zel., 1:396, 420; Shevelov 1989, 58-59).

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 Leksikon” to gloss ChSL
koryca, the lexeme cynamon” is reintroduced in the Uniate Leksykon”
syrec” slovesnyk” slavenskij (A Lexicon, To Wit, A Church Slavonic
Vocabulary, 1722) as Pol. cynamon (Leksykon”, 61) and subsequently
made its way into the Pryrucnyj slovar’ polsko-sloven’skij y narod-
no-ruskij (A Handy Polish-Slavonic and Vernacular Rusian Dictionary,
1849) of Teodor Vytvyc'kyj (Vytv., 52) with penultimate stress (Zel.,
2:1053). This lexeme became stylish in the eighteenth-century written
language, in particular in the northern part of Russian-ruled Ukraine (e.g.,
cynamon” as attested in Lecebnik [A Book of Medical Charms, 1776]
[Léc., 56] compiled, according to Oleksander Potebnja, not far from
Romny [today’s Sumy region]). Quite possibly, this could have ultimately
triggered the choice of this word by Kulis, despite the existence of the
parallel lexeme korycja in Southwest Ukrainian (Umanec” and Spilka,
369; Zel., 1:366), omitted incidentally by Borys Hrinéenko in his dictio-
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 / in loan words was
ultimately determined by a phonemic conflict between two different obstruent systems,
operative in Southwest Ukrainian and East Ukrainian/Modern Ukrainian.
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Generally, Kuli§’s vocabulary in the 1903 edition of the Bible breaks
down into numerous word clusters demonstrating moderate synonymy
reminiscent of that in Oleksander Potebnja’s translation of Homer’s Od)yssey
(Danylenko 2006c, 318-326). Some lexemes denoting, in the King James
Version, various types of domiciles come first into consideration (e.g., Gen
19:2, 3, 4, 10, 20:17). Apart from the neutral form dom and a peripheral
lexeme xata “house” (SP, 19; Berynda, 15), Kuli$ 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”
(ibid.; Berynda, 15), favored also by Pylyp Moracevs kyj in his vernacular
translation of the New Testament, budivija “house, building” (SP, 19; Zel.,
1:47), and domivka “house” (SP, 19; Zel., 1:196), which first spread in the
(western) Ukrainian lands under Polish influence. This is why the latter
lexeme appears neither in the Enejida of Ivan Kotljarevs'kyj nor in the
works of Hryhorij Kvitka-Osnov’janenko and Taras Sev&enko, although it
was used by Oleksander Potebnja to denote various ancient Greek domi-
ciles (Danylenko 2006¢, 321; Bil.-Nos., 121). More oriented in the 1860s
toward the vernacular as used in Dnieper Ukraine, Kuli§ 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 Alaholaty (do), which is
paralleled in a Middle Ukrainian pleophonic form holosyty (do) “to speak
unto” (ibid.). The latter verb was not yet attested in Ivan Kotljarevs'kyj’s
Enejida, although in West Ukrainian it retained two basic meanings, “to
speak” and “to weep” (Zel., 1:150; Berynda, 24, 26); Pavlo Bilec kyj-Nosenko
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 Leksikon” of 1627 (Berynda, 24; Tymc¢., 553). The above clustering
of the verba dicendi is similarly reflected in the Pentatevx, for instance, in
chapter 8 of Vteky (Exodus). Thus, both the obsolete form rece (3 sg. pres.)
and the neutral (s)kazaty “to say” are attested five times each (Pentatevx,
50-51), while the verb 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, 15, Gen 13:7; Zel., 1:291), nevolja and potala “the [upper] hand”
(SP, 71, Ex 18:9, 10), horod “city” (ORu.) next to misto “place” (ChSL.)
(SP, 19, Gen 18:24)—that is “locus, spatium” (LLP, 2:260)—and
Solomje xovma “top of the hill” next to verx hory “top of the mountain”
(SP, 71, 73, Ex 17:10, 19:20) with ORu. Solomje (za Selomjanem
“behind Selomjanv” in The Igor” Tale) (Sr., 3:1587) probably related to
ESI. xolm (Vasmer, 3:255, 388) or MUkr. (dial.) xovm not affected by
the Middle Ukrainian loss of the labialization of /; see also WUKkr. 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, Kuli§ preferred central Dnieper lexemes such as
svara (11) to WUKkr. 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 véynyty rat” “to
wage war” (SP, 15, Gen 14:2), viewed by a Galician editor (either Puljuj or
Sljusarcuk) as stylistically more suitable for this type of narrative.

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
modified semantics. Some of the more interesting examples are as
follows: ChSl. and ORu. knjaz” “ruler,” used in the Church Slavonic
Bible (Psepjurs ka-Ovcarenko 1988, 242) next to het ‘man “chief captain,”
duka “duke” (It. duca from Lat. dux), and lycjari “captains” (SP, 22, 39,
69, 71, Gen 21:32, Ex 16:22, 15:4), also used by Sevéenko, with the first
r removed by dissimilation (compare Pol. rycerz glossed as rycar” and
lycar” in the dictionary of Teodor Vytvyc'kyj [Vytv., 260]). Like ChSI.
rab and MUkr. kmet (Pol. kmie¢) (Tym¢. and Nimcuk, 1:368), the word
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dvorjanyn (SP, 16, 18, 65) denotes “servant” (Gen 14:15, 18:1, Ex 11:3;
Tym¢., 683) (compare Pol. 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 ofomannje “host” (SP,
69, Ex 15:4), clearly introduced by Kulis since this word is also attested
in his Pentatevx and Southwest Ukrainian (Zel., 1:583).

Not surprisingly, the Pentatevx contains few social terms extant from
the Cossack period. For a new literary standard, Kuli§ deemed it neces-
sary to incorporate words from an older, eastern Slavic (Old Rusian)
lexical layer. The following pairs are likely to exemplify differences
between two programmatic visions of language standard as reflected in
the two translations of the Bible of 1869 and 1903 respectively: posiuhac
(Pentatevx, 51) ~ dvorjanyn “servant” (SP, 63, Ex 9:14), urjadovi ljude
(Pentatevx, 51) ~dvorjane “servants” (SP, 63, Ex 9:20), celjad’ (Pentatevx,
51) ~ raby “servants” (SP, 63, Ex 9:20), uceni do zbroji (Pentatevx, 11) ~
kmeti “trained servants” (SP, 15, Gen 14:14), celjadija (Pentatevx, 13) ~
ljude (SP, 18, Gen 17:23). By way of contrast, [ 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
Sater “tent” (Pentatevx, 11, Gen 13:12; Sr., 3:1583—-1584; Vasmer, 3:379),
found in Ivan Kotljarevs 'kyj’s Enejida (Enejida, Index) and in the dictio-
nary of Pavlo Bileckyj-Nosenko (Bil.-Nos., 396). Clearly, following the
old literary tradition, Kuli$ avoided the Ukrainianized version of this noun,
Satro, which, along with the bookish Sater, is attested in Jevhen Zelexis kyj
(Zel., 2:1084; Umanec” and Spilka, 621).

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 “to perform the office of a midwife”
(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
inappropriate, according to Zytec'kyj, for a translation of the Holy
Scriptures (Ziteckij 1905, 34-35). In some cases, such forms are difficult
to distinguish from dialectal forms proper to the type com “why”
(Pentatevx, 46, Ex 3:3), molodycja “fair woman” (Pentatevx, 10; SP, 14),
mandrivka “journey” (Pentatevx, 11; SP, 14), natjahaty vody (Pentatevx,
46) versus nacerpaty vody “to draw water” (SP, 56, Ex 2:19), popoisty “to
eat” (Pentatevx, 46, Ex 2:20), zajistysja miz sebe (Pentatevx, 46) versus
bytysja “to strive [together]” (SP, 56), baba (Pentatevx, 45) versus baba
spovytuxa ‘“midwife” (SP, 55, Ex 1:15)—both treated by Jefymenko
(Jefimenko 1862, 48) as indigenous—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 Kuli$ as western
Ukrainian (Zel., 1:550; Umanec” and Spilka, 556), although it is found in the
synodal version of Moracevs ky;j’s translation. Finally, one happens on stan-
dard vernacular adverbs attested cross-dialectally, that is, zavdovzky “long,”
zavsyrsky “wide,” and zavvysky “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, 47, Ex 4:14), attested also in the language of Hryhorij
Kvitka-Osnov’janenko and Ivan Franko (Kumeda 2010, 35; Kvitka, 1:609),
skotyna and xudoba “cattle” (Pentatevx, 11, Gen 13:2; Kvitka, 3:243, 573),
okrome “independently” (Pentatevx, 11; Kvitka, 2:331)—attested in Sloboda
Ukraine—zaky “ere” (Pentatevx, 45, Ex 1:19; Zel., 1:248), Zakovyna “spoil”
(Pentatevx, 144, Deut 3:7, Zel., 1:21 7), skoro “shortly” and sojuzane “‘confed-
erates” (Pentatevx, 4, 11, Gen 14:13; Zel., 2:898) as found in West Ukrainian,
and u-pryvydky “in a vision” (Pentatevx, 12, Gen 15:1), cited by HrinCenko as
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prwvydky from Yov (Yov, 1869, 16; Hrinc., 2:412) (see also WUkr. pryvydok
“specter” [Kuzela and Rud., 861]). One can add here the expressions koza
tretjacka “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.

Kuli§’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: xarcivnycja “inn” (Pentatevx,
47, Ex 4:24) as opposed to xarcevnja, possibly a Russianism, found in the
works of Hryhorij Kvitka-Osnov’janenko (Kvitka, 3:521), vydovyna
Jjakoho bacyva “a similitude of any figure” (Pentatevx, 146, Deut 4:16),
and ubyvac “slayer” (Pentatevx, 146, Deut 4:42) with a non-productive
agentive suffix -(a)¢ (Humec'ka 1958, 108—109) that nevertheless was
revived in the second half of the nineteenth century (see dijac “public
figure, statesman” and perekladac¢ “translator,” nasliduvac “follower,”
dvyhac‘‘engine, mover,” and so forth [Muromceva 1985, 40]). Interestingly,
neither bacyvo with vydovyna nor ubyvac are found in the two regional
dictionaries compiled by Jevhen Zelexivs 'kyj and Borys Hrin&enko.

In sum, the high style as elaborated by Kuli$ 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
been largely naturalized in the written language first cultivated in the
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
Kuli§’s intention to make his translation “entirely popular.”” One can
hardly agree, however, that the poetic translation underwent “excessive
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Ukrainianization,” as reflected, primarily, in the translator’s choice of
vocabulary and the remodeling of personal names a /a 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
Testament that had first appeared in 1871.

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
text by Puljuj. The precision of the 1903 prose translation, which replaced
the old prose translation possibly burnt by Kuli$ 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
of the language of the paraphrase of 1869, first and foremost, in the
vocabulary and even spelling. As we shall see, the latter held an important
place in Kuli§’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 Kuli$ for his innovative system of spelling, dubbed in
Galicia kulisivka or, as Kuli§ himself preferred, kulesivka (Simovy¢
1937). It is no wonder that, due to its phonetic nature, Kuli§’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,”
first and foremost Great Russian (Holovac 'kyj 1850).

Yet the position of the Russophiles and some other critics of the
kulisivka system was not unique in this respect. A similar stance was taken
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in 1827 in the Russian Empire by Myxajlo Maksymovy¢, who adopted
the etymological principle for Little Russian spelling, which substantially
differed from “the pronunciational method” (Maksimovi¢ 1841, 173). In
particular, he retained the bulk of traditional Russian/Church Slavonic
letters, while introducing, however, one major innovation. He proposed to
place a kind of paerok” above letters rendering “sharp” Little Russian
tions of the unstable orthographic rules for written Ukrainian at that time,
Maksymovy¢’s suggestion may appear quite reasonable. And indeed, in
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-
cially in the first Galician school grammar of Myxajlo Osadca (1862; 2nd
edition, 1864; 3rd edition, 1876), who tried to synthesize the phonetic and
etymological principles of orthography, as well as in Omeljan Partyc kyj’s
grammar of the Ukrainian language designed for elementary schools
(Skurzewska 2007). It comes as no surprise that the so-called maksy-
movycivka survived in Galician schools until the appearance of the
government’s decree concerning the introduction of phonetic spelling in
local education (Kysilevs kyj 1956, 92, 95-96).

Before going into detail on the development of Kuli§’s phonetic spelling,
one should be reminded of a compromise orthographic system used by
Amvrosij Metlyns kyj (1814-1870) in his collection of folk songs, Dumky y
pesny ta $ce de-sco (Dumky and Songs and Something Else, 1839), as well as
in later publications, especially in the almanac Juznyj Russkyj Zbornyk”
(Southern Russian Collection) that appeared in Xarkiv in 1848. In fact, he
was one of the first synthesizers of both etymological and phonetic principles
in Ukrainian orthography. He strongly believed that “a middle way between
the vagaries of pronunciation and excessive concern for the retention of roots”
was the most suitable in matters of spelling (Metlinskij 1848, 13—14). The
author proposed to use the letter “” (") only for split pronunciation (7 jaso
“meat”), the letter “u” instead of jar’, and the old letter i; he also offered to
substitute the letter “u” for “pr”” and to use the old letter “€” to denote palatal-
ization of the preceding consonant. The only diacritic sign in his system was
associated with “u” used “in place of the root letter,” such as “0” (ibid., 18).
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In the 1850s and 1860s Kuli§ could hardly accept any compromise
system at odds with his far-reaching plans for translating the Bible and
major literary works of famous western European writers such as
William Shakespeare, George Gordon Byron, Johann Wolfgang von
Goethe, Heinrich Heine, and so on into (vernacular) Ukrainian. The
spelling of such translations had to reflect the nature of vernacular
Ukrainian as closely as possible. While in Galicia, Kuli§ enlisted the
support of those who had been already long before him defending
phonetic spelling as the most fitting for the local vernacular without
such “dead letters” as “p1” () and “p” ( ” ) (Lozyns’kyj 1850; Lesjuk
2003, 35-36). It is to Kuli$’s credit that, having joined the contest of the
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
word-finally. Only on 8 October 1869, due to his perseverance, was the
letter ““p” finally dropped in all publications of this periodical.

In 1882, Partyc’kyj (1882, 329), who by that time had severed his
relationship with Kuli§, wrote in his review of Kuli$’s translations of
Shakespeare that Kuli§ had neither invented nor introduced phonetic
spelling. This spelling had existed, as Partyc’kyj argued, long before
Kuli§, in Rus’ and Galicia, where “our Markian Saskevy¢” employed it
most adroitly. Furthermore, Partyc’kyj concluded, due to the “chamele-
onic variability” and “a lack of philological knowledge” demonstrated
recently by Kulis, that any “stupid, heterogeneous, convoluted spelling”
could be called kulisivka (ibid.). Leaving aside discussion of the true
motivation behind this scathing critique (Studyns kyj 1927), it is tempting
nevertheless to adhere to one point in Partyc’kyj’s argument. Strange as it
may appear, Kuli§ was indeed accustomed to use various spelling systems
in almost every publication. It is easy to note his fluctuations in spelling
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 Kulis resorted to maksymovycivka or, in his own terms, kotljarivka,
with the back jer, the circumflex accent (paerok”) above some letters, the
letter jery “p1,” and some other spelling features (Simovy¢ 1937, 58).
Among early publications, most representative is the historiographic poem
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Ukrayna (Ukraine, 1843). Suffice it to cite randomly the following lines
in the original spelling characterized by the use of the traditional back jer
and jat’, the paerok” over the etymological o, and the Russian letter & to
denote palatalization of the consonant before o.

Mamno Oyno 3b KHI3bKOBB TOTO, IO KOKHOMY ITOKOHHUKB
MAHOTEIh OJ[KAa3aBb, @ BCAKOMY XOThBJIOCH CTaTKU W MAaeTKH Y
OparOBb MOOMHUMATH, caMoMy Ha Bkpannbt manoBatu. Cramu
KHSI3bKU BOEBATHCH . . . . (Kuli§ 1843, 6)

[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
Kulis’s works edited by Ivan Kamanin (1850-1921), namely “Posvjas¢eno
V. M. Bélozerskomu” (Dedicated to V. M. Bélozerskyj), “Do Hanny
Barvénok” (To Hanna Barvinok), and “Bojanovy Zamysly” (Boyan’s
Intents). Spelling in these poems is characterized by the retention of the
letters “br” and “u” (e.g., ljud 'my s ‘vjatymy [instr.] “holy people”), the use
of the Russian letter “3” at the beginning of words (e.g., entuziasm”
“enthusiasm”), and the traditional jar" along with the letter “&” as in
drobné slézy “fine (small) tears” (Kuli§ 1908, 428, 429, 427).

Most interesting, in this respect, is the fact that Kuli§ employed some
elements of the maksymovycivka (kotljarivka) in his later works. Thus one
can easily note synthesis of etymological and phonetic principles in Kuli§’s
manuscript of Xutorni nedoharky (Homestead Candle-Ends) that was initially
prepared in the so-called jaryzka (Simovy¢ 1937), a derogatory name (after
the letter jery “pr”) referring to the Russian alphabet as used in Ukrainian-
language publications appearing in the Russian Empire after 1876 (Nimcuk
2004, 23-24, see fn. 7). What is more surprising is that Kuli§ resorted to
etymological spelling in such poems as “Mahomet i Xadyza” (Mohammad
and Khadijah) and “Marusja Bohuslavka” (Marusja Bohuslavka), a phenom-
enon first commented on by the editor of his works, Ivan Kamanin. The latter
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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:

Xanm3o—cBits oueld [Ipopoka Maromera,
3ei3na [1033im, Binews scHbid [Tosra! (Kulis 1908, 10, 15)

[Xadyza, a light of the prophet Mohammad’s eyes
A star of poetry, a bright crown of the poet!]

This extract demonstrates retention of the grapheme “p1”” along with
“the new 1,” as well as the use of the Russian letter 3 after the vowel.
The list of similar controversies or, in other words, orthographic fluctua-
tions, observed throughout Kuli$’s creative life could be easily expanded
(Simovy¢ 1937).7

In this context, it is interesting to note the orthography of some of
Kvitka-Osnov’janenko’s stories prepared for publication by Potebnja in
the late 1880s. For instance, based on the author’s protograph held at that
time in the library of the Kharkiv Imperial University, Potebnja carefully
reproduced Kvitka-Osnov’janenko’s spelling in the story “Bozy dyty”
(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
assimilation changes. Thus the letter “pr” denoted the Ukrainian sound y,
while the letter “u” referred to the vowel i irrespective of its origin; the

3332
1

letter was used in compliance with the old tradition. As in Kuli§’s

3331

system of the late 1850s, the Russian “€” marked a palatalized consonant
before the o in the initial or medial position, and the back jer was used at
the word-final position or, marking split pronunciation, after the labials

€9

and r (e.g., ljub’jazno “kindly”). The Russian “3” was used at the

7  This orthography is reminiscent of the typical jaryzka as used already in the first half of
the nineteenth century. According to Kryms'kyj (1929, 181), the term jaryzka (initially,
Jjeryzka), although implying something official and forcefully introduced (by the Ems
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
not surprising, he argued, that such authors as Hryhorij Kvitka-Osnov’janenko, Jevhen
Hrebinka, and Taras Sevé&enko began using elements of the Russian alphabet (jaryzka)
in the first half of the nineteenth century (ibid.; Nim¢uk 2004, 23).
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beginning of words. The above peculiarities that, as will be shown below,
were incorporated into the early kulisivka, are represented in the following
short fragment from a story authored by Kvitka-Osnov’janenko:

Moxw 3axapiit 36 cBorMMbI IUTHbMBI?—2re! U ceipoTramMb borb
MOCTIaBh TAKOrO YOJIOBBIKA 3aMBICLb Oarbka, a MXHHKY &ro
3aMUCIIb Marepbl; 60 00oe g00pu Oyibl, Takb U UXb [0Cmob
MBIIOCEPIHBIH, 32 UXb JOOpE A0, OJarocIoBbIBbL y-BO BCUMBb.
(Osnov'janenko 1887, 6)

[And what Zaxarij with his children?—Well! And God gave the
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.]

Edited by Potebnja, Kvitka-Osnov’janenko’s text reveals consis-
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
orthographic context. This is what Potebnja demonstrated as an editor of
Kvitka-Osnov’janenko’s works and what Kuli§ experimented with earlier.

As far as Sevéenko’s orthography is concerned, it was also fully based
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
poet used the letter “br”” to mark the Ukrainian vowel i that is written today
as “u,” while he employed “u” for what is today “i” (Remy 2005, 172—-173).
However, as evidenced from Sev&enko’s autographs of the years 1847 to
1860, the poet’s orthography was a much more complex system of corre-
spondences than kulisivka. Unlike Kuli§, 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-
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nance, was rendered by Sevéenko with the help of the letters “u,” “i”” or
“p1,” although the letter “u” was used more often, with the letter “i” 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 colovek” (Moskalenko 1968, 163—164). The vowel y,

13 S5

irrespective of its origin, tended to be marked either by the letters “p1” or
“u” as in Kyev” compared to Kyev”and, although exceptionally, Kiev” with
an “1” (ibid., 164). Overall, since the poet employed letters found in literary
Russian, it was easy for its speakers to read Sevéenko’s writings.

For the above reason, perhaps, Borys HrinCenko was sure that
jaryzka, although ‘“not very nice,” accomplished its mission, while
bringing printed books closer to the Ukrainian readership—mainly the
peasantry. Being schooled with the help of Russian script, the broadest
audiences of Ukrainian speakers were capable of grasping texts printed in
Jjaryzka, with Cyrillic letters rendering Ukrainian speech purportedly as
well as the Russian one. At the same time, the kulisivka spelling system,
which was not commonly taught in schools, was likely to appear less
intelligible to the common people (Kryms'kyj 1929, 181). This is why,
certain reservations aside, one can agree with Ahatanhel Kryms'kyj that
Jaryzka, elaborated on by the literati in Russian-ruled Ukraine long before
the official decree of 1876, was not entirely unfit for use in Ukrainian.

In view of the long-standing tradition of using the elements of jaryzka
in tsarist Russia, one should give credit to Kuli§ who, as an authoritative
writer and public figure, initiated the spreading of phonetic spelling all over
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 Zapiski o Juznoj Rusi (Notes on Southern Rus’, 1856—-1857). Among
other suggestions, following from the orthographic practice of his prede-
cessors, he proposed to drop the letter “pr”” and to use instead “the soft
southern u,” while introducing the letter “i” in reference to “the sharp u”
irrespective of its origin (Kuli§ 1856—1857, vii—viii, 1857, 7). In addition,
Kulis continued to use the Russian letter “€” to render a palatalized conso-
nant before the vowel o either in the initial or medial position (e.g., ého
“his” and po-svoému cytaty “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
pronunciation (Nim¢uk 2004, 8-9). Initially, the letter “e” 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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rendering consonants (Kuli§ 1856-1857, viii; see Pivtorak 2000a, 263).
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]).

During his life Kuli§ continued to refine his spelling system relent-
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
help of phonetic spelling in the first major Ukrainian journal Osnova,
edited by Vasyl” Bilozers kyj (a brother of Oleksandra Bilozers 'ka-Kulig)
together with Kulis, Mykola Kostomarov, and Oleksander Kistjakivs kyj.
Assisted by Kulis, who remained its spiritus movens and main contributor
(Luckyj 1983, 103), the journal opened a wholly new vista on the devel-
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,
including its script. To give just one telling example, Mykola Hatcuk, who
created two versions of a highly sophisticated orthography (one based on
the so-called grazdanka and the other one on the Church Slavonic script)
argued for the retention of the Church Slavonic system (supplemented by
diacritics) instead of the phonetic spelling used by Amvrosij Metlyns kyj,
Levko Borovykovs kyj (1808—1889), and Kuli§ (Gaccuk 1862).

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 Kuli§’s orthography in the
journal 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 in the prefixes bez- and roz-, though the latter prefix occurs
in Kuli$’s language of that period in two variants, either with the voiced
-z- or voiceless -s- in the environment before &, p, and ¢ (e.g., rospuscu
[1 sg. fut.] “to loose” and rosteklysja [pl. pret.] “to spread” [Osnova
1861, 9:25; Mykytyn 2000, 154—155]). The prefix 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,
as has been mentioned, the voiced obstruents are not subject to neutral-

ization at the end of words and before voiceless obstruents (e.g., rid”

“family, kin,” tjazke [n. sg.] “difficult,” sterehty “to guard” [Osnova
1861, 9:25, 30, 96]). One finds a special case in the consistent spelling
of a voiced obstruent in the prefix od-, commonly found in North and
Southeast Ukrainian, in contrast with the Galician form vid-.

Assimilation is also attested in the journal Osnova, although not all
of its types are represented evenly. Thus, Mykytyn did not find any
example of dentals assimilating before hushing sibilants, a phenomenon
which is attested in Kuli§’s predecessors, Ivan Kotljarevskyj, Oleksij
Pavlovs'kyj, and Pavlo Bileckyj-Nosenko. Mykytyn, however, found
many examples of using sibilants in place of hushing sounds as in zaporozci
“Cossacks” and sxylyssja (2 sg. fut.) “to bow” (Osnova 1861, 11-12:15, 31).
Interestingly enough, the latter change, depending on what obstruent
occurs in the environment before the sibilant, is poorly represented in
works of Kuli§’s predecessors.

In Sloboda orthography as practiced by Kulis, assimilation across the
boundary of the reflexive particle -sja with a preceding obstruent is
attested abundantly inasmuch as, unlike Southwest Ukrainian, the south-
eastern dialects show deep fusion of the particle with the root (Zales ky;j
1969). Yet Kuli§ 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,
11-12:2,9). All these examples prove that the phonetic principle outweighed
the historical-etymological foundations of Kuli§’s orthographic system.

The phonetic principle was appropriated and advanced by the editors of
the Southwestern Branch of the Imperial Russian Geographic Society, who,
for instance, dropped the letter “b” word-finally and began using the letter
“i,” which had been absent from Kulis§’s orthography, from 1873 onward.
Meanwhile, in Galicia, Jevhen Zelexivs ‘kyj (along with Sofron Nedil skyj)
offered in Malorusko-nimeckyj slovar (The Little Russian-German
Dictionary) of 1884—1886 a revised version of phonetic spelling (Kryms 'ky;j
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1929, 180; Nimc¢uk 2004, 10-11). Based largely on Southeast Ukrainian,
phonetic spelling was also implemented by Borys Hrin¢enko in The
Dictionary of the Ukrainian Language of 1907-1909 (Kysilevs'kyj 1956,
98, 102, 105). Overall, according to Naxlik (2007, 2:394), the so-called
kulisivka 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 this orthography is based on two major principles. The first principle,
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
(historical-etymological) one that flourished from the late sixteenth until the
early nineteenth century (Pivtorak 2000b, 477). What is remarkable about
this periodization is that, during the period from the sixteenth to the eigh-
teenth centuries, a new trend of adjustment of traditional letters towards
vernacular pronunciation took shape. As a result, modern Ukrainian orthog-
raphy is premised on phonetic (e.g., the letter “0” rendering both etymology
and the new sound 0) and morphological principles (e.g., the use of uniform
prefixes and suffixes irrespective of their position and possible assimilation
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
” “e,” and “mr”) is less influential in Ukrainian, as is the
so-called differentiating principle, determining capitalization, hyphenation,

of the letters “s1,” “ro,

and some other auxiliary rules in Ukrainian orthography (ibid., 413-417).

All in all, contrary to Naxlik, the contribution of Kulis to the formation
of new Ukrainian orthography appears minimal (Danylenko 2012b). One
can also hardly agree with Tymosyk (1998) that “Kuli§’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 Kuli§ 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
Poltava-Cernihiv or Galician-Rusian, the people’s taste will
adopt. Let it be even with such orthographic monuments as
Kyivan spelling: #igi or jiji, or iax, moia and so forth”.
(Barvins 'kyj 2004, 201)

Although based on the phonetic principle as applied by some of the
normalizers in Dnieper Ukraine and Galicia, Kuli§’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 Rusalka Dnéstrovaja
(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
publishers dropped the Slavonic letters “a,” “&,” “p1,” “p,” and “p,” while
introducing their phonetic correspondents; the jatwas, however, retained
and used, replacing the etymological o and e or even the modern 7 incon-
sistently (Poljuha 2004, 82). Influenced most likely by the orthographic
principles of Vuk Karadzi¢ (1787—1864), Saskevy¢ devised a new grapheme,
“¥,” to denote a non-syllabic sound, marked in modern Ukrainian as v, and
borrowed from Serbian a special sign for the Ukrainian affricate, rendered
in modern Ukrainian as dz (Matvijas 1996, 27).

Kulis’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
Dnéstrovaja (The Nymph of the Dniester), Kuli§’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
knew in this case no constraint, a tendency that was exemplified by Kuli$
from 1882 onward, especially in his collections Dzvin (The Bell, 1893), a
first draft of which was finished in 1882 (Naxlik 2007, 2:285), and Pozycena
kobza (The Borrowed Kobza), published in the year of his death, 1897
(Simovy¢ 1937). However, as is evidenced from numerous spelling
experiments undertaken by Kuli$ especially during these six years, his
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orthographic system (kulisivka) was created grosso modo between 1856
and 1862. In fact, only the early system, as Simovy¢ (1937, 59) argued,
contributed to the formation of modern Ukrainian orthography.

The morphological aspect of spelling was practically neglected by
Kulis, who based himself on naive criteria for choosing a particular form:

I heard some people who say wulycja, vulycja, julycja and other
people who say hulycja [“street”]. The latter form appeals to me
much better [since] | see that Aulycja derived from hul nja
[“carousing, having a good time”’], while I have no idea from what
ulycja and the like might have derived. (Barvins 'kyj 2004, 201)

As follows from the above, Kuli$’s spelling was premised not on the
morphonological structure of a particular word but on how this word was
sounded by an individual speaker.

Kuli§ devoted minimal attention to those linguistic criteria that he
associated with the etymological principle. In his view, these were not
particularly relevant for the codification of literary Ukrainian. With an
eye to fostering its norms, different from all other Slavic languages
including Russian, Kuli§ could not help but strengthen the phonetic prin-
ciple of spelling and thus distinguish written Ukrainian primarily from
Russian. In a letter of 1881 to Barvins kyj (2004, 199), he argued that, if
one removes ¢ 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.
smijessja). 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 Kuli§ 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 Kuli§’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,
one should recall the first reaction of the clergy to the publication of the
vernacular translation of the Pentatevx in 1869. The level of animosity of
the church hierarchy toward the translation and orthography of Kuli§ was
high, to say the least. Suffice it to cite here a short note published on 15
March 1869 in Pravda by its editor, Natal” Vaxnjanin, and most likely
Kulis (Vaxnjanin and Kuli§ 1869b), who happily reported that a long-antic-
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
(2:14) in Julius Furst’s lllustrierte Pracht Bibel fiir Israeliten in dem maso-
retischen Text and neuer deutscher Ubersetzung (Leipzig, 1874) (Vaxnjanin
and Kuli§ 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
their opponents to criticize, instead, the British who called Jesus “Dzysee,”
or the others who called him “Zezju.” If their phonetics allowed them to
transform the name in this way, concluded Vaxnjanin and Kuli§ (1869b),
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 @ 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 (Ostas 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., Ondrej [1392], Semen” Oleksandrovyc¢” [1457] next to Semen”
Aleksandrovyc”[1459] [Rozov 1928, 47, 166, 171]). Remarkably, in their
translation of the New Testament, Kuli$ and Puljuj used as a rule Church
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)
~ Avram” (5v), Avram (SP, 14), Odam (4) ~ Adam” (2r), Adam (7), Omorij
(9) ~ Amorrej (51), Amorij (SP, 12), Orukij (9) ~ Arukij (51), Arkej (SP,
12), Osur (9) ~ Assur” (5r), Assur (SP, 13), Orxaksad (9) ~ Arfaksad” (51),
Arfaksad (SP, 13)—with anewly reintroduced f—Ovymajlo (9) ~ Avimayl”
(5r), Abymavel’ (13), and finally, Osyr (45) ~ Asyr” (27r), Asser (55), Oron
(85) ~ Aaron” (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) ~
lektan” (5t), Joktan (SP, 13), a change which is not discussed in Ostas
(2000), Jevusij (9) ~ levusij (5r), Jevusij (SP, 12), Jarax (9) ~ larax” (5t),
Jerax (SP, 13), lovav (9) ~ lovav” (51), Jovav (SP, 13), which is lacking in
Ostas (2000), Jakov (45) ~ lakov” (27r), Jakov (SP, 55), and losyp (45) ~
losyf” (27r), Josyf (SP, 55), with a regular change of io- into jo- but no
replacement of /by p as is the case in losyp, 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
personal and geographical names. Ohijenko (1939a, 3—4) argued, and
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
in word-initial position in the biblical names was influenced by the Greek
literary tradition (see Ohijenko 1927).

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 *@j)i, hence ity ~ jty “to walk,” an alternation that
encompassed some personal names introduced with Christianity (e.g., [van
~ Jvan [Shevelov 1979, 269]). However, the form Josyp/Josyf (< Twaend)
is another case where the initial j was lost as expected without any change
in the vowel of the first syllable, as in Osyp (MUkr. Josyp, as attested in
Kuli$’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 x* (also used by Moracevs 'kyj)
that was consistently applied in the Pentatevx but eliminated by Puljuj in
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 “Ca’-leb the son of Je-phun’-neh” (Pentatevx, 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 “fig leaves”
(Pentatevx, 4, Gen 3:7). In this case, it is difficult to determine what
exactly influenced the replacement of the vernacular counter-etymolog-
ical x* 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 kulisivka, it is
worth mentioning the Roman letter “g” introduced by Kuli§ in Zapiski o
Juznoj Rusi (Notes on Southern Rus’, 1856—1857) and explicated again in
his Hramatka of 1857 (Hramatka, 7). He employed this letter consistently
in most of his literary works, in particular in the novel Corna rada (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. Was this a result of the influence of Church Slavonic orthog-
raphy, where no letter like “g” or “r,” or the diagraph “kr,” was found?

In the Pentatevx, the letter “1” (g) is attested in a few long-natural-
ized words as well as in forms originating in special phonetic
environments. To give an example of the first group of lexemes, one can
cite graty “bars” (Pentatevx, 144, Deut 3:5; Zel., 1:170), which is
replaced by zasuvy in the 1903 edition of the Bible (SP, 174). Reflexes of
specific phonetic environments are not numerous and can be reduced to
the voiced reflex 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-
tered in some western Ukrainian dialects (Verxratskyj 1902, 157).
Behaving as stylistically marked devices, the g-forms occur in the
language of the Pentatevx (e.g., g Cervonomu morju “by the way of the
Red Sea,” g pivnoci “northward,” and g pustyni “by the way of the
wilderness” [Pentatevx 143, Deut 2:1, 3, 8]). The same preposition is
also attested in the paraphrase of the book of Job (1869)—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). Kulis$ used yg in his intro-
duction to the book of Job published under separate cover by the
periodical Pravda (Yov, 1869, iii; Nimc¢uk 1969, 74).

Almost all other letters introduced in the kulisivka from 1856 through
1857 were retained in the Pentatevx, though with some innovations
(Kryms'kyj 1929, 180—181). Thus, the translator dropped the back jer in the
word-final position but kept using it in reference to the split pronunciation
of hard and labial consonants of the type ym ja ‘“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 uzhirja (sg.) “hills”
(Pentatevx, 142, Deut 1:7) versus uzhirrja (Pentatevx, 143, Deut 1:41).
Following Oleksij Pavlovskyj (Grammatika, 1-4), Kuli§ used the letter “i”
to render the corresponding vowel irrespective of its origin: vin “he” (i <o),
Zinka “wife” (i < e), zmij “serpent” (i < &) (Pentatvex, 4). Instead of the
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letter “pr” (), attested with “6” and “»” in the etymological orthography of
Myxajlo Maksymovy¢ (Maksimovi¢ 1827, 1841, 163—164, 167, 171), Kuli§
resorted to the letter “u” to render a specific Ukrainian middle front sound
distinct from the Russian y (e.g., xodytymes “thou shalt go” [Pentatevx, 4,
Gen 3:14] next to mini “to me” [dat.] [Pentatevx, 4]). Kuli$ borrowed the
letter “€” from Russian in order to mark the palatalization of a consonant
(including j) before o as in usého (gen.) “all” (Pentatevx, 4, Gen 2:2), ého
(acc.) “him” (Pentatevx, 5, Gen 3:23), and the like. He much expanded the
function of the letter “e,” which was used not only after palatalized conso-
nants as in oblyccje “tace” (Pentatevx, 13, Gen 17:3) but also in all other
positions where the so-called jotised vowels are attested in modern Ukrainian
orthography (e.g., jesy [2 sg. pres.] “to be,” bje [3 sg. pres.] “to smite”
[Pentatevx, 4, 46, Ex 2:11], and tvoje [n. sg.] “thy” [Pentatevx, 46, Ex 3:5]).

Needless to say, all the above peculiarities were eliminated by Puljuj
in the 1903 edition of Kuli§’s translation. Instead, he made several changes
in phonetic spelling that were lambasted by Necuj-Levyc'kyj after the
appearance of the 1903 translation. Thus, in accordance with the Zelexivka
system used in Galicia at that time, Puljuj introduced the letter “1” for the
reflexes of the etymological ¢ and ¢ (e.g., simdesjat” “seventy” [SP, 137,
Num 7:49] from ESI. and OChSI. se/d]mw “seven” [Vasmer, 3:608] and
nadilyv [m. sg. pret.] “set [the land before you]” [SP, 171, Deut 1:8; see
also ChSl. déliti “to share” in Vasmer, 1:337]). The letter “i” was employed
in order to mark reflexes of the etymological o as in rid “people” (SP, 11,
Gen 11:6) from ESI. and OChSI. rodws (Vasmer, 2:527). Instead of “€” in
the environment after a palatalized consonant, Puljuj introduced the
digraph “p0.” In addition, Puljuj began marking the palatalized z, ¢, and s
in the environment before v, as in s vit “light” (SP, 5, Gen 1:3) and z vir
“beast” (SP, 5, Gen 1:24). Leaving aside some other innovations, Puljuj
stopped short of marking the assimilation of consonants in morpheme and
word boundaries, which was a signature feature of his kulisivka.

Indeed, there are numerous cases of assimilation of consonants as
reflected in the orthography of the Pentatevx. Instead of suggesting a strict
classification of such cases, it is worthwhile looking at the most representa-
tive, in place and manner of articulation and examples of assimilation, as well
as at assimilation in voicing. In some cases, Kuli§’s spelling is likely to render
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a combination of different types of assimilation. One can begin with the use
of'the prefixes s and z, which alternate depending on the following consonant.
Thus, in congruence with his spelling practice in the journal Osnova (Mykytyn
2000, 154—156), the variant s occurred before voiceless £, 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’
“l 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 foho 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
finally 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 s (e.g., §
Ceredy “[offering even] of the herd” [Pentatevx, 80, Lev 1:2]). Yet this
type of assimilation across word boundaries seemed to be unique.

The prefix 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), Kulis§ seemed to use the variant ros- before £, p, ¢,
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-
lation) of the consonants across suffix boundaries. Such assimilation
regularly occurred in the personal forms of reflexive verbs (e.g., dijdeccja
[3 sg. non-past] “[a war] falleth out,” zlucaccja [3 pl. non-past] “to join”
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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
Dnieper Ukraine, in particular in the works of Ivan Kotljarevs 'kyj, Oleksij
Pavlovs kyj, Amvrosij Metlyns 'kyj, and most of the authors from Sloboda
Ukraine (Moskalenko 1958, 15-23). Thus, there is no wonder that
“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 Kuli§’s writings in Osnova [Mykytyn 2000, 157], occja
[gen.] “of thy father” [ Pentatevx, 46, Ex 3:6]).

Unlike inconsistent assimilation across suffix boundaries as reflected
in Osnova (Mykytyn 2000, 157-158), the language of the Pentatevx
showed already significant progress in the “phonetization” of this position.
[ did not find not any example reminiscent of traditional spelling in 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 Kuli$ 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 Kuli§’s “radical phonetics” proved pioneering in the history of
Ukrainian orthography. Leaving certain deviations aside, Kuli§ seemed to
have followed a long-standing tradition of rendering vernacular sandhi
phenomena, especially across word and suffix boundaries, in literary
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
voicing or distinctive protensity (Flier 1994, 146—148). Trying to synthe-
size elements pertaining to different dialects and literary traditions, Kuli§
might have imitated some forms found in the Middle Ukrainian records
that he studied, in particular, in private archives in Warsaw, peering over
different historical accounts (Luckyj 1983, 143—-146).

To explicate instances of complete assimilation in Kuli§’s practice,
for instance, § ceredy “[offering even] of the herd,” it is expedient to dwell
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briefly on assimilation phenomena as attested from the late twelfth century
onward in various Old Ukrainian texts extant from different dialectal areas
(Zovtobrjux et al. 1979, 205-207). Despite scant material, one can trace a
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 prozby (gen.) “request” (240), and cases
of assimilation of the type blyzZe “closer” (39) (Pan’kevy¢ 1922, 17).
Remarkably, in the same record, the preposition s” was used not only
before voiceless consonants, but also in the position before the cluster sv-
(ibid., 18), a case that reflects the environment in which Kuli§ used the
same morpheme. Similar assimilation in place and manner, though across
prefix or word boundary, is observed in ZZyrajut” (< zZyrajut” 3 pl. pres.)
“to devour” (PG 1556-1561, 178v), ny s¢ym” “with nothing” (Zinovijiv,
254) from ny s ¢ym”, and also scatky (1394) next to scadky (1459) (Rozov
1928, 72, 154) (MoUkr. nascadky “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,
this text reveals complete neutralization before all obstruents across prefix
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 z” Zydov “from the Jews” alongside s pohanov “from the pagans”
(271) (Ohijenko 1930, 1:289). Some exceptions occur, though they are
quite rare (e.g., rozsuzaty ~ rossudyty “to arbitrate” [ibid.]).

Deserving of attention are cases of assimilation in place and manner,
reminiscent of the same type of assimilation in Kuli§’s language. In addi-
tion to assimilation across prefix boundaries like z* Zydov”““from the Jews”
(634) and ys Salenstva “because of insanity” (623) (Ohijenko 1930, 1:288,
2:36), there are numerous cases of assimilation across suffix boundaries of
the type perevyssyly (pl. pret.) “to exceed” (346) and navyssyj “tallest” (24,
25, and so forth) (ibid., 1:291). What is also significant about this Ruthenian
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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,
that is, neutralization of the obstruents in syllable- and word-final position
(e.g., sjat [2 sg. imper.] “sit down!” [ibid., 1:293]). In congruence with the
classification of Flier (1994, 157), all the above features are typical of
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
the writings of Ivan Nekrasevy¢: occe (voc.) “father” (9), océcenku (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,
chronicles, even homilary gospels). All this was likely to fit well into
Kuli§’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) Kuli$
decided to choose as a basis for pursuing this vernacularizing tendency.
However, it is extremely difficult to ascertain with precision what dialectal
types of assimilation are reflected in Kuli§’s first translation of the
Pentateuch. At first sight, to use the classification of Flier (1994, 147-148;
Danylenko 2006c, 189-192), Kuli§’s spelling signals his orientation
toward East Ukrainian, as one encounters no sandhi evidence of neutral-
ization of voiced consonants before voiceless consonants across suffix
boundaries (Mykytyn 2000, 156). At the same time, the neutralization of
voiced consonants in the position before voiceless obstruents across
prefix boundaries (e.g., z- and roz-), as discussed above, likely reveals
Kulis’s tendency to follow the southwestern Ukrainian pattern. All things
considered, one seems to deal in the case of Kulis’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
in synchrony and diachrony, as reflected in particular in the examples
excerpted from Middle Ukrainian literary records.

If viewed in the wider historical perspective of positive efforts toward
national self-definition and cultural assertion, the system of ku/isivka 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 2006¢,
140-141, 2012b). In a sense, Kuli§ managed to offer a congenial vision of
a new system of spelling accommodating the aforementioned tendencies.

IVAN NECUJ-LEVYC’'KYJ IS SHUFFLED
BACKSTAGE

Ivan Necuj-Levyc kyj might have made his part of the translation of the
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 Kulis.
The difference between the two vernacular-based written languages was
first discussed by Antonovy¢ (1969) as being more of degree than of kind,
though this difference, especially in vocabulary, was likely to appear
rather striking in concrete cases. According to Antonovy¢ (1969, 42-43),
Kulis intentionally archaized his language (Nec€uj-Levic'kyj 1907, 298)
and Necuj-Levyc'kyj, on the contrary, sometimes applied a more revolu-
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 Kuli$ in the formation of a
new literary language, it is worthwhile analyzing briefly the most repre-
sentative features of Necuj-Levyckyj’s language.

To begin with, one finds in Necuj-Levyc kyj numerous examples of
the cross-dialectal alternation u- : v- (e.g., uv Aroeri “in A-ro’-er” [SP, 388,
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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
generally applied by Necuj-Levyc'kyj, since his early writings do not
reveal a consistency in the maintenance of the alternation u- : v-.
Incidentally, one should mention here numerous corrections made by
Kulis in clusters of consonants in the original of Necuj-Levyc kyj’s novel
Prycepa (The Cocklebur) (e.g., vstupyv v xatu changed by Kuli§ into
vstupyvu xatu “[he] entered the house” [ Voznjak 1928b, 5-6]). Interestingly,
Necuj-Levyckyj shared with Kulis the use of apharesis, which is a typical
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 in Nec¢uj-Levyc 'kyj’s language is largely of south-
eastern Ukrainian origin, whence narod “people” (SP, 395, 1 Chr 11:15)
with the limited change of o into i (Matvijas 2007b, 34). I would add here
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
dialects (Zovtobrjux et al. 1979, 283; Nim¢uk 1969, 78). It is therefore
plausible that these forms were introduced into the translation by Necuj-
Levyc’kyj himself.

The sound f was already commonplace in the phonetic system of
Necuj-Levyckyj’s idiom and likewise in vernacular Ukrainian. In addi-
tion to numerous personal and place names with this sound (e.g., Jafet for
Ja’'-pheth [SP, 383, 1 Chr 1:4]),  would name also an old borrowing fy/ja
“flood” (SP, 782, Dan 11:22) (Pol. fala, Gr. Welle) (Zel., 2:1027; Shevelov
1979, 634), which is cited among other “deviating” forms by Necuj-
Levyc'kyj in his notorious polemical essay of 1907 on the state of
contemporary written Ukrainian (Necuj-Levic'kyj 1907, 317).

As one might predict, Puljuj, as a Galician speaker, might have inad-
vertently employed regional forms in the revised version of the Ukrainian
Bible that were likely to be at odds with Necuj-Levyc'kyj’s Sprachgefiihl.
For instance, we see dijament “diamond” (SP, 782, Dan 11:38) next to
diament(") (Berynda, 172; Vytv., 433) (dijament [Zel., 1:186]). Yet Ne&uj-
Levyc'kyj was particularly annoyed by inconsistencies in the spelling of
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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- alone (Necuj-Levickyj 1907, 22). Puljuyj
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
(Tymosenko 1969, 109—113). No doubt, this was a contentious decision by
Puljuj (Necuj-Levyc'kyj 1968, 467). Among other examples one can name
the form vid, which was never used by Necuj-Levyc kyj (Necuj-Levic 'kyj
1907, 19). To look at several random pages from the novel Corna rada
(Black Council, 1857), one happens upon numerous examples of od in
Kuli§ (CR, 108, 109—110). However, as early as 1869, Kuli§ began gradu-
ally giving preference to the form vid, thus introducing this “Galician
form” in place of Necuj-Levyc kyj’s preposition od (Voznjak 1928b, 6).
In Necuj-Levyc’kyj’s translation, present active participles of the
type stojacyj “[saw the angel of the Lord] stand” (SP, 403, 778, 1 Chr
21:16) are deserving of attention. Some of them are used concurrently
with adjectives in similar expressions: palajucyj ohon” “fiery flame” (SP,
777, Dan 7:9) alongside palajuca pi¢ (SP, 771, Dan 3:15) ~ rozpalena pic¢
“burning fiery furnace” (SP, 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: horijuci s vicnyky “lamps
of fire” (SP, 782, Dan 10:6) (from hority “to be alight”), streljajuci z luka
“archers” (SP, 392, 1 Chr 8:40) (from streljaty “to shoot”), dobuvajuci
meca “[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 $¢o (e.g., muzi, §¢o nosyly
Scyt i mec “men able to bear buckler and sword” [SP, 388, 1 Chr 5:18]).
Interestingly, in his 1907 essay about the status of contemporary
Ukrainian, Necuj-Levyc'kyj stopped short of discussing the spread of
present active participles in the “contemporary written language” in Ukraine
(Necuj-Levickyj 1907). As a matter of fact, participles of this type happened
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
example, one finds here panujucyj “ruling,” stojacyj “standing,” hrabljacyj
“robbing,” and the like (NeCuj 1868, 415, 423). At first sight, his negative
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
by a relative clause) by Puljuj. However, there are solid grounds for
assuming that such forms were originally used by Necuj-Levyc kyj, who
particularly indulged in them in his literary works. Suffice it to open Necuj-
Levyc kyj’s manuscript of Prycepa (The Cocklebur), where Kuli§ 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. vyxodjaci
ljudy “people [who are] coming out” or, in the same sentence, bystro tekuca
voda “water [that is] running fast” [Voznjak 1928b, 38]).

Despite a bookish (Church Slavonic) suffix, some such participles
functioned as true adjectives (e.g., nevsypuscyj “watcher” next to nevsy-
pucyj [SP, 772, 773, Dan 4:13, 23], that is, “that who always watches,”
where the latter lexeme is a typically vernacular adjective with a minimum
of verbal features [Kurylo 1960, 16]). Sporadically, past active participles
serve as an archaizing device in the vernacular-based text: usta, hovorivsi
(pl.) “a mouth that spake” (SP, 777, Dan 7:20), vyvivsyj narod “[our God]
that hath brought thy people” (SP, 779, Dan 9:15), or vystupavsi na vijnu
“[those that] went out to the war” (SP, 388, 1 Chr 5:18).

One of the most representative features of Necuj-Levyc'kyj’s
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
pryjsov buv “came” [SP, 777, 1 Chr 7:22]). In general, Necuj-Levyc'kyj
used more pluperfect tense forms than Kulis, thus reflecting, presumably,
a common trend in Dnieper Ukrainian in the last part of the nineteenth
century (Tymosenko 1979, 125). It is interesting to note that obsolete
perfect tense forms like xvalyv jesy “[thou] hast praised” (SP, 775, Dan
5:23) are barely attested in the translation of Necuj-Levyc’kyj, thus
demonstrating its peripheral status with a Church Slavonic tinge
(Tymosenko 1979, 123-124). To give a rare example of a stylistically
marked (Church Slavonic) form in Necuj-Levyc kyj, one can cite slaven
Jjesy “blessed be thou” (SP, 411, 1 Chr 29:10). Likewise, quite a few
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Church Slavonicisms are attested in the vocabulary of Necuj-Levyc kyj’s
translation (e.g., nebesa “heavens” [SP, 400, 1 Chr 16:26]). At any rate, in
the scriptural translations of Kuli§ there seem to be more Church
Slavonicisms than in the translation made by Necuj-Levyckyj. Clearly,
this means that Necuj-Levyc'kyj’s language was more vernacular-ori-
ented and purified of excessive admixtures of Church Slavonic and Polish.
In fact, the situation with Galician and Polish forms seems to be
convoluted. Introduced supposedly by Puljuj and/or Sljusarcuk, they are
attested in abundance in the morphosyntax (for example, the conjunc-
tion pozajak “inasmuch as” [SP, 771], castigated, and rightly so, by
Necuj-Levyc kyj as artificial [Necuj-Levic'kyj 1907, 18], and especially
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 [Necuj-Levic'kyj 1907, 14-15]). If
not corrected by Kulis, who used to edit his young protégé’s language, a
similar locative made its way even into Necuj-Levyckyj’s own language
(e.g., v" oburennju “in indignation” [Necuj 1868, 438]). Overall, the
locative forms ending in -u might have been retained in Southwest
Ukrainian since the Middle Ukrainian period (Verxratskyj 1902, 177).
Nouns ending in -e like /jude “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
Necuj-Levyc kyj’s treatment of the corresponding forms in Ukrainian. In a
letter of 21 September 1905 to Petro Stebnyckyj (1862—1923), he reso-
lutely rejected the etymological spelling of neuters ending in -e (nasinnje
“seeds”) inasmuch as these forms were sounded as ending in -a (nasinnja)
(Necuj-Levyc'kyj 1968, 450, 454). It is worthwhile recalling that Kuli§
consistently used the forms ending in -e, thus purportedly trying “to bring
the language closer to old Ukrainian literature” (Necuj-Levickyj 1907,
21-22). There is, however, a seemingly unique form in 1 Chronicles, cerez
prohnannja “by driving out” (SP, 401, 1 Chr 17:21), instead of cCerez
prohnannje. One might surmise that the editors simply failed to adjust this
form as used by Necuj-Levyc kyj to the aforementioned Galician model.
There are numerous constructions with forms ending in -no and -fo
in the predicate and the accusative direct object in Necuj-Levyckyj (e.g.,
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Tijeji z noci Valtasara, carja Xaldejs koho, vbyto “In that night was
Bel-shaz’-zar the king of the Chal-de-"-ans slain” [SP, 775, Dan 5:30]).
One may hypothesize that Puljuj could have added some of these construc-
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 -fo in the text. Second, such constructions occurred
without any auxiliary, though with a clear perfect meaning (Shevelov
1969; Danylenko 2003a, 314-326). All this might tentatively speak for
their southwestern Ukrainian origin. However, the use of such construc-
tions in the language of other eastern Ukrainian writers of that time,
particularly of Panas Myrnyj (Hrycenko 2007, 28), is likely to prove their
local provenance in the language of Necuj-Levyc kyj.

The vocabulary of his translation is particularly representative, espe-
cially as compared with Kuli§ who was always open to borrowings and
neologisms. Notoriously, Necuj-Levyc'kyj could barely stand Galician
and Polish borrowings in Ukrainian. This fact indirectly proves that some
central Ukrainian lexemes as used by this writer might have been replaced
in the final version by Galician counterparts like recenec” “deadline” (SP,
777; Zel., 2:801) and brama (sg.) “gates” (SP, 404, 1 Chr 22:3; Zel,,
1:42), as opposed to the indigenous vorotar “porter” (SP, 393, 1 Chr 9:21;
Zel, 1:121), dveri “door” (ibid.), and porohy “gates” (SP, 393, 1 Chr
9:22). Despite the editorial intervention of Puljuj, the translation of
Necuj-Levyc kyj reads in some places as a true folkloric text (e.g., posud
zolotyj, sribnyj ta midjanyj “vessels of gold and silver and brass” [SP,
401, 1 Chr 18:10] and bovvan z §¢yroho zolota “the image’s head [was] of
fine gold” [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:

Moa6 Capyenko reTbmanyBas Hax  [And Jo -ab the son of Ze-ru-

Bilicekom, Mocadar xe i"-ah was over the host; and
AXUITYIEeHKO CTIHCYBaB ii. Je-hosh’-a-phat the son of
(SP, 402) A-hi’-Iud, recorder.] (1 Chr

18:15)

247



248 PART | m THE BIBLE

Archaic lexemes do occur sporadically in Necuj-Levyc kyj’s transla-
tion, though their number is very small. One can mention, first of all, the
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
“people” (Sr., 3:1647—-1648). Other bookish lexemes of the type het man
“prince” (SP, 783, Dan 11:22), benket “feast,” vel 'moza “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
Xarkovite writer Hryhorij Kvitka-Osnov’janenko (Kvitka, 1:2, 26, 103,
258, 351) and in Slovar” malorossijskaho, ili juho-vostocnorusskaho jazyka
(The Dictionary of the Little Russian or, Southeastern Russian Language)
of Pavlo Bilec kyj-Nosenko (Bil.-Nos., 53, 71, 97, 266).

Taken as a whole, Necuj-Levyc’kyj’s vocabulary is southeastern
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: prykljucka (Zel., 2:747), used also by
Kulis (SP, 58), ~ pryéyna “occasion” (Bil.-Nos., 301) as attested in
one and the same verse (Dan 6:4), postelja (SP, 770, Dan 2:29; Zel.,
2:718) ~ lizko “bed” (SP, 772, Dan 4:5; Kvitka, 2:76), or xarc¢ “provi-
sion” ~ strava “portion of the king’s meat” ~ poZyva “meat” (SP, 768,
Dan 1:5, 10, 13). The latter lexemes are found in the language of
Kvitka-Osnov’janenko (Kvitka, 3:347, 525, 2:526), where pozyva is
glossed as “catch, profit” (Bil.-Nos., 288). In the translation of Necuj-
Levyc'kyj, pozyva is clearly used as a western Ukrainian form (Zel.,
2:679) and is also attested in Kuli§’s paraphrase of the book of Job
(1869). Among contrasting regional forms, it is worth citing WUKkr.
kryzi “loins” (SP, 774, Dan 5:6; Zel., 1:379) as compared with pojasnycja
in Kuli§’s paraphrase of Psalm 38 (Psaltyr, Rataj, 171), poperek
“loins” in Kvitka-Osnov’janenko (Kvitka, 2:583), and EUkr. lucytysja
“to happen” (SP, 774; Kvitka, 2:83; Bil.-Nos., 214).
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Overall, Necuj-Levyckyj’s language shows its primary orientation
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
likely by Puljuj (or Sljusarcuk). By contrast, Kuli$ in his biblical trans-
lations created a multilayered system of heterogeneous elements pertaining
to various dialects and even literary traditions. Thus, the language of
Necuj-Levyckyj tends to be homogeneous, both dialectally and diachron-
ically. Its homogeneity seems to be even more solid when compared
with the vernacular standard in Moracevs'kyj’s translation of the New
Testament. The question arising at this stage is whether Puljuj or some-
body else responsible for the preparation of the manuscript for
publication had the right to introduce corrections in the translation of
Necuj-Levyc kyj. To answer this question, one needs to understand that
the problem lay not so much in the unification or differentiation of
regionalisms as in the choice of a stylistic framework for the whole
Ukrainian Bible. The latter, according to Puljuj, had to be premised on
the programmatic tenets adopted by Kuli$ and Puljuj in their joint trans-
lation of the New Testament in the 1870s. This is why the translation of
Necuj-Levyc kyj could hardly fit the biblical parameters of a new high
style of new literary Ukrainian.

INTERPRETING HEBREW POETRY

Already in his Tovytovi slovesa (the book of Tobit) of 1893, Kuli§ demon-
strated his keen interest in a poetic (versified) adaptation of the Bible. Not
surprisingly, in a letter of 8 July 1896, Kuli§ hastened to outline for
Pavlyk, in whom he confided most of his creative plans in the early 1890s,
the overall idea of his future poetic translation, which would differ both
structurally and creatively from the prose one. He believed that feelings
would come first to the minds and hearts of the Ukrainian people despite
the fact that remnants of primitive poetry were purportedly fossilized in
the Hebrew Scriptures (Voznjak 1928a, 216). In fact, “the ancient Hebrew
spirit and taste” were reflected in the books of the Hebrew Bible, in
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particular in the Psalms. For this reason, the translation of the Psalter
came out in Galicia as the first part of Kuli§’s translation project (ibid.).
In his letter of 8 July 1896 to Pavlyk (Voznjak 1928a, 217), Kuli$
contended that the full title of the translation of the Holy Bible into Ukrainian
should somehow reflect the aforementioned structure and run as follows:

Crapopycekuii [Tepéxman

CoBsroro [Iucema

Craporo it HoBoro 3amoBiny

[lepexnanas xe €ro

Kynim OnénproBud [Tanbko

Yacrtuna npyra: lonocinens u [licens [licens

[The Old Rusian Translation of the Holy Scripture of the Old
and New Testament, translated by Kuli§ Olel’kovy¢ Pan’ko.
Part 2: Lamentations and The Song of Songs]

On the title page of the manuscript prepared by Kuli§ for Pavlyk
(who promised to have Lamentations and the Song of Songs published in
Lviv in 1896 or 1897) the translator added:

[eyarano BBi JIbBOBI

p. b. 1897

3a gorsiaom [aBnuka Muxaiina (Holosin ‘nja, 2r)

[Printed in Lviv in God’s year of 1897 under the supervision of
Pavlyk Myxajlo]

In a separate note, which is attached to the protograph held today at the manu-
script repository at the T. H. Sevéenko Institute of Ukrainian Literature of the
National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine, Kuli§ asked Pavlyk to also print
on the half title page “the Old Rusian Translation of the Holy Scriptures.”
The title, proposed by Kulis, underscored his vision of the Holy Bible in
Ukrainian. In addition to the vernacularized version of his first and patro-
nymic names, Kuli§ made use of a folk etymological form zapovid
“Testament” (compare zdpovid’) (Hrin¢., 1:618; Enejida, Index, 60), with
stress on the final syllable, instead of the true etymological -vets as attested in
Old Church Slavonic and East Slavic (Vasmer, 1:193) (Rus. o#vét and Ukr.
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[dial. and obsolete] odvit “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 Kuli§ in the aforementioned letter to Pavlyk. Having made
several translations of the Bible, the Russians were purportedly incapable
of producing a poetic interpretation of what had been written by the Jews in
verse, since Russian was “fairly poor in grammar” (Voznjak 1928a, 218).
Deprived of what could be bestowed upon them only by God, the Russians
failed to create such a flexible language as “our Old Rusian.” Kuli§ himself
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 Kuli§ 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
ReuB (published posthumously in 1892—1894) (Reuf3) and of the transla-
tion of the Bible by Emil Kautzsch (1890-1894) (Kautzsch), Kuli§
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
translation project of the Bible (Voznjak 1928a, 216). In a final part of his
work on the Ukrainian Bible, Kuli$§ promised to concentrate on a transla-
tion of “the religious holy Hebrew philosophy.” Pavlo Rataj’s Yov (Job),
published as early as 1869 in Lviv, was, as he explained, a first attempt at
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
significant, a new conceptualization of the vernacular translation of
the Bible. Transformed into a versified form, the poetic translation
was conceived of by Kuli§ as the most comprehensible and adequate
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medium of God’s word for laymen, who are capable of grasping the
main ideas when they are represented in a rhythmic way (Ohijenko
1939c, 359-360). This understanding and appreciation of the poetic
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-
cies is applicable to Kuli§’s intention to adapt the Bible into a versified
framework, rather than to his wish to follow closely the original
(Naxlik 2007, 2:279). Otherwise, it is not clear which original Kuli§
was supposed to follow.

Overall, one must give credit to Kulis for his intention to offer a new,
metric interpretation of prose as found in the Hebrew Bible through the
medium of poetry. In fact, Kuli§ was the first European writer to elaborate
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
Ohijenko’s provision for the so-called “preaching rhythm” (rytm moly-
tovnyyj), as first discussed by Lypa (1939, 55) with respect to the language
of Ohijenko’s translation of the Holy Scriptures. For instance, discussing
“the rhythm of the heart” as discerned in Ohijenko’s language, Jurij Lypa
described his translation as “plain and solemn” at the same time.
According to Lypa one could not find any unnatural “inversion” (change
of word order) in Ohijenko’s translation—everything was in its right
place, while the use of the predicate at the end of sentences added addi-
tional emphasis to the narrative (ibid.). Ohijenko (1939b, 60—61) argued
that the Bible was replete with poetic parts that one could render only
with the help of a versified translation.

The point is that both Lypa and Ohijenko, who endorsed the latter’s
understanding of the preponderantly poetic disposition of the ancient
Jews and Greeks, reduced Hebrew poetry to one of its vital components—
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
(Gillingham 1994, 51-52).

As a result, one can hardly agree with the modern appreciation of
Ohijenko’s translation by Jusyp-Jakymovy¢ (2000, 418), who hastily
contended that “rhythmicity of the language [of Ohijenko] is an innova-
tion in the translation of the entire Holy Scriptures into Ukrainian.” Kulis,
rather, was a pioneer in this domain, as he was the first to have worked not
simply on rhythmicity as postulated for Ohijenko’s translation by Jusyp-
Jakymovy¢ and her predecessors, including Ohijenko himself, but on
meter comprising several vital components such as rhythm, stress, sonority,
and the like.

THE BOOK OF JOB

The poetry of the book of Job is unique in its presentation and rhythmic
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
outset of his translation project, Kuli§ became much fascinated by the
book of Job, one of three books presented throughout in poetic line-forms
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, Rataj). In the early
1890s, when he began a new translation of the Bible, Kulis planned not
simply to revise the 1869 paraphrase of Job but, in effect, to offer a new
interpretation of the poetry of this book, inspired largely by the latest
extensive studies of Jewish scripture, including contemporary critical
scholarship by Emil Kautzsch and his students. In addition, at that time
Kulis had at his disposal the English Revised Version of the Bible, which
was published in 1881-1884, with the Apocrypha appearing in 1894
(Kulis to Biloborodov, 90). All in all, in order to make the Ukrainian Job
look more appropriate to Jewish rhetoric and literary conventions, the
writer deemed it necessary to translate Job one more time, although he
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personally liked his first paraphrase and, unlike other biblical books, left
the draft of Hyjob (Job) aside for subsequent revision.

To illustrate rhetoric and linguistic differences between the first
paraphrase and the 1896 version, suffice it to compare here an excerpt
from the earlier text and the modified poetic translation dating of the

mid-1890s:

Translation of 1869

IToruGuu aeHb, 1110 S Ha CBIT
ponuBcs,

U tuxa Hiy, 1110 pOpeKIIa:
“3avaBcs!”

O, mo6 Toi NeHb y3IBCs
MeMHOmOol0,

111006 =e cBituB ['ocmons Ha éro
3BEPXY,

U cBiT HaX HUM HE 3aCHB BO
Biku!

Hexaii €ro ryctuii 06ifime
MOPOK,

Hexaii éro Bakka OKpHeE XxMapa,

W nomepku ncnoBHATH Ero
ctpaxoMm! (Yov, 42)

Translation of 1896

IIpoxmsaTuii neHb, MO 5 HA CHBIT
ponuscs!

IIpoxusTa it HiY, IO TpOpEKIIA;
3auaBcs!

Hexaii To¥i 1eHb BOBIKA TEMHUN
oyze!

1 Bor nexau npo €ro He 3rajae,

U coneuko Hexatl Haj| HIM HE
cheste!

Hexari éro Hazan nmokianue
MOPOK,

W mempsasa €ro nosik o0iiime!

W crpaxitbre Hexail €ro nsKae!

(Hyjob 1327r; Kulis to
Biloborodov, 91)

[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
it; let the blackness of the day terrify it.] (Job 3:3-5)

The two translations are characterized by a folkloric iambic pentam-
eter and, at first sight, demonstrate a similar orientation toward the use of
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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
beginning of the first two lines, a more consistent use of the imperative
particle nexaj “let” (4x compared to 2x in the first translation). In the
vocabulary, the language of the 1869 translation looks more archaic and,
at any rate, more bookish (e.g., temnota, morok, pomerky “darkness”
[Zel., 2:956, 1:453, 695]) in comparison with the translation of 1896
where morok and temrjava are accompanied by a diminutive sonecko
“sun” (also the bookish form yspovnyt” [straxom] [3 sg. non-past] in Yov
compared to a vernacular form /jakae [3 sg. pres.] “to scare” in Hyjob).
Arguably, Kuli$’s later poetic translation of the Bible might have typified
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 Kuli§’s early admiration for the French philosopher and
writer Ernest Renan (1823—1892) as the ultimate authority in literary crit-
ical studies of biblical material in his time. This fact rationalizes Kuli§’s
choice of particular stylistic means in the paraphrase of 1869, heavily
influenced by this scholar’s critical works and translations of the Bible
into French. Thus, in its separate publication in 1869 under the imprint of
the newspaper Pravda, the first poetic translation of the book of Job was
supplied with an extensive preface, “When the Book of Job Was Written,”
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, Kuli§ mentioned seven authors, with Renan listed last, who had
all purportedly inspired his study. However, a closer inspection of Kuli$’s
preface and Renan’s Study on the Age and Character of the Book of Job
reveals striking parallels, not only in argumentation but also in stylistics.
A selection of several random passages in Kuli§’s preface demonstrate
almost total dependence on Renan’s text and look in some places very
closely appropriated.

255



256 PART | m THE BIBLE

Renan’s Le livre de Job

Au primier coup d’ceil, en effet, ce
poéme occupe dans la littérature
hebraique une position assez isolée.
Les personages qui figurent ne sont
pas Juifs; le lieu de la scéne est hors
de la Palestine. (Renan, xv)

La langue du livre de Job est I’hébreu
le plus limpide, le plus serté, le plus
classique. On y trouve toutes les
qualités du style ancien, la concision,

Kuli§’s Translation of 1869

Ha nepsuii nonisig, kaura Mosa
3maenis B €BperchKii
CJIOBECHOCTI TeTh OTMHOKO0. [11€BI
Trozie ciel moemu—He €Bpei; cama
it — ue B [Tanectui.

(Yov, 1869, iii)

Mosa kauru MoBa—HhaliBupasHima
€BpeiinHa, HallCy TyKHiIIa,
B30poBa. 3HAXOAUMO B il yci
HPUKMETH CTApOCBILBKOIO CTUIIIO,

la tendance a I’énigme, un tour KOPOTKOMOBHICTb, HAXUII JIO

énergique et comme frappé au 3arajiku, IOBOPOTH SHEPIHUIIIHI,
marteau, cette largeur de sens, MOB KOBaHHS MOJIOTOM, IIIUPHHIO
¢loignée de toute sécheresse, qui JIYMOK, 0€3 yCsIKO1 CyXOCTH,—TaKy,
laisse a notre esprit quelque chose a 1110 30cTaBMIsE HAM JIe-1110
deviner, ce timbre charmant qui BITayBaTH, U Ty JIIO0Y
semble celui d’un métal ferme I3BIHKICTb, sika OyBa B METaILTI

et pur. (ibid., xxxvii) MilHOMY | ykcToMy. (ibid., ix)

Although a comparative study of the language of Renan remains beyond
the scope of this study, one can find some identical means employed by the
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
Kulis’s poetic translation of 1896, which, as the writer pointed out, was
largely inspired by Kautzsch’s scholarship and translations. Not surpris-
ingly, major stylistic differences in the language of the Ukrainian translation of
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 Kulis’s translation of 1896. Leaving stylistic subtleties aside,
suffice it to compare morphosyntactic patterns in the opening lines of the
corresponding excerpts. Both Kautzsch and Kulis$ use subjunctive forms of
the verb “to be,” correspondingly Gr. sei and Ukr. bud’ ([bud’] prokljatyj
den’ “let the day be cursed”). Remarkably, in ReuB’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 Weizsicker,
922), while the name Yov used in the late 1860s was most likely influ-
enced by the French form as well as the native adaptation of this biblical
name. Thus, contrasted formally with the major translations of Renan,
ReuB, and Kautzsch, the translation of Kuli§ was likely based on the text
of this last scholar, who skillfully interpreted the liturgical poetry of Job
as reflected in the use of the lament and the hymn.

It should be borne in mind that much of the book of Job consists of
lengthy poems serving as an ongoing dialogue between Job and his friends.
As in the Hebrew Scriptures, Kulis is skilled in using linguistic means to
distinguish between laments and hymns, in particular in his translation of
1896. The laments are placed in the mouth of Job, whereas the hymns are
usually attributed to his friends. Correspondingly, the translator tries to make
Job’s laments look dark and full of despair, with the friends’ false assurance
allowing them only to increase the lack of resolution in Job’s plight. One of
the most obvious examples of the superficial hypocrisy of the friends is
exposed in the hymn of E-li"-phaz (Job 5:9-16), who affirms blandly the
creative power of the God who upholds the earth and the heavens. Trying to
achieve a sense of unity within diversity, Kuli§ 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 Kuli$’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 Kuli§ that his 1869 paraphrase
was “a nice translation” and perhaps no new translation was necessary in
the late 1890s (Kulis to Biloborodov, 90). The only excuse for a new trans-
lation, according to Kulis, 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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familiar and conventional form. On the other hand, juxtaposing them with
the translations made by Renan and Kautzsch prove Kuli§’s dependence on
these models in different periods of his creative life. Suffice it to cite, for
instance, Renan’s expression la face de la terre as emulated in 1869 by
Kulis in /yce zemli “the face of the earth” compared to zem/ja “earth” in the
1896 translation, corresponding with Kautzsch’s Erde “earth.”

The issue is further illustrated in verses 9-16 from chapter 5 of Job as
paraphrased by Kuli§ in 1869 and 1896. Excerpts from the translations of
Renan and Kautzsch are placed below corresponding paraphrases of Kulis.

Translation of 1869

Benuke BiH 1 HecKa3zaHHE
TBOPHUT,

BiH Ge3miuHO AUBa CBOI SIBIISE.

Jluye 3emni OKPOILTIOE IOIAMH,

W Ha monst myckae 3 Heba BOy.

CMmupeHH020 BO3HOCHUTH Ha
BHUCOKICTb,

Muszepnozo W3 HYKI1 BU3BOJISIE.

beszbooichuxam TICye nemadi paam,

W He mae pykam ix 371a YMHATH.

Jlyrasozo 1ykagcmeom €ro JTOBUTB,

U xutporo y xurponiax
TYMAaHUTb.

VY 1eHb BOHH 5K cepeq Hodi
XOISTh,

W nonanxu nryxaroth 0 IOMTy/IHI.

Tum GimHOTO 1X Meu, ycma, MUHAE,

Be3cumbHOTO HE BXOIUIATH CHIIBHI

PYKH.

Bepraenus HemacHoMy

HaIis,
W 3akpuBa Hecuty nenvky 3100a.
(Yov, 7v—8r)

Translation of 1896

9. Benuki BiH nija ¥ AUBH POOHTB,
W 6e3miy ux, u XT0 0 K€ TO
30aruyB ux?
10. [ae mori 3eM1i ¥ BOAY nautHsM,
11. IlpuHImKeHnX yropy mimiimae.
3acMydeHHUM Jae I03HATH
wHacems.
12. PyiiHye BiH BCi 3alyMH exuOHuX,
106 pyku uX HE BKOWIH
exuocmea.
13. IIpeMynpux BiH MX XUTPOITAMU
JIOBUTH,
W xutpori 1ykasum He
80aIOYbYL.
14. Ynens BOHH MOB HOHOUI
OIyKaroTh
W nonanku nryxaroTh ONOTYIbHI.
15. Parye Tak BiH of1 Meya, 3 UX
nenvKu
Muszeprozo B nomyoicHo2o ¢
nomanu.
16. Beccunnomy Tomi Onuuuums
HaJIis,
U B mrotoro 3arymoenpus
nenvka. (Hyjob, 1329v—1330r)
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Renan’s Translation

[Dieu] qui fait de grandes choses
qu’on ne saurait sonder.

Des merveilles qu’on ne saurait
compter;

Qui répand la pluie sur la face
de la terre,

Et fait couler les eaux sur la face
des champs;

Qui reléve les humbles,

Et sauve ceux qui sont dans le
deuil;

Qui dissipe les conseils des
perfides,

Et les empéche d’accomplir leurs
projects;

Qui prend les habiles dans leurs
propres ruses,

Et fait manquer les desseins des
hommes astucieux:

De jour, ils vont se heurter contre
les ténebres;

En plein midji, ils tAtonnent
comme de nuit.

Ainsi Dieu préserve le pauvre du
glaive de leur bouche;

Ainsi Dieu sauve le faible des
mains du puissant.

Alors I’espérance revient au
malheureux,

Et I’iniquité ferme la bouche.

(Renan, 20-21)

Kautzsch’s Translation

9.

10

I1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

[Gott] der grofle Dinge
thut, die unerforschlich, und
Wunder, die unzihlbar sind:

. Der der Erde Regen schenkt und

Wasser auf die Fluren sendet,
der Niedrige hoch emporhebt,
und Trauernde erfahren

hohes Heil.

Er vereitelt die Pldne der
Listigen,

daf ihre Hénde nichts
Bestindiges schaffen.

Er fingt die Klugen in ihrer
eignen List,

und der Zerschlagenen
Unschlag tiberstiirzt sich.

Am hellen Tage sto3en sie auf
Finsternis

und wie zur Nachtzeit tappen
sie am Mittag.

So rettet er vom Schwert, aus
ihrem Rachen,

und aus der Gewalt des Starken
den Armen.

So geht dem Schwachen
Hoffnung auf,

und die Bosheit schlief3t ihr Maul.
(Kautzsch and Weizsicker,
926-927)
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[9. [God] Which doeth great things and unsearchable; marvelous things
without number:

10. Who giveth rain upon the earth, and sendeth waters upon the fields:

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.

16. So the poor hath hope, and iniquity stoppeth her mouth.] (Job
5:9-16)

Granted the similar artistic values of the 1869 and 1896 translations, one
is not surprised that in 1896 Kuli§ employed the same forms as in the
paraphrase of 1869 (e.g., polapky “gropingly” [Hrin€., 2:285], pel ka
“mouth,” attested cross-dialectally [ibid., 110; Zel., 2:607], and a
long-naturalized Church Slavonicism /ukavyj “crafty,” occurring also in
Sevéenko [Hring., 1:916-917]). Thus, the difference between the two
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,” bezboznyk “ungodly,” lukavyj “crafty,”
and usta “mouth,” all found in the 1869 paraphrase, compared to exydnyj
“spiteful,” exydstvo “maliciousness,” premudryj “wise,” and lukavyj
“crafty,” used in the 1896 translation). In the two fragments, one finds a
Latin borrowing, mediated by Polish and attested in East Slavic (Vasmer,
2:133), myzernyj “miserable” (Pol. mizerny; Vytv., 135; Bil.-Nos., 224).
In 1896, Kuli§ added one more of his favorite Polonisms, potuznyj
“mighty.” As a possible Russianism one can treat pasnja “field” with the
penultimate stress, as is the case in East Ukrainian (Bil.-Nos., 274). It is
not therefore accidental that pdsnja is not attested in the dictionaries of
Borys Hrin¢enko and Jevhen Zelexivs kyj.
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Despite statistical symmetry with Yov (Job) of 1869, especially in its
lofty vocabulary, the paraphrase of 1896 reveals a broader range of stylistic
devices. In addition to the aforementioned Church Slavonic and bookish
forms, Kuli§ used in 1896, for instance, pel’ka “mouth” (2x), potala
“mistreatment, abuse,” and the adverbs pornoci “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 Kulis’s linguistic creativity. Thus, assimilation in
place and manner of articulation is observed in scast tja (gen.) “happiness,”
blyscéyt” (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

Deprived of the narrative content found in the book of Job, Lamentations
and the Song of Songs were identified by Kuli§ as primarily poetry, thus
being assigned a second position (after Psalms) in the poetic hierarchy of
the biblical books. Unlike his 1896 translation of Job, which left off
without final editing, Kuli§ honed his translations of Lamentations and
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
was translated for the first time in 1897.

In a preface to the text of his translation of Lamentations (Holosin ‘nja),
Kulis wrote that, although associated in tradition with the prophet Jeremiah,
the distinctive style and content of this book made Jeremianic authorship
unlikely. The five “songs” were written for use as laments of mourning in
memory of the conquest of Jerusalem by Neb-u-chad-rez’-zar and the
devastation of the Temple by the Babylonians in the sixth century BC.
Since they are genuine cultic songs, without any narrative framework, these
laments, according to Kuli§, could be identified as “clegies” (Holosin nja,
3r—3v). In Hebrew poetry, he continued, one could find traces of words that
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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
poetic summit of the Bible, Kuli$ addressed the book of Job, which, as he
assured his readership, would be followed by both poetic and prose parts of
the entire Old Testament (ibid., 4v—5r; Voznjak 1928a, 216-217).

With the above programmatic message of Kuli§ 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., zenyxalys'-lycjalys” [3 pl. pret.] “to woo” [Hollosin nja, 6r],
bizjat -utekajut” |3 pl. pres.] “to go, flee” [ibid., 6v], Zenut -pohanjajut” [3
pl. pres.] “to pursue” [ibid., 7r]). Note also v tisnoti-honyt vi (loc.) “in the
days of [her] affliction” (ibid., Lam 1:7), zlydniv-nedoly (gen.) “miseries”
(Holosin 'nja, 7Tr), slas 'ni ta solodki “delicate and sweet” (ibid., 16r), and
many others. Very commonplace are tautological expressions of the type
movcky movcjat’ (3 pl. pres.) “to be afflicted by silence,” horem zazuryvsja
(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, Kulis 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 cambul “detachment of [Tatar or Cossack] cavalrymen” (ibid.;
Hring., 2:954; Zel., 2:1060); one can add here Judyna panna “the daughter
of Ju’-dah” and 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, Kuli§ 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, influenced also by the old literary tradition and used
by Kuli$ 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
Ukraine (TymoSenko 1968, 152; Matvijas 2008, 98) (e.g., nas’lid'dje
“legacy” [Holosin nja, 6r], oblycce “face” [ibid., 7r], polom’e “flame”
[ibid., 7v], kamin'nje [coll.] “stones” [ibid., 15v, Lam 4:1], procane
“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
used to express genuine grief—especially in chapters 1, 2, and 4—and
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:

Holosin 'nja of 1897

Hlyoa oKuHYB omaubke [3. Judah is gone into captivity
HACTIABJIE. . . because of affliction, and

3uyoorcenuii anuoHsmMu i pabCTBOM because of great servitude:
Ba)KCHHIIM, she dwelleth among the

ChbBIT 3a OYMMAa [10YAB CHOBUOATU heathen, she findeth no rest:

[Tpomix sI3MKaMH, MOBEH TPEBOT'H, all her persecutors overtook

A BoporH, MO360ipaBIUIUCh DOKYNU, her between the straits. |

V 3zakogynkax €ro 310raHsIN. (Lam 1)

(Holosin 'nja, 6v)

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
Jevhen Zelexivs'kyj’s or Borys Hrin¢enko’s dictionaries. Of interest
also is the innovative form vazZennyj “very heavy, hard” cited in the
above two dictionaries from Kuli$’s literary works (Zel., 1:54; Hrinc¢.,
1:163).

Occasionally, suffering is intensified with the help of unusual,
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
Pulju;j:
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Holosin 'nja of 1897 Prose Translation of 1903
Tocnone! 3m1aHBCA HA MEHE B neyai: 3osabcs, [ocnoau, 60 1 B
Ceprie Moe u ympoba nanae, micHeyi; 6Hympo MO€E
Jyx miif y TpyIiX TpeMTUTh, MpE Bii ~ HECIIOKiliHe, ceplie, HeHaue
rops: TIepEeBEPHYIIOCH y MeHi; S 60
3raayro OYHTH MOU OKASAHbHI. YIPSIMO TIPOTHBUBCS TOOI; B
B norni 1 Meya moJisiriio Hac npemio2o,  TOJI 3a0paB Med JiTH MOi, a
Jloma Hac TyOUTH 3apa3a roiojHa. JloMa—(TOJI0/IOBa) CMEPTh.
(Holosin 'nja, 8v) (SP, 713)

[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
pecal” “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
meca “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-
blys” (3 pl. pret.) “to rejoice” (ibid., 9r) and pered viccju “before
thee”—literally, “before [your] eyes” (ibid., 9, Lam 1:21) and derived from
the former genitive dual ociju “eyes”—next to vozdavav (3 sg. pret.) “to do
unto someone,” although similar lofty elements are much fewer than in other
biblical translations. Finally, in spelling Kuli§ adhered to what he dubbed in
the early 1880s as a “most radical phonetics.” The following phenomena
come into consideration: anaptyxis in y/ ljuc cja (3 pl. pres.) “to pour down”
(Holosin nja, 6; Shevelov 1979, 461-467; Matvijas 2008, 96), neutralization
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[Z] 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 Kuli§’s translation included in the 1903 Ukrainian
Bible differed from the original one he completed before his death in 1897.
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Puljuj, let alone the British and Foreign Bible Society, could hardly accept the
innovative character of Kuli§’s work, which was at odds with the guidelines
set up by the Bible Society. Comparing Kuli$’s original translation with that
resulting from heavy editing by Puljuj and Sljusarcuk, one can see to what
extent Kuli§’s initial plan was modified by the editors. This is why, both
aesthetically and intellectually, the poetic translation of Kuli§ outdoes the
1903 revised variant, which lost much of the writer’s intention to versify
what is versified in the Hebrew Bible: “And for what the Latin, German, and
Slavic priests did to the Holy Scriptures, let them be judged at the court of
righteous science” (Voznjak 1928a, 237).

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
Kulis’s poetic paraphrases of the late 1860s, the stylistics of this transla-
tion demonstrate a radical detour in the writer’s understanding of literary
Ukrainian as a belated reaction to what he called “[Puljuj’s] Galician
distortion of the New Testament” in the 1870s and 1880s (Kuli§ to
Biloborodov, 89).

THE SONG OF SONGS

This biblical book, comprising about twenty-five lyric poems and gath-
ered together around the third century BC, was translated by Kuli$ in the
same fashion, that is, with a particular focus on poetic devices. In a
preface to his translation Kuli§ noted that, while following in the steps of
Eduard Reuf3, 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).

In fact, this was Kuli§’s second translation of the Song. The first poetic
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
Kulis informed his friend Ivan Xyl Cevskyj that he had also translated the
Song of Songs, which, he expected, would be forthcoming along with his
comments on this biblical book in 1869 (Kulis to Xil ¢evskij, 91). This trans-
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 Kuli§ 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 Xutorskaja filosofija (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
Jakym who might have known the whole Bible by heart (Kuli§ 1879, 33-34,
155-158; Naxlik 2007, 2:272).

In his intention to create a complete translation of the Bible from
scratch, Kuli§ 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

S cMmyrisBa Ta BpOIJIHBa, 51 cob6i mUYKOM CMYTIISiBA, Ta TapHAa.
Jl071e MOSI Helacuysa! l'apHa, maHstHOYKM €pycaneMchKi,
rapHa MOB KaJliHa B JTy3i, MoB Ti HaMeTH POCKiIlIHI

MOB Ha HUBI KOJIOC TIOBHHH. Kenapchbki,

He ropayiite, 1o st yopHa: MoB kunemu B CojiIoMOHA B

MEHE COHIIE OCMAaJIHJIO. nauarax.

He 3mo0nmu MmeHe Opatbs, Bu He nuBiTECH, 1O 5 CMYTIISIBa:
CHHHU MaTepH MOET, CoHlIie B Jkapy ce MEHE 0CMaITHIIO.
CTaJIM B CTIEKY TIOCHJIATH PigpHi OpaTu HEMPUXIIBHI 10
BUHOTPaJIy JOTJISIATH; MeHe,—

cTepera s, IoTIsaia, Mycuna UM cTeperTd BUHOTPa,] HUK,
CBOO BOJICHBKY BTEpslIa. BracHwuii ke OyB HECTEpexeH y

(Kulis 1879, 30-31) MmeHe. (Pis ‘nja, 22r-22v)
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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
modeled on folkloric imagery and versification. Its language is the Central
Dnieper vernacular with a few Church Slavonicisms like /oZe “bed” or
premudryj “wise” (Kuli§ 1879, 37, 41), despite the fact that the text is
identified by the author as the libretto of an ancient folk performance. As
is evidenced in the fragment of the Song quoted above, this book was
translated by Kuli$ in dactylic tetrameter, the verses having the rhythm of
Greek elegiac poetry. The same dactylic meter was employed by Kulis in
other translations, in particular that of the “large and significant” book of
Ecclesiastes, or the Wisdom of Jesus Son of Sirach, with the latter name
Ukrainianized as Jysus Syrasenko (Voznjak 1928a, 237).8

In addition to a different rhythmic scheme, the language of the Song
(Pis 'mja) looks more complex than that of Xutorjanka. Leaving aside a few
bookish morphological forms like nesterezen “[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
“rows of jewelry” [Pis ‘nja, 22v, Song 1:10], lizko and lihvo “bed” [Pis nja,
251, 26r], s'vitlycja “room,” hospoda “house,” kramnycja “shop” [ibid.,
25v], and many others). Borrowings are very rare in this text. [ happened,
for instance, on the Church Slavonic form palaty “chambers” (ibid., 231), a
long naturalized Polonism benketuje (3 sg. pres.) “to feast” (ibid.), and a
possible Russianism krysa “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, 23v, Song 2:4; Zel.,
1:80), and stojalo “leg” (Pis nja, 30r). Unexpectedly, Kuli§ introduces
some archaic forms in morphology, including dual forms like ruci (du.)
“hand” and nozi (du.) “leg” (ibid., 29v, 30 r).

In the second translation of the Song, one also finds representative
forms borrowed from different dialects. To adduce a few examples, in the

8  Inthe manuscript prepared for publication by Myxajlo Pavlyk, Kuli$ offered a slightly
modified variant of the name Jysus Syratenko (Zelens'ka 2000, 357).
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final revision of the manuscript, Kuli§ changed prosu 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 /
before m (Shevelov 1979, 417) and hulycja “street” (Pis ‘nja, 25r) instead
of Polissian julycja (Matvijas 2008, 96). Generally, a focus on phonetics
seems to predominate in the language of this translation. Two more inter-
esting phenomena come into consideration. First, for the sake of stylistic
ornamentation, Kuli§ more consistently employed the digraph k% to denote
the velar sound g in loan words of the type khrona “clusters” (Pis nja, 23r),
khraty “lattice” (ibid., 24r), fikha “fig” (ibid., 24v), 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 us|z] satra “beside a tent” (ibid., 22v) to nac[d] carja “[more] than a
tsar” (ibid., 23r) and $[z] $¢yroho zolota “of fine gold” (ibid., 30r, Song
5:15). Clearly, this is a vernacular-oriented language devised to appeal to
common readers who care little about spelling rules.

The substance of Kuli§’s poetry in this translation will look more
convincing if compared to an unfinished translation of the Song of Songs
made by Panas Myrnyj, who never excelled in poetic translations. With a
fuzzy meter, his is a prose translation, which, however, can be read as
poetry with a terse style using plain and dialectally homogeneous language,
and, more specifically, word-pairing, wordplays, repetition, and a few other
folkloric features. A cursory analysis of just a short excerpt from Panas
Myrnyj’s translation should illustrate this more clearly.

Kauli§’s Translation of the Song Panas Myrnyj’s Translation of

the Song

“Munuit Mifi—MOB KyTITYHK 12 [13]. Munuii Mili—MOB KATHIISA

MUppPH MHUPpH Y MEHE Ha 2pyosix.
VY MeHe Ha epyoix, 13 [14]. Munuit Mili—MOB 2poHO
KunpoBoro BuHOTpay KHIIPOBE B BUHOTPAITHUKAX
Kepona—mili xoxanuit,— Encaocekux.
Bunorpany ¢ toro cany 14 [15]. I'apna TH, KOXaHKO MOs, OU
Cnasnoro B Ou-Keeoax.” aka TH npueapra! Oui 'y Tede

T'apua ™1, Most KOXaHa, royyObsyi.
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O! sixa 11 TapHa! 15 [16]. A Ti, Mili TEOOWIA,

Oui B Tebe TOMyOuHi. . . MPUXOPOILHIA Ta 8podausuii! i

“M T, MiH KOXaHUH, TTOCTLJIh Hallla, MOB TPaBa 3eJICHa;
Ipexopowiuil, ypoaavBuii, 16 [17]. ITokpiBist JOMiB HAIIUX—
A mocTens Haia KeZIpY, CBOJIOKH HaJl

Pscr msikuii, Tpasa 3eneHa,— HUMUA—KUIIAPUCH.

Kparmmua Hap ycsiky.” (Solomon, 2)

B Hac kenpu 3aMich OyTMHKA,
Kunapucn—xpumia. (Pis nja,
23r-23v)

[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.

17. The beams of our house are cedar, and our rafters of fir.] (Song
1:13-17)

Stylistically, Panas Myrnyj’s vocabulary is uniform, without patent
dialectisms or western Ukrainian borrowings (e.g., the new locative form
hrudjax as opposed to EUkr. hrudix in Kuli§). Despite Panas Myrnyj’s
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 “1 charge you” (Solomon 2:7, Song 2:7) next to Kuli$’s
prosju (1 sg. pres.) “to ask” in the same verse (Pis nja, 23v).

Spelling in Panas Myrnyj’s translation exhibits his native south-
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
Dnieper Ukraine (Danylenko 2006¢, 172-192) (e.g., hrono “cluster,”
fyhovyna “fig tree” [Solomon 2:13], or hranatove jabluko “pomegranate”
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[ibid., 4:3]). The form zima with i instead of y (ibid., 2:11) is typical of
Panas Myrnyj’s and Kuli$’s phonetics (Hrycenko 2007, 24), thus reflecting
southeastern (close to transitional) dialectal features in nineteenth-century
written Ukrainian (Shevelov 1979, 667). Another southeastern Ukrainian
feature in Panas Myrny;j’s language is a characteristic confusion of e with
y as, for instance, in pryharna (f.) “beautiful” and pryxorosyj (m.) “nice”
in the cited passage, as well as in vysnjankamy (instr.) “spring songs” next
to vesna “spring” (Solomon 2:12), though one consistently finds meni
(dat.) “to me” in contrast to the vernacular form myni, attested in the writ-
ings of early Sev&enko and Kuli§ (Tymosenko 1969, 104-106).

The overall impression of Panas Myrnyj’s translation is its stylistically
bleached substance that can barely be compared with Kuli§’s interpretation
of the Song of Songs. Stylistically varied and phonetically vernacularized
throughout, Kuli$’s translation advances a novel understanding of the
biblical (high) style, apparently in tune with the vernacular basis of
new literary Ukrainian. Premised on Southeast Ukrainian, Panas Myrny;j’s
translation appears, by contrast, excessively regional, thus paradoxically of
a kind with the scriptural translations made in Galicia, including those
penned by Markijan Saskevy¢ and especially Antin Kobyljans kyj.

THE VERSIFIED BIBLE

The true crown of Kuli§’s life-long work on the translation of the Holy
Scriptures is his “versified Bible,” which was specifically designed for the
common readership. However, his major concern in this case was not biblical
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
Song, or Job (apart from its prose prologue and epilogue). In the 1890s, in
addition to a new prose translation that, heavily edited, appeared posthu-
mously in 1903 (SP), Kulis§ 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, Kuli§ believed that in the
very first stages of cultural growth people would sing about rather than write
down historical accounts. This is why the versified Bible, showing a distinct
performative quality, must have antedated, in his opinion, the prose one.
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For his “versified Bible” Kuli§ had a chance to translate only
the first book of Moses (Genesis) and some twenty-four chapters of
Exodus.’ Metrically, this was an innovative translation inasmuch as,
in different chapters, Kuli§ 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:

Chapter 1 of Genesis

MapHo po3yM 10 oYaTKy
CBiTy X04€ CSATOHYTH:

bo i1 caM po3ymM HEMOBIISITKOM
VY Ti n1aBHa MycHUB OyTH.

SIK Ha CJIOBO XK cTaB OaraTui,
Ha cnacennuit gap npuponu,
CraB 3 Enemy sugooicoamu
Bci komina, Bci Hapoau.
3BaBcs Tuxuii paii Enemom,
[Toen wmwacts bec neuanu:
I[Ipo ceit pait ninu naBHE3HE
CnoBO HaM IepeKasanu

Bo mon3pkuii pig He HAa MKy
BixoBiuHO HapowBCs,

A 11100 OpaB 3 Oijiu HayKy

U no BiuHUX 6n1ac 1OOUBCHL.
Biuni 5k 61aea—-CcbBIT, cBOOOAA
W srcaoanvre myxa npasnu.
IIpaBonpaBHuUIIbKa TPUPOSA
be3 cnoxycu, 6e3 npunadu.

Tak sk B HETpsIX 3bBip Oysie,
Ham Ha CBBITI TipKO KHUTH:

Pin mom3pkuii 3Hal oprBac

VY Tocniogens paii neritu. (UB,
2r-2v)

A more sophisticated meter is found in the following excerpt from
chapter 2 of Genesis, which reads like ancient epic poetry. The impres-
sion of antiquity is conveyed through anapestic hexameter with the final
syllable of the feminine rhyme, which, within Ukrainian conventions of

poetry, is a rare poetic meter:

W BauxHyB EMY )KU3HU IUXAHbHE B JIUIIE, BAUXHYB JIyXa KUBOTO

U 3pobuBcs moedi 40noBik Haj BCi TBapi AyLICIO )KHUBOIO.

Hacanus l'ociogs bor émy paii y Enemi pykoro 61aroro,—

9  Two copies of the original draft dating back to the early 1890s are held today at the
manuscript repository at the Myxajlo Kocjubynskyj Literary-Memorial Museum in
Cernihiv (Ukraine) (shelfmarks A-4540 and A-4541). There is also one more copy
made most likely during the life of Kuli§, which is held at the Institute of Manuscripts
in the V. I. Vernadskyj National Library in Kyiv (Holding 3/37944).
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Ha socmoyix B Enemi, ycsike TaM Opego pOCKIITHE POAUIIO,
W Ha cmak npexopotiie, ¥ 0Ky Ha HETO cnonistHy T Muito. (UB, 5v)

This more open-ended poetic adaptation contrasts with Oleksander
Potebnja’s archaizing translation of Homer’s Odyssey (Danylenko 1999),
thus making clear the pragmatic and didactic goal of the poetic translation
of the Bible by Kulis. 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 Kulis, the poetic
interpretation of the Bible was the most appropriate form for the moral
content of the Hebrew Scriptures (Naxlik 2007, 2:279).

The language of the versified Bible is largely reminiscent of that
used in the translations of Job, Lamentations, and the Song. The latter
books were conceived by Kulis as an integral part of another, unversified
translation of the Bible comprised of “prose-like elements” within the
poetry and “poetic components” within the prose. With this observation
in mind, we can argue now that the language of the versified Bible consti-
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 Zadan ‘nje “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
vernacular adjectival derivatives like letjucyj “able to fly,” povzjucyj
“able to creep,” and xodjucyj “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
appearing quite natural in Kuli$’s versified paraphrase: 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),
vyvozdaty (ibid., 2), and rozdaty “to give birth” (ibid., 4r). Paradoxically,
the language of the versified Bible has much in common with the language
of Necuj-Levyckyj’s translation of 1 and 2 Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah,



Here Comes the Bible!

Esther, and Daniel in the 1903 edition of the Bible, though it is much
obscured by subsequent corrections made by Puljuj and most likely his
friend Sljusarcuk. Both languages tend to be dialectally and diachronic-
ally homogeneous. The distinction is more quantitative than qualitative,
more of degree than of kind.

It would be useful at this point to refer to Oleksander Potebnja’s
translation of Homer’s Odyssey. This will accentuate Kuli§’s conception
of the biblical (high) style as used in a “secular,” versified translation of
the Bible. It should be reiterated that Potebnja’s language, primarily its
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,
Potebnja resorted, as was proven elsewhere (Danylenko 1999), to
paratactic (archaic) syntax and lexical archaisms such as komonnyk
“horseman,” sulycja “arrow,” and suloznycja “concubine.” Trying to
bring to the fore ancient Trojan and Achaean heroes, he occasionally
employed conspicuously obsolete language patterns such as the attribu-
tive use of nouns of the type Alkynoj knjaz” “Prince Alkinoos” and some
other paratactic constructions. Generally, Potebnja’s language was folk-
loric and, by the same token, archaic, since the translator worked on the
basis of the historical memory of the nation (Shevelov 1994, 115).

Compared to Potebnja’s archaic and folkloric language, Kuli§’s
normalization project was premised on other grounds. As mentioned, he
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 (ku/isivka), he made
limited use of “popular” Church Slavonicisms together with dialectal forms
borrowed primarily from Southeast Ukrainian. Syntactically, the language
of the versified Bible is more vernacular than archaic or even folkloric.
Indeed, there is no representative construction in the inventory of syntactic
devices that, otherwise, would stylistically mark the language of Kuli§’s
translation. I found just a handful of examples of repetition or recurrence of
synonymous predicates and other features, a construction copiously attested
in the translation of Lamentations.
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Leaving aside the question of the pertinence of syllabic-tonic versifi-
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-
fied Bible heralded a new stage in the translation of the Holy Scriptures
into Ukrainian. Created in accordance with contemporary vernacular
norms, this type of translation seemed to have closed a circle of scriptural
translations initiated by Kuli$ 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

With unflagging devotion to his people, Kuli§ worked on translating the
Holy Scriptures for more than forty years. Constantly modifying his
conception of the Ukrainian Bible, he nevertheless demonstrated persistency
in maintaining his programmatic vision of a full-fledged literary language.
The years 1868—1871 and the 1890s should be viewed as two pivotal
points in the process of the creation of the Ukrainian Bible. At the outset
of his life-long translation Odyssea, Kuli§ 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,
the Song of Songs and the book of Job, Kuli$ intended to paraphrase the
Hebrew Bible in accordance with the populist nature of Ukrainian litera-
ture, and in particular with the folkloric patterns ushered in by Taras
Sevéenko by that time. However, despite his obvious orientation toward
Ukrainian folklore and Southeast Ukrainian as points of departure for the
creation of the biblical style, Kuli§ showed an innovative approach toward
the translation of the Holy Writ.

First of all, he drew on what had been accomplished by his predecessors,
though he never identified with the populist paradigm established by Ivan
Kotljarevs 'kyj and his epigones in particular. This is why Kuli$’s earlier para-
phrases, although so close to the spirit of Ukrainian folklore, could hardly be
juxtaposed with Myxajlo Maksymovyc¢’s folkloric paraphrases of the psalms.
Nor did Kuli§ mean to cultivate an homogenous idiom comparable with the
language of Petro Hulak-Artemovs kyj, who otherwise indulged in the idle
fancy of classicism, or with Pylyp Moracevskyj’s sterile vernacular transla-
tions. Kuli$’s language showed a skillful blending of heterogeneous elements
that was not paralleled either in Oleksander Navroc'kyj’s or Volodymyr
Aleksandrov’s translations of the Psalter and some poetic biblical books.
Neither author could help but imitate Kuli§’s achievements in his biblical
translations. In their paraphrases, they unwittingly and slavishly resorted to
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those stylistic devices that Kuli$ aptly employed in his translation of the Holy
Scriptures. Not surprisingly, cast in a solid folkloric form with hackneyed
rhythm and poetic means, Navroc'kyj’s translation of the psalms contained
numerous lexical transfers (“Kulisisms”) and parallels found in Kulis.

Kulis’s biblical translations demonstrated a pioneering approach to
borrowings, in particular Polish, Church Slavonic, and Russian forms. Unlike
Sevéenko, whose influence was observable in Kuli§’s early paraphrases, he
expanded the functional possibilities of Church Slavonic and other admix-
tures in the biblical style of Ukrainian. Trying to break through the tenets of
the Church Slavonic baroque tradition still imprinted in Sevéenko’s poetry,
Kulis deliberately experimented with those Church Slavonic and other
bookish elements that were not commonly found either in Sevéenko or the
vernacular-based written language used in Dnieper Ukraine (Moroz and
Tkac 2006, 35). It is no wonder, for instance, that Kuli§’s Yov (Job) easily
outshined Aleksandrov’s translation of this poetic book, which was aimed at
the precise interpretation of psalmody in the Jewish tradition. In matters
linguistic, the Xarkovite poet wanted to translate this book into an exemplary
language capable of competing with Kulis’s language in variance and hetero-
geneity. However, in order to make his translation of Job more understandable
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 Kuli§ given
his synthetic vision of the Ukrainian Bible.

As an original poet, not a mere competitor of Sevéenko, Kuli§ was
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, Kuli§ experimented with new forms of syllabic and
syllabic-tonic versification not only in his original poetry (Naxlik 2007,
2:285-289) but also in his early paraphrases and later poetic translations of
the Bible. To adduce a few random examples, in the 1869 translation of Job,
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 (1868—1871),
composed in trochees. As was pointed out, various feet are intermittently
used in the versified Bible, with some chapters written in trochees and others
compiled in anapestic hexameter. The above variety sheds light on Kulis’s
intention to fully domesticate various ancient and canonical strophes
employed sporadically by his predecessors (Ivan Kotljarevs'kyj, Petro
Hulak-Artemovs'kyj, Leonid Hrebinka, Levko Borovykovs kyj, Amvrosij
Metlyns kyj, and Taras Sev&enko). But what is most telling in our case is
that Kuli$ introduced various syllabic-tonic meters in both his original versi-
fication and his translations, thus much expanding the possibilities of poetic
form in Ukrainian literature, especially in biblical translation.

Taken in the context of the formation of new literary Ukrainian, Kuli§’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,
chronologically, the first vernacular translation of (some fragments from) the
Holy Gospels was made in Galicia by Markijan Saskevy¢ in 1842, the local
trend cultivated by his followers, especially Antin Kobyljans kyj, revealed
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
translations that appeared after Saskevy¢ in Galicia and Bukovyna, including
the outdated translation of the Psalter and the New Testament by Aleksander
Bacyn'skij in 1903 (Horba¢ 1988, 65, 76), were made in jazycije, 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
2008a, 109—-111, 2015b). This is why, despite a few Church Slavonic forms,
the language of Kobyljans'kyj’s translations must be viewed not as vernac-
ular proper but as Church-Slavonic-turned-vernacular.

Though striving for a synthesis of both regionally and stylistically
heterogeneous elements, Kuli§’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 Kuli§’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 Kuli§ on a mere whim.
Already while serving in Warsaw, Kuli§ was more than willing to sweep
aside the influence of the Polish Catholic church, together with the Polish
language, on the schooling of local Ukrainians in the Xolm (Pol. Chetm)
region (Naxlik 2007, 1:230-231). In promoting education of Austrian
Ukrainians (Ruthenians) in Russian, Kuli$ aimed at erecting a reliable barrier
against Polish acculturation. Moreover, he believed that the local jazycije
could hardly be used to fulfill educational roles effectively; in fact, this mixed
language was a historical result of the long dominance of Polish culture and
language in Austrian-ruled Ukraine (Danylenko 2008a, 109-111).

It becomes clear why, in the long run, Kuli§ showed his frustration
apropos Puljuj’s editorial intervention at the final stage of the preparation
of the translation of the New Testament for publication. Suffice it to
mention his deprecating remarks about the role of “Puljuj and his compa-
triots” in introducing regional forms into this translation. Those forms, as
he confessed in a letter of 26 April 1896 to Oleksij Biloborodov, appeared
“loathsome” in the overall makeup of his early translation of the Holy
Gospels (Kulis to Biloborodov, 89, 90). Unfortunately, it is difficult today
to ascertain the extent of the corrections made by Puljuj in the original
translation handed over after Kuli§’s death to the Vasyl” Tarnovs’kyj
Museum in Cernihiv. As if having a presentiment, Kuli§’s widow, Hanna
Barvinok, cautioned Puljuj against substantial changes in her husband’s
manuscript(s) but, as it turned out, to no avail.

Overall, nobody before or after Kuli§ 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-
lasting influence on future translations of the Holy Scriptures in the twentieth
century, including those made by Ivan Ohijenko (SP, Ohijenko) and Ivan
Xomenko-Pljuta (SP, Xomenko) (Ohijenko 1927; Nim¢uk 2005, 40-44;
Makar 2006, 365-368; Jurkowski 2001, 72).



N\
,\\
&

SHAKESPEARE




CHAPTER  “Qh, Shakespeare,

Our Father, Native to
All Peoples”

ETHICS AVANT LA LETTRE!

Sometime in the late 1870s or, more likely, in the early 1880s, Kulis
experienced a series of setbacks in his translation of the Bible and his
journalistic writings. Long before the appearance of the translation of the
Gospels according to Mark, Luke, and John in Vienna in 1871, Galician
Ukrainians who were not prepared to accept Kuli$’s “artificial” language
voiced strong criticism of his entire project. In addition, his three-volume
historiographic treatise Istorija vossoedinenija Rusi (The History of the
Reunification of Rus’, 1874-1877) proved rather controversial. The
work met negative reception among most of the Ukrainophiles, who
were taken aback by Kuli§’s laudatory comments on Peter the Great and
Catherine II and by his unfavorable assessment of Taras Sevéenko’s
view of the Cossacks as the pillar of the Ukrainian people throughout its
history (Naxlik 2007, 1:319). Readers were particularly shocked by
Kuli§’s opinion of Sev&enko, namely, that the standing of the national
bard and prophet was marred by his “semi-inebriated muse” (Kuli§ 1874,
2:24). This reappraisal of Sev&enko was largely provoked by the poet’s
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, Kuli§ 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, Kuli§ went even further. In his
collections Xutorna poezija (Homestead Poetry, 1882) and Dzvin (The
Bell, 1893), his condemnation of Sevéenko was seen by many as nothing
less than a treacherous and scurrilous attack on the national bard. Kulis,
in fact, charged Sevéenko with becoming a spokesman and an apologist
for destruction and ruin.

In the late 1870s, deeply disillusioned but not without hope (Naxlik
2007, 1:360), Kulis (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
forming Ukrainian history, specifically in contrast to the mythologized
Cossack past. As early as 15 April 1843, in a letter to Myxajlo Juzefovy¢
(1802-1889), acting deputy commissioner of the Kyiv school district at
that time, Kuli$§ wrote in excitement about his purchase of twelve volumes
of Shakespeare’s collected works translated into Russian by Nikolaj
Ketcer (Kulis 2005, 1:16). Later in a letter to the same correspondent,
Kulis 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
dated 30 March 1857 and addressed to a wealthy landowner, Hryhorij
Galagan (1819-1888), who was providing at that time financial assis-
tance for Kuli§’s projects. Having translated Canto I from Lord Byron’s
Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage into Ukrainian, Kuli§ contended that “there
was no Muscovite tongue in the entire world save for Ukrainian and
English” (Kulis to Galagan, 348—-350). In order “to develop forms in our
peasant vernacular (zmuzycala nasa rec¢”) for the sake of all mankind’s
thought,” he planned to translate William Shakespeare’s Hamlet, Friedrich
Schiller’s Wilhelm Tell, Johann Wolfgang von Goethe’s Gétz von
Berlichingen, and Walter Scott’s The Bride of Lammermoor (ibid.).

Remarkably, some forty odd years later only the first two works
fromthe above listwere translated. However, unlike Hamlet (Hamljet-K/F),
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published posthumously in 1899, the translation of Wilhelm Tell has
never appeared, although Kuli§ regarded V3l 'hel'm Tel” as one of his
best translations (Naxlik 2007, 2:269-270). In fact, Wl 'hel'm Tel’
seemed to be doomed to misfortune. In 1894, Jevhen Tym¢cenko, a future
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 Kuli§’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 Kuli§ learned that
Tymcenko had arranged for the publication of Schiller’s drama in the
Lviv newspaper Pravda, he, because of his strained ties with Galicia
(Franko 1898; Studyns’kyj 1928, 285-295), immediately backed out of
his initial plan (Zaxarkin 1998, 94, 96, 98). When, in the long run, the
manuscript of Wl'hel’'m Tel  made its way, via Oleksander Barvins kyj,
to Ivan Franko, the latter accepted the text but declined to have it
published in the local periodical Zorja. First, as he explained, another
translation of this drama by Volodymyr Kmicykevy¢ with a preface
written by Franko himself had already appeared as early as 1887 and,
second, the editorial board had already decided to publish yet another
translation made by Borys Hrincenko (which in fact appeared in Zorja in
1895) (Naxlik 2007, 1:449).

One is curious, however, as to whether Kulis, back in 1857, was
merely boasting of his translation projects so generously supported by
Galagan, a liberal magnate who was the same age as Kulis. Was he really
planning to translate Shakespeare and Schiller, in particular? It is difficult
to answer this question with certainty. What is possible, however, is that
in the early 1860s Kuli§ might have modified his initial plans. There is,
for instance, some evidence of his understanding of the manifold prob-
lems faced by translators into Ukrainian at that time. One of his prominent
Ukrainophile contemporaries, Oleksander Konys'kyj (1836—1900),
recalled that Kuli$, during his meeting with the local young populists in
Poltava in May 1860, declined to make the future journal Osnova exclu-
sively a Ukrainian-language publication—the Ukrainian language,
according to Kulis$, was not yet fully developed. When Konyskyj, never-
theless, pressed further as to when Shakespeare would finally be translated
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into Ukrainian, Kuli§ tittered and added that perhaps only their
great-grandsons were destined to witness this (Senrok 1901 74 (7/8), 53).
However, in 1877, as if reversing their roles, Kostomarov questioned
Kulis’s idea of translating Shakespeare into Ukrainian, claiming that all
this would be of no use for educated bilingual Ukrainians, save perhaps
the Galicians (ibid., 98). All this, as Hordyns 'kyj (1928, 57) much later
assumed, prompts us to posit the mid-1870s as the starting point of Kuli$’s
work on the translation of Shakespeare.

With the exception of several Western writers, Kuli§ 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
Barvinskyj on 21 April 1876, was likely to obstruct the originality of the
Ukrainian language; Ukrainian literature, therefore, would fall behind all
other Slavic literatures (Barvins kyj 2004, 188). In his letter of 27 March
1881, however, describing the charms of his rural life, Kuli§ informed
Puljuj of his work on the translation of King Lear and his intention to
continue translating Shakespeare in the future (Studyns kyj 1930, 54-55).
At that time Kuli§ came to believe that the role of Shakespeare in the
process of the acculturation of the Ukrainian people was more significant
than that of other translations. This is why, even while stressing the
importance of original works, Kuli§ 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.

In another letter to Puljuj dated 30 May 1881, Kuli§ wrote that he had
already prepared for publication a volume of translations from Shakespeare
that included Romeo and Juliet and The Taming of the Shrew, entitled
Prysmyrena kaverznycja (Studyns’kyj 1930, 55). The latter was edited
and published by Franko as late as 1900 under a changed title (Pryborkona
hostruxa). On 18 June 1881 Kuli§ confessed that he would rather first
read the whole volume together with Puljuj, who would supply him with
“more than one expression from the Galician language” (Studyns kyj
1930, 56-57). However, as evidenced from Kuli§’s letter dated 4 August
1881, he had, by that time, gotten in touch with Karol” Bednarskyj,
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director of the printing house of the Sevéenko Scientific Society, making
arrangements for the publication of his translations of Shakespeare
(Lucuk 1995).

Kuli§ ultimately conferred the task of printing the translation of
Shakespeare’s dramas and comedies in Galicia on Oleksander Barvins 'kyj.
While planning a trip to Lviv with an eye to supervising the final stage of
printing, Kuli§ was actively discussing details of the project with his
Galician lieutenant. In particular, in his letter of 26 August 1881, Kuli§
disclosed to Barvins kyj (2004, 202—203) his interpretation of the role of
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 Kulturtriger
(Kulis 1908, 254-255; Zerov 1967, 38-39). Kuli§ called Shakespeare
“[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.”

excmipe, 6aTbKy Hall, yciM Hapoaam piaHuii!
Uwu gyer, sk 30Be TeOe HAPO HE3TITHUH,
[Tpubnyna crenoBuii, HACTITHUK PO3OUILIAIIBKHIA,
o # moci yecTBYE CBiM IMyTh 1 AyX KO3AIBKHUIA!

[Oh, Shakespeare, our father, native to all peoples! / Do you hear
how you are called by the unworthy people, / a stray in the
steppes, a descendent of ruffians, / who are still praising their
path and the Cossack spirit!] (Kuli§ 1908, 255)

Concluding his letter to Barvins'kyj, Kuli§ argued that those who
were propagating the Cossack spirit (kozascyna) “will achieve nothing in
cultural affairs,” thus connecting their future with “destruction rather than
creativity” (Barvins'kyj 2004, 203). If Shakespeare became a favorite
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.).

It is not surprising that Barvinskyj found it difficult to publish the
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 Kuli§’s letter, he would be happy to host
Kuli§ and his spouse in Ternopil” on their way to Lviv. On 23 September
1881, Kuli$ ultimately backed away from his cooperation with Barvins kyj.
He asked, nevertheless, for forgiveness, realizing that he might have caused
too much trouble without warning his correspondent in advance about his
intent to publish such an introduction (Studyns kyj 1930, 206).

The poetic introduction was not the only instance of bitterness,
alienation, and critique directed at the people who, according to Kulis,
betrayed God and truth as both Christian and national attributes (Lucky;j
1983, 161). In his collection Xutorna poezija, Kuli§ (1908, 255-256)
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
all peoples” could prove influential in changing the currently dim future
of Ukrainians. This is why the appearance of his works in Ukrainian was
a matter of utmost significance, thus reviving the “Old Rusian” (staro-
rus 'ka) identification of Ukrainians as a peaceful sedentary people and
bringing them closer to educated Europe through the towering figure of
Shakespeare (Naxlik 2007, 2:183).

In a poem published in another of his collections, Dzvin (The Bell),
Kuli§ 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 Sekspir” (Homer and Shakespeare), Kuli§, blaming
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the Ukrainian hetmans for helpless ruling, also distinguished culture from
anti-culture, both represented in western Europe. Kuli§ was prepared to
see in the English revolution of the seventeenth century the apotheosis of
destruction while juxtaposing its leader, Oliver Cromwell, with Bohdan
Xmel nyc'kyj:

Toni KpomBeib Mixk AHIVIaMH 3’SIBUB Cs1
B 3aB3sThi piBHA K03aKaM cirmakam;

3 lllexcmipa IIyMOM BiH T1PKUM TTyMHUB Csl.

[Among the English then, Cromwell appeared, similar in his
vigor to Cossack brigands; he scoffed bitterly at Shakespeare. ]
(Kulis 1908, 344)

Kuli§’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
social historian Georg Gottfried Gervinus (1805—1871). This scholar was
particularly famous for his four-volume critical work on Shakespeare that
first appeared in 1849-1852 and was subsequently reprinted several
times. Translated into Russian by Konstantin Timofeev in 1877, this
study became a sine qua non socio-cultural study, which Kuli§ employed
while translating and propagating Shakespeare among his compatriots.
Kulis was fascinated by Gervinus’s interpretation of Shakespeare who,
according to the German historian, was a true genius standing above
social prejudices and political parties, both a moral teacher and leader of
mankind (Gervinus 1849, 1:i—xiv). Having borrowed the ethical nature of
Gervinus’s appraisal of Shakespeare, Kuli§ 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.

In addition to the poetic preface to the first volume of his translations
of Shakespeare, Kuli§ also prepared an introduction entitled “How Much
the Germans Appreciate Shakespeare,” which in fact was a meticulous
restatement of Gervinus’s theory. Since Kuli$’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, headed by Ivan Franko and Ivan Belej (1856-1921).
However, Franko rejected this text, arguing that Gervinus already looked
outdated—the book, in fact, had first appeared more than thirty years
before, and Kuli§ himself was not familiar with the more recent publica-
tions in this field (Naxlik 2007, 1:364; Lucuk 1995, 375-376). In reality,
however, Franko rejected Kuli§’s article for a different reason: as a social
democrat Franko could hardly accept the idea of social temperance and
harmony as advocated by both Gervinus and Kuli§ on behalf of
Shakespeare.

Prepared for publication by Voznjak (1930), the article first
appeared only as late as 1930. On closer inspection, Kuli§’s study looks
like a word-for-word translation of some fragments from Gervinus’s
preface and introduction to his magisterial study on Shakespeare
(Gervinus 1849, 1:v—xiv, 1-56). What is more interesting in this respect
is that Kuli$ used the Russian translation of this work by Timofeev, in
particular its second, revised edition of 1877, which was extremely
popular at that time. Suffice it to compare the following excerpt from
Kulis with its parallel texts from the original and the Russian transla-
tion, used instead of Gervinus.

Kuli§’s Translation

Hexaii ne mymae xTo HEOY b
CIimyroun ab0 TyMaHIIOUH, 1110
maxuti To3T U maxuti prsiocod
HPOSIBUIIMCH MK makuM HapOIOM
4yepes SIKUKACS MMPOCTUM CITydai.
Toit camuit HapOJHUIN TyX, TON
caMuil MPaKTUYHIN, TIJIOBHIA,
JKUTEUCHKUI pO3yM, 110 CO3/1aB U
Ce TOCyJapCTBO U CI0 HAPOJIHIO
cBOOOTY, TOH K€ CaMHH TyX 9n
PO3yM MOPOJIUB U CIO IPEMYIPY
033110, U CIO TIOBHY JIOCBIiTY
dunocoduro.

(Voznjak 1930, 170)

Timofeev’s Translation

Jla He nmoxymaeTs KTo-HUOY b Bb
CBOEMb OCITBITICHIN HWIIN
TYMOYMiH, YTO ITPOCTOM CIIyyaid
3a0pOCHITh MAKo20 TI03TA U
maxoeo puitocoda Bb cpery
maxozo Hapoaa! OIUHbB U TOTh Ke
HAPOJHBIH JyXb, OUHD U TOTh KE
MIPaKTHYECKiH, ThI0BOM
KHUTEHCKIH CMBICITB, KOTOPBIH
CO3aTh U 3TO TOCYAAPCTBO, U ATY
HAPOIHYIO CBOOOTY, TOPOIMITE U
ATy KHUTSUCKU-MY/PYIO 033110 U
3Ty, HCIOJIHEHHYIO OIIbITA,
¢unocoduro. (Timofeev 1877, 14)
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Gervinus’s Original

Denn Niemand sei so voll Wahn  [Let nobody be so blind and
und Thorheit zu glauben, daf3 stupid as to think that such
jene so beschaffenen Dichter und  people get such a poet and
Philosophen irgend ein Zufall in ~ philosopher by mere chance.
dies so beschaffene Volk A people’s spirit, the same
hineingeworfen habe! Ein practical, everyday common
Volksgeist, derselbe praktische sense that produced this state
tiichtige Lebenssinn, der diesen and this people’s liberty, also
Staat und diese Volksfreiheit brought about this wise poetry
geschaffen hat, hat auch jene and this experienced
lebensweise Dichtung und jene philosophy. ]

erfahrungsvolle Philosophie

gestaltet. (Gervinus 1849, 1:xi)

Comparing the Russian and Ukrainian translations prompts one to
conclude that Kuli§ 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,
Kulis applied spacing to those lexemes that appeared in a cursive
typeface in Timofeev’s translation. What explains this mimicking on
the part of Kulis§ is, perhaps, his sincere fascination with Shakespeare
and a wish to introduce Gervinus’s work to his compatriots as soon as
possible in conjunction with his preparation of the translations of this
playwright.

To some extent, all this does justify Franko’s decision to reject
Kuli§’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 Kuli§’s own historiosophic views and aesthetic predilections.
He judged Shakespeare not only on his literary merits but also on the
high level of morality typical of his works—a core element in Kuli§’s
opinion of Shakespeare as a bellman of social harmony and cultural
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progress in society (Voznjak 1930, 170). Especially significant is Kuli§’s
remarkable identification of the playwright’s works as a “secular Bible”
(ibid., 171), reverberating with his work on the translation of the Bible
at that time. This is why Shakespeare, in Kuli§’s system of views, stands
above the ideological barriers of political parties, reaching well beyond
the chronological confines of modernity and appearing perfectly attuned
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, Kuli§ 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 Kuli$’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
Barvins kyj in the second part of 1881, Kuli§ had to make changes in his
publication plans and revise the contents of the first volume of his trans-
lations of Shakespeare. In a letter dated 30 December 1881, he informed
Puljuyj of his arrival in Lviv, where he took over supervision of the printing
of his translations. On 24 February 1882, Kuli§ wrote that the printing of
the first volume was already underway (Studyns’kyj 1930, 58-59, 61).
However, already in the summer, Kuli§ faced financial and organizational
problems and decided ultimately to postpone the printing of the second
volume. Shortly thereafter he returned to his homestead Motronivka
(Lucuk 1995, 374).
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Kulis’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
the nine muses (Studyns’kyj 1930, 60). Although modeled, to some
extent, on eighteen plays translated into prosaic Russian between 1841
and 1850 by Nikolaj Ketcer (Hordyns kyj 1928, 92-93), Kuli§’s transla-
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, Kuli$ had already translated six plays (ibid.,
55, 60). Three of them, Othello, Troilus and Cressida, and The Comedy of
Errors, were included in the first volume of the “Ukrainian Shakespeare”
that appeared at the author’s expense in 1882 under the auspices of the
Shevchenko Scientific Society in Lviv. Kuli§ translated the rest of the
plays between 1883 and 1885 before the burning of his homestead
Motronivka on 6 November 1885 destroyed much of his archive and most
of the manuscripts. Yet in Kuli§’s personal papers one finds evidence of
his translation of two more plays of Shakespeare after Hamlet and before
the fire (i.e., The Merchant of Venice and Cymbeline); Kuli§ planned to
include them in the fifth volume of Shakespeare’s selected works
(Hordyns 'kyj 1928, 97; Sapovalova 1976, 69). On 21 April 1897, after
the death of her spouse, Hanna Barvinok wrote to Puljuj that, because of
her negligence, the text of Venec kyj kupec’ (The Merchant of Venice) was
lost on its way to the Cernihiv Museum of Vasyl” Tarnovs kyj, Jr. Puljuj
(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
(Sapovalova 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
and the years of their publication (Kyryljuk 1929, 59-60, 61-64; Strixa
2006, 81-82):
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Play Year of Publication
Othello 1882

Troilus and Cressida

The Comedy of Errors

Hamlet 1899
The Taming of the Shrew 1900
Coriolanus

Macbeth

Julius Caesar

Romeo and Juliet 1901
Antony and Cleopatra

Much Ado About Nothing

Measure for Measure 1902
King Lear

In 1903, Vasyl” Domanyc’kyj (1877-1910), a famous literary and
public figure in Dnieper Ukraine, wrote in an editorial note in the journal
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 Kuli$. It happened, however,
that Kulis$ spent part of this money on other literary projects and, therefore,
could not complete his translation of Shakespeare’s plays, especially after
the rather cold reception of the three translations that appeared in 1882.
While extolling the quality of Kuli§’s translations, Domanyckyj (1903,
141-142) enthusiastically appealed to the public to contribute to the
special Shakespeare Fund created by the Ukrainian-Rusian Publishing
Union in Lviv, which had recently published ten volumes of Kuli§’s trans-
lations edited by Franko. Domanyc kyj believed that such a fund would
help promote literary activities in both Austrian- and Russian-ruled
Ukraine and contribute to the development of literary language through
translations of major classical works in different European languages. It is
difficult today to follow up on the outcome of this appeal, which otherwise
predicted the lasting impact of Kuli§’s work as a translator on the normal-
ization of literary Ukrainian in the second part of the nineteenth century.
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In sum, it is not too much to say that, taken even statistically, the
contribution made by Kuli§ in the creation of the Ukrainian canon of
Shakespeare was quite remarkable. Yet some scholars have been too quick
to disregard his legacy in this field from the perspective of modern transla-
tion studies, arguing that Kuli§ “as a translator of Shakespeare does not
exist for the modern readership” and his translations “belong to the histori-
cal-literary domain” alone (Lucuk, 1995, 372; Hordyns kyj 1928, 164). To
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
Franko (1905, v—vi) to Kulis’s translation of Childe Harold serves as an
example of his scathing critique of Kuli$’s historiosophic and linguistic
views. Among all the other “sins” committed by the translator, the Galician
critic mentioned Kuli$’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, Kuli§, due to his negative assessment of the
Ukrainian Cossacks and peasantry (muZyctvo), allegedly abandoned the
vernacular and created a strange, “Old Rusian” Ukrainian with Church
Slavonic and Muscovite admixtures. Admitting that, in this translation,
Kuli§ did leave a trace of his energetic personality, Franko dubbed his
language to be “wooden-scholastic” (dubovo-sxoljastycna mova) (ibid., vi).
Overall, this judgment was ideologically biased and unfair.

Franko, nevertheless, had to admit the literary merits of many of
Kuli$’s translations in comparison with those made by his contemporaries
(Naxlik 2007, 1:268). For instance, leaving aside issues of equivalence and
faithfulness in translation, Franko (1901, xvi) regarded Kuli§’s translation
of Romeo and Juliet as “extremely successful and beautiful.” The critic also
extolled the translation of Hamlet, which, in his opinion, surpassed all other
translations of this tragedy, including that made by Myxajlo Staryc’kyj
(Franko 1899, xviii—xix). As he argued in the preface to this translation,
“Kulis is a first-rate star in our literature, a great expert in our vernacular, as
well as a great expert in the languages and literatures of the European
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peoples” (ibid., xx). All in all, one can concur with Luckyj (1983, 169),
who argued that Kuli$’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.

THE FIRST (OVER) REACTION

The first volume of Kuli§’s translations of Shakespeare drew caustic crit-
icism in Galicia as soon as it appeared in 1882. The Lviv periodical Zorja
published, in November of 1882, an anonymous review authored most
likely by its editor Omeljan Partyc’kyj. A former colleague of Kulis’s, he
was best known for his Hramatyka jazyka ruskoho (A Grammar of the
Rusian Language) first published in 1873 and reprinted several times
with corrections (last edition in 1889) (Skurzewska 2007, 572).

Partyc’kyj’s review was full of scathing remarks and also largely
unfair in its particulars (Lazurs'kyj 1929, 28). At the outset, the reviewer
challenged the very idea of choosing Shakespeare on the grounds that not
all of his plays were worthy of translation. Moreover, Kulis, as Partyckyj
(1882, 328) argued, was notorious for his numerous unfulfilled projects.
Certain details aside, the reviewer’s critique can be reduced to several
theses covering major aspects of the translation under consideration.

To begin with, Partyc’kyj (1882, 328-329) blamed Kuli§ for his
“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 duze “very,” fortuna “destiny,” jexydnyj “mali-
cious,” and jasuvaty “to explain, speak for,” a form which is also found in
abundance in Kulis’s translation of the Bible. The reviewer criticized
“unbearable coined nouns” ending in -nnje, such as svidkuvannje “testi-
fying.” The author, as Partyc’kyj added, came up with his “own strange
language and style,” employed indiscriminately in all the translations.

Second, according to the reviewer, there were numerous inconsisten-
cies and discrepancies in Kuli§’s translations as compared with the
original. Partyckyj argued that Kuli§ misconstrued many formulations in
Shakespeare’s originals, although some of the reviewer’s corrections, on
closer inspection, do not appear stylistically grounded:
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Kuli§’s Translation

A po3ym ciyxae
raitHoOro yacy.
(Sekspir, 70)

Partyc’kyj’s
Corrections

A notems (po3yMb)
nojsirae Ha BeIOOpH
qacy.

Shakespeare’s
Original

And wit depends on
dilatory time.
(Shakespeare, 1112)

Yy mBada yu Braya—
Ce IacTs BIMCKOBE.
(Sekspir, 178)

Yu rapasgs uu
JIUXO—IIE IACTE
BOCHHE.

Now good or
bad—tis but chance
of war. (Shakespeare,
313)

O, obepHUMO B a1 ce
nepecepre! (Sekspir,
279)

3akOHUbMB 110
JIFOZICKH CHO 3BAJy.

[Nay] we must use
expostulation kindly.
(Shakespeare, 340)

Hi ne onna nacora ¢
TaKoi KpacoTu Ha

aymi B mee. (Sekspir,

223)

Menk He TOIBKO
pockomu Ha tymirk,
KOTpU MPUHOCHTD
TaK BeJIMKa Kpaca.

I propose not merely
to myself the plea-
sures, such a beauty
brings with it.

(Shakespeare, 326)

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
jargon as otamannja (coll.) “atamans” (Partyc'kyj 1882, 328). Here also
belong words like ocortity “to bore,” karbovanec” (local Ukrainian monetary
unit), neapol 'ska kostoida (hostec” in Partyc'kyj) “bone-ache,” and, finally,
Juxta “cows’ leather” (juxt m. and juxta f., “Juchten, Juften” in Zel., 2:1110).
The reviewer cited several forms that looked unusual and artificial within the
contexts where Kuli§ used them (e.g., dovoli koljoru “sufficiently red, rosy,”
and prystan’ vozdelinna “ports desired” [Partyc'kyj 1882, 329]). In partic-
ular, Partyc’kyj castigated numerous coined words like brona [cf. MUkr.
brona] instead of brama “gate,” xvir instead of xvoroba “‘sickness,” and
poces ki instead of cesno “honestly” (ibid., 329).

In addition, Partyc'kyj (1882, 329) reproached the translator for
introducing unwarranted borrowings from Polish, German, and Church
Slavonic such as khaljantnyj “gallant, stylish,” vprejmost” “kindness”
(Pol. uprzejmos¢ “courtesy”), natxnennje “inspiration” (Pol. natchnienie),
ChSl. alkannnje “wish,” and so on.
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Also, in Partyckyj’s view, the translator violated rules of “the grammar
of our language,” while indiscriminately experimenting with unusual
forms like cari (pl.) “charms” instead of ¢ary—a variance that might reflect
a different dialectal distribution of the forms in question (Marvijas 2006,
57)—dozu “duke” (voc.) instead of the more usual doze (voc.), dosih (m.
sg. pret.) “to reach” with an excessive (analogous) i instead of regular
dosjah” (Partyc’kyj 1882, 329) (m. sg. pret. volik “to drag” with an exces-
sive i in the pleophonic sequence [Shevelov 1979, 608]).

The reviewer was particularly uncomfortable with variegated stress
patterns introduced by Kuli§ that, as Partyc'kyj (1882, 329) argued, were
not rooted in any Ukrainian dialect. He noted, for example, numerous cases
of unusual stressing of the type falSy compared to falsy (gen.) “lie,”
vospytaly (pl. pret.) “to bring up,” perevaha “advantage,” druhé “second,”
and so forth.

Finally, the reviewer could hardly accept the phonetic orthography
(kulisivka), claiming that such spelling had never existed and would
never exist in Ukrainian due to “the lack of the philological knowledge”
of its inventor. So Partyc’kyj (1882, 329) concluded that, “for the sake
of the healthy development of our literature, everybody has to stand
against the inopportune experiments of Kuli§ 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,
Kuli§ was accustomed to combining elements of different spelling
systems (Danylenko 2012b).

No doubt, Kuli$’s translations were not ideal and some of Partyc'kyj’s
remarks were valid, especially in regards to the equivalence and faithfulness
of the translation. Still, Kuli§ 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
the original. All his remarks considered, Partyckyj was more interested in
compromising this publication than in objectively assessing the quality of
Kuli§’s work (Sapovalova 1976, 65). In short, it was the political execution of
a major opponent from Russian-ruled Ukraine (Kocur 1968, 30).

Seemingly less venomous was a review written in 1883 by the
famous historian and Ukrainophile Mykola Kostomarov, who had severed
his relationship with Kuli§ by 1880. While treating Ukrainian literature as
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“a literature for homestead use,” Kostomarov ostentatiously refused to
consider the quality of Kuli§’s translations of the New Testament and
Shakespeare. In regards to the translation of the New Testament, he ques-
tioned to “what extent this translation suites its high subject and to what
extent it may be utilized by the literate common people of southern
Russian stock” (Kostomarov 1883, 221). Speaking of Shakespeare, he
wondered why Kuli§ 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 (obscerusskij jazyk), he argued, had long since
become a language of culture in the whole southern Russian region, since
this language had been developed by the joint efforts of both Little and
Great Russians. Since there is no other Little Russian society than a
peasant one, Little Russian literature must therefore be vernacular in its
subjects and ways of conveying ideas about such subjects (ibid.).

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
southern Russian since one can hardly find a Little Russian who
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 Kulis.
(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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by virtue of its official status (Kostomarov 1883, 223). Yet they could not
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, Kulis’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 Kuli§ could appear to Little Russians, whose native dialect
had not acquired by that time any “level of acculturation,” as “unnatural,
unpopular, artificial, forced, coined randomly,” while the same would be
treated differently by Galician readers (ibid., 224). Some fifty years later,
Hordyns kyj (1928, 108), who wrote an extensive study of Kuli§’s transla-
tions of Shakespeare’s plays, discerned surprisingly in Kostomarov’s words
“a slight critique of Kuli§’s translations,” although, no doubt, Kostomarov’s
argumentation fostered the official discriminatory language policy culti-
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 Kuli$’s translations were at the center of
debates that transcended the confines of literary issues (Sapovalova 1976,
65; Zerov 1967, 47-48).

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
2012, 299). Suffice it to mention here Oleksander Potebnja, a towering
figure in nineteenth-century eastern Slavic linguistics, who staunchly
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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2006c, 335-355). In criticizing the independent development of Little
Russian (Ukrainian), Potebnja apparently meant the then fashionable
“school” of Myxajlo Staryc’kyj and his disciples, who were aptly called
“wordsmiths” by their opponents. Like Kuli§, who rejected the views of
extreme populism and Cossackophilism, Potebnja placed the inception of
written Ukrainian in the time of Kyivan Rus’. In consonance with Kulis,
Potebnja also believed that the molding of written Ukrainian might have
unfolded from Common East Slavic through the Middle Ukrainian period
to the present, as manifested in archaic folklore (ibid., 353). It is worth
recalling here Potebnja’s translation of several rhapsodies from Homer’s
Odyssey, characterized by its archaic vocabulary and folkloric syntax
(Danylenko 1999). Interestingly, it was exactly these features in Kuli§’s
translations of Shakespeare that were identified and heavily criticized by
Partyc 'kyj.

It is noteworthy that Kostomarov himself was the first translator of
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, without doubt,
belongs today to the history of Ukrainian translation (M. Moskalenko
2006 1/2, 186).

Kostomarov’s Translation Shakespeare’s Original

Of1 BepOwuIIe 3eneHas, [The poor soul sat [sighing] by a
Bepbonbko most! sycamore tree,

[Iuas BepOorO 3e5meH0I0 Sing all a green willow;
JluBouka cuauna, Her hand on her bosom, her head
W 6unHyTO TOTOBOHBKY on her knee;

Jonu nmoxwiunna. Sing willow, willow, willow.
Of1 BepOwuIIe 3eneHas, The fresh streams ran by her, and
Bepbonbko mos! (Kostomarov murmur’d her moans;

1890, 229) Sing willow, willow, willow

Her salt tears fell from her, and
soft’ned the stones;

Sing willow, willow, willow.]
(Shakespeare, 1128)
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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
its folkloric features, one should name, first of all, diminutive forms:
verba ~ verbycja (dim.) ~ verbon’ka (dim.) “willow,” and holovon 'ka
(dim.) “head.”

Kulis’s translation of the same fragment rings, however, with a true
poetic beauty;

Cupina HeOOra mij UBOBUM JPEBOM,

CmiBaiite, cIiBaiiTe PO UBY 3€JIEHY

U pyku 3710K012a ¥ TOIOBKY CXMITUIIA,

Cmisaiite npo UByY, Ipo UBY, IPO UBY.

Boné npotexaia, 3 Hero po3MoBIIsiia . . .

CmiBaiite npo UByY, Ipo UBY, PO UBY,

A BH cnié3u, puHTe, KamiHHe mardite . . . (Sekspir, 142)

Kulis 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 #olovka “head.” The form s/joza 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 Kuli§’s translation of this and
other separate songs as offered by Hordyns kyj (1928, 88), who treated
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 Kuli§ was not discouraged by the above reviews and
continued translating Shakespeare. In 1884, when hosting Myxajlo
Lobodovs’kyj on his homestead, the writer confirmed his deep interest in
Shakespeare. Having placed his hand on a pile of manuscripts, Kulis said:
“This is a translation of Shakespeare into Little Russian . . . I am finishing
already . . . I do believe in the future of Ukrainian literature” (Lobodovskij
1897, 166).

299



300 PART Il m SHAKESPEARE

THE LANGUAGE OF THE “UKRAINIAN
SHAKESPEARE”

The language of the first Ukrainian-language volume of Shakespeare,
printed under Kuli§’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 Kuli§’s transla-
tions of Shakespeare was made by Jaroslav Hordyns 'kyj in 1928. Pioneering
in many aspects, this study was deeply rooted in the local literary tradi-
tion still influenced by the towering figure of Franko and, what is more
important, oriented toward the local variety of written Ukrainian. This is
why, despite its pronounced scholarship, Hordyns'kyj’s perspective
should not be taken at face value, especially since the author stopped
short of placing Kuli$’s translations in the wider context of the normaliza-
tion of new literary Ukrainian.

To begin with, even a very cursory survey of the language of the first
volume of the “Ukrainian Shakespeare” exposes its resemblance to the
vernacular standard elaborated by Kulis$ in his translation of the Bible. For
instance, some orthographic peculiarities aside, the most arresting feature in
the phonetics (orthography) is consistent assimilation in voicing, as reflected
in spellings like ys kySeni “from the pocket” next to yz rodu “never,” and bes
praktyky “without practice” (Sekspir, 8, 10, Shakespeare, 1096). Hordyns ‘kyj
(1928, 61) viewed this phenomenon as a mere “striving for phonetic
spelling.” However, it becomes clear that Kuli§ 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
(Danylenko 2005, 49-51; Matvijas 2008) (see also ceres knyharnyka pryx-
odo-rosxidnoho “[because of] this counter-caster” [Sekspir, 10, Shakespeare,
1096], ys pocetom “in the conduct of” [éekspir, 45, Shakespeare, 1105], and
yz nebom “with the heavens” [Sekspir, 46, Shakespeare, 1105], all reflecting
neutralization before a word boundary; note also peret toboju “before thee”
next to pered neju “to her” [Sekspir, 246, Shakespeare, 332] and peredo
mnoju “to me” [Sekspir, 45, Shakespeare, 1105]).
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Neutralization before a morpheme boundary is exemplified in bess-
tydna kryvda “bold and saucy wrongs” (Sekspir, 15, Shakespeare, 1098)
and oz ‘de “here (is)” (Sekspir, 23, Shakespeare, 1099). With a more intri-
cate place of articulation, regressive assimilation is represented by such
spellings as yz Zinkoju “with the wife” (Sekspir, 362) and s¢ynylos “[what]
is the matter” (Sekspir, 12, 13, Shakespeare, 1097)—literally “happened”;
such an assimilation is a common phenomenon in Middle Ukrainian texts
extant from southwestern and northern Ukraine (Zovtobrjux et al. 1979,
205-208) (sCezaty < is-Cezati or Lemk. Scera “yesterday” from s cera <
s” v'éera [Verxratskyj 1902, 487]). The assimilation looks routine with
the postfix -sja (e.g., pojavyccja“[he] come[s]” [Sekspir, 338, Shakespeare,
3])—literally “he will appear”—oddaduccja “they shall obey” (Sekspir,
241, Shakespeare, 331), and especially $c¢ynyccja “it will happen”
(Sekspir, 349) with assimilation affecting both the prefix and postfix.
Assimilation of the postfix is commonly attested in North Ukrainian, for
instance, in the works of Ivan Nekrasevy¢ (late eighteenth century)
(Nekrasevy¢, 12, 14), a long-time priest in a village parish near Kyiv
(Danylenko 2008b, 66—69). Remarkably, while preparing Kuli§’s transla-
tions for publication, Franko did not correct spellings reflecting word
boundaries of the type is foboju “with you” (Makbet-K/F, 15).

After the appearance of his Pentatevx in 1869, Kuli§ changed, prob-
ably under the influence of the Galician literary practice, his attitude
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 k#4, as if distancing himself from the
contemporary Galician practice, in particular in the translation of Hamlet
by Pavlo Svij (Pavlyn Svjencic kyj) published in Lviv in 1865 (Hamljet-S).
Nevertheless, in harmony with the “overseas” coloring in most of
Shakespeare’s plays, the number of these words is exceptionally large in
Kulis’s translations (e.g., Jakho [lago] and Rodrikho [Roderigo], khrad-
acija “gradation” [Sekspir, 101, khondol er “gondolier” [ibid., 15], rankh
“title” [ibid., 10], makhnyfyka [m.] “magnifico” [ibid., 19, Shakespeare,
1099], khaleri “galleys” [Sekspir, 20] and khal ony “galleys” [ibid., 24],
khvaltom “violently” [ibid., 38], khlejtove pysannje “charter” [ibid., 35,
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Shakespeare, 1106], panekhyryk “eulogy” [Sekspir, 47] as compared to
proloh “prologue” [ibid., 53], fol"huem [1 pl. pres.] “to weaken” [ibid.,
285] with the spirant / as reflected in some Middle Ukrainian spellings
[Tym¢. and Nimcuk, 2:454—455; Ohijenko 1930, 2:139] next to WUKkr.
fol'guvaty “nachgeben, nachlassen, schonen” [Zel., 2:1029] under Polish
[German] influence). Franko, the editor, reintroduced, instead, the letter
“r” (g), sometimes adjusting particular lexemes to the local Polish-Latin
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), spig “spy” (Hamljet-K/F, 70), and the like.

More often than not Kuli$ retained etymological o and e in the newly
closed syllables or similar alternation cases (Shevelov 1979, 721; Matvijas
2008, 96) (e.g., nocnyx otamaniv [gen. pl.] “officers [of night]” [Sekspir, 18,
Shakespeare, 1098], wiclyvost’ “courtesy” [Sekspir, 53], tyxost” “stillness”
[ibid., 63], vol'nijse “freer” [ibid., 74], Cestyvost” “honesty” [ibid., 95],
pidlost” “villainy” [ibid., 104] next to molodist” “youth,” scedrist” “gener-
osity” [ibid., 194], deriv [gen. pl.] “tree,” and predmit “subject” [ibid., 172,
229]). Sorting out similar examples, Hordynskyj (1928, 60—61) lumped
together reflexes of etymological e and jat” (e.g., lenyvyj “lazy” [Sekspir,
283] next to ChSI. and ESL. léns “laziness,” dorekaty “to rebuke” [Sekspir,
15] next to ChSl. and ESI. récs “word, speech’). While editing Kuli§’s trans-
lations, Franko tended to introduce forms with i-reflexes at the expense of
more archaic lexemes without ikavism (e.g., voz mite next to viz ‘mite [2 pl.
imper.] “take!” [Hamljet-K/F, 73], rozpirka“oldend” [Halas, 12, Shakespeare,
184], and nebiz “cousin” [Halas, 12, Shakespeare 184]). The southeastern
Ukrainian form od in the expression od vostok do zapad “from the east to the
west” (Sekspir, 134, Shakespeare, 1126) stands out in comparison with
Transc. (Hucul) id in Kulis’s translation of the Bible (SP, 15) next to a more
regular vid (ibid., 19), castigated subsequently by Ivan Necuj-Levyc'kyj as a
Galician form.

As in Kuli§’s biblical translations, one finds in the “Ukrainian
Shakespeare” shifts in the distribution of i and y (AUM, 1, map 21) like
krivavyj “bloody” (Sekspir, 63) or trivohy “concerns” (ibid., 349), also
attested in abundance in the works of Sevéenko (Danylenko 2006c,
366-369). It is noteworthy that Franko did not emend such forms, thus
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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,” Kuli§ demonstrated more consistency in
rendering the “new a” as found in such forms as harazd “well, fine”
(Sekspir, 48), bahata () “rich” (ibid., 49), bahactvo “wealth” (ibid., 338),
and the like. Of particular interest is karabel” “‘ship” (ibid., 42), which is a
dialectal form from SI. korabls rather than Gk. xapaBtov (Shevelov 1979,
511) (MUkr. korablyk” “women’s hat” [Tym¢. and Nimcuk, 1:378] and
dial. karablyk “hood” [Bil.-Nos., 179; Zel., 1:335]). Among other means
of archaization, one should name the western Ukrainian /-prothesis in
hulycja “street” (Sekspir, 12; Zel., 1:164) and the dative form mini (dat.)
“to me” (Sekspir, 14, 16) instead of myni as used throughout the Pentatevx
(Pentateuch) and in the novel Corna rada (The Black Council, 1857).
Interestingly, although typical of the transitional dialects developed on a
northern Ukrainian basis, the form mini is not found in Sev&enko
(Tymosenko 1969, 107). Deserving of attention is the old form fylja
“flood” (Sekspir, 41), which is paralleled by the vernacular counterpart
xvylja (ibid., 340), with the counter-etymological x* (Shevelov 1979, 634).

In the “Ukrainian Shakespeare,” Kuli§ consistently employed the
northern Ukrainian ending -e after long palatalized consonants in neuters,
including bookish and Church Slavonic lexemes, criticized, as was mentioned
above, by Partyc’kyj (e.g., zillje “herbs” [Sekspir, 38, Shakespeare, 1103],
bdinnje “watch” [Sekspir, 77, rozdennje “birth,” alkannje “wish” [ibid.,
194], porozdennje jexyden “they are vipers” [ibid., 243, Shakespeare, 331],
zabvennje “oblivion” [Sekspir, 252], Zyttje “life” [ibid., 253], and blahodi-
jannje “benefit” [ibid.], which is a blending of Church Slavonic and
vernacular derivational models). This type of neuter was retained by Franko
in later publications of Kuli§’s translations (e.g., volossje “hair” [ Makbet-K/F,
12] and mizdocassje “the interim” [ibid., 13, Shakespeare 1187], dyxannje
“breath” [Makbet-K/F, 10] as compared with WUKkr. volosje and dyxanje
without any gemination in the suffix [Zel., 1:119, 183]).

In terms of morphology, Kuli§ 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
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EUKkr. cej, cja, ce also occur sporadically (e.g., [kljanus’] ocijeju rukoju
“by this hand” [Sekspir, 53]). As in the translation of the Bible, Kuli§
indulged in the preterit indicative 2 sg. form with the auxiliary verb “to
be” (zbrexav jesy [m.] “told a lie” [ibid., 163], vbacav jesy “didst thou
see[?]” [ibid., 16, Shakespeare, 1098], pociluvav jesy “kissed” [Sekspir,
49)). The translator often resorted to old nominal forms of the nomina-
tive-accusative singular of masculine adjectives, which, taken in the
context of the lofty narrative, could be treated as Church Slavonicisms
(Horbac 1988, 61) (e.g., prokljat “cursed” [Sekspir, 9], zakljat “damn’ d”
[ibid., 10, Shakespeare, 1096], peven “sure” [Sekspir, 14], povynen “must”
[ibid., 16], and ne zdiben “not able” [ibid., 77]). At the same time, pronom-
inal forms of nominative-accusative adjectives might be viewed as
folkloric or, rather, northern Ukrainian (Horba¢ 1988, 61) (e.g., temnuju
[acc. sg. f.] “dark” [Sekspir, 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 “in brief” (Sekspir, 338, Shakespeare, 3)—literally, “two
words”—or dvi hodyni “two o’clock” (Sekspir, 347, Shakespeare 6).
Dual forms were largely retained by Franko (e.g., dvi pravdi “two truths”
[Makbet-K/F, 12] next to uv usi “in thine ear” [ibid., 17, Shakespeare,
1188]—Tliterally, “in your [two] ears”; see also an obsolete form v usu
next to a new plural form v usax “in the ears” in the 1903 Bible [SP, 87]).

In morphosyntax, Kuli§ was reluctant to use the relative pronoun kotryjy
“which, that, who” as compared with the absolutive relativizer s¢o, 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. ktory), might have
introduced in some cases this Polish-Ukrainian form instead of §¢o with
resumption (e.g., Makbet-K/F, 5, 15, 17). Sporadically, Kuli§ made use of
archaic syntactic patterns (e.g., priobscus’ tvoei Zyzni [gen.] “[...] makes
me with thy strength communicate” [Sekspir, 359, Shakespeare, 9] with the
genitive case [Danylenko 2006¢, 213-214]).

For the secular variety of the high style designed by Kulis§ 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-
times with modified semantics. Interestingly, some of these Church
Slavonic forms can be treated today as Russianisms: zyzn " “life” (Sekspir,
11; DUL, 9:163), vertrohrad “fertile climate” (Sekspir, 12, Shakespeare
1097; see also “garden” in DUL, 3:236), blahocestie “honesty” (Sekspir,
18; DUL, 2:108), sokrovyscd (pl.) “treasure” (Sekspir, 19) next to WUKr.
sokrovysce (Vytv., 39), blahovolennje “grace” (éekspir, 33; DUL, 2:93),
vopie (3 sg. pres.) “to yell” (Sekspir, 36; DUL, 4:228), hrjaduscyj “future”
(Sekspir, 50; DUL, 7:110; Vytv., 245), blazenstvo “bliss” (sekspir, 51;
DUL, 2:110), dobroditel’ “virtue” (Sekspir, 70; DUL, 8:55-56),
(prekrasne) suscestvo “excellent wretch” (Sekspir, 80, Shakespeare, 1114)
next to suicestvo “existence” (Vytv., 44), preispodnij “hollow” (Sekspir,
95, Shakespeare, 1118) next to preyspodnyj “underground” (Vytv., 212),
sonmysca (pl.) (Sekspir, 324; Vytv., 379), yskustvo “cunning” (Sekspir,
325, Shakespeare, 351; Vytv., 37, 118), viadyka “master” (gekspir, 352,
Shakespeare, 7; DUL, 4:91), exydztvo “falsehood” (éekspir, 352, Shakespeare,
7) with assimilation of the initial consonant in -stv- (jexydna “echidna” in
Vytv., 392), and lukavstvo “corruption” (Sekspir, 352, Shakespeare, 7)
next to WUKr. lukavstvo “craftiness” (Vytv., 49, 164).

In general, Kuli$ 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 /yk “visage” along-
side WUkr. /yce “face” (Sekspir, 95, Shakespeare, 1118; Zel., 1:406)
belonging to the middle style. Even if in some places Church Slavonicisms
are seemingly less appropriate, for instance, in reference to certain “plain
characters” like uncouth Ajax in Troilus and Cressida, one can hardly agree
with Hordyns'kyj (1928, 63) that Kuli§ was introducing Church
Slavonicisms haphazardly, “without any plan.” On the contrary, with an
eye towards creating a full-fledged high style, Kuli§ employed them
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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Dubbed by Hordyns kyj (1928, 64) “barbarianisms,” Russian forms are
quite numerous, in contrast to Polish borrowings, in the first volume of the
“Ukrainian Shakespeare.” The following examples are most revealing in this
respect: ob jattja “clasps,” nadezna straz “good guard” (Sekspir, 15, 18,
Shakespeare, 1098) next to braty pid storozu “to apprehend” (Sekspir, 22,
Shakespeare, 1099) (cata and storoza “watch” in Hamljet-K/F [Sekspir, 4, 7,
Shakespeare, 1047, 1048], edited by Franko). Note also stydno “it’s my
shame” (Sekspir, 38, Shakespeare, 1103), doblest’ “valor” (Sekspir, 38),
nel’zja “it is impossible” (ibid., 42, Shakespeare, 1104), xvastannje “brag-
ging” (Sekspir, 52, Shakespeare, 1107), plut “knave” alongside the Polish
loan form osust “knave” on the same page (ibid.), plutovstvo “knavery”
(Sekspir, 228, Shakespeare, 327), pidozrytel 'nyj “curious” (Sekspir, 247,
Shakespeare, 332), zdravstvuj “how now” (gekspir, 255, Shakespeare, 334),
prostudytys” “to catch a cold” (Sekspir, 271, Shakespeare, 338), penjatymes
namene “you will curse me” (ibid.), razlycatys " “to be distinguished”” (Sekspir,
339, Shakespeare, 4), prykazcyk “factor” (Sekspir, 338, Shakespeare, 4), ne
ohorcajsja “never fret” (Sekspir, 347, Shakespeare, 6)—literally, “do not get
upset”—and bisenstvo “[fit of] madness” (Sekspir, 403, Shakespeare, 20).

Among apparent Russian forms, one can cite parus “sail” (Sekspir,
41, Shakespeare, 1104). The word, however, is rather an old East Slavic
borrowing (mediated by Old Church Slavonic) from Gk. ¢apog (Vasmer,
2:318). This lexeme was retained in Galicia (Zel., 2:603) and was
commonplace in the nineteenth century in Southeast Ukrainian, in partic-
ular in the works of Taras Sevéenko (5x) (SS, 2:53) and Oleksander
Potebnja’s translation (of the fragments) of Homer’s Odyssey. In his
translation of Othello, Kuli§ also made use of a parallel, Church Slavonic
form vitrylo “tall ship” (Sekspir, 45, Shakespeare, 1105)—literally, “sail”
(vetrilo: zZagel’, parus” [Berynda, 26], Lat. acatium, vétrilo [Kor. and
Slav., 64]). The form vitrylo is lacking in Potebnja’s translation, which is
explained by his vision of the high style (Danylenko 1999, 238, fn. 10),
but is found only once in the writings of Sevéenko:

I HOMNIMBE YOBEH 3 MUPOKMMHU BiTpuaamu. (SS, 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:

[Tangap: CrioBaMU NOBTY He TUIATSTH; naBai it gind. Ta BoHA
3HIBEUUTH TOO1 1 114, sik moTpéOye ciyurHoi npami. Sk? N3uoB
m3aTuch? Oné BoHO, “BO CBUAITENHCTBO YOTO, 001/1Bi CTOPOHH
B3aiMHO.”

pocumo o xatu. ITiay npunecy caitio. (Sekspir, 246)

[PAnDARUS: Words pay no debts, give her deeds; but she’ll
bereave you o’th’deeds too, if she call your activity in question.
What billing again? Here’s “In witness whereof the parties inter
changeably”—

Come in, come in. I’ll go get a fire.] (Shakespeare, 332)

The comic effect of the above fragment is comparable to that created
by Hryhorij Kvitka-Osnov’janenko in his bilingual comedy Sel ‘menko,
volostnoj pysar (Sel’'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:

IEeMEHKO: Och | 5 TyTeuKka-3aecedka! A! 3m0poBb, 3M0POBE,
ONaronpeIATENO JTO0E3HIHINH |. . .],

CeBactstHp OxpuMoBHYB! YbINIEe >KBIBEHBKBI, 3T0POBEHBKEI
XOYb TPOXbI?—IKUHOUKA, TITOUKBI?

Yarkoaves: Bammvu wmonmuTBamMu  BCh  OnaromeHCTBYeMb.
(Sel ‘menko, 30)

[SEL'MENKO: Here Iam! Oh! How are you doing, my venerable dear
friend, Sevast’jan Oxrimovy¢!

Are they still alive and somewhat healthy? Your wife, kids?
CARKODUEV: We have been prospering by your prayers.]

However surprising it may appear in the translation of Shakespeare,
Kulis liberally used colloquial and vulgar forms, which, as Hordyns ky;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 Kuli§ was too experienced a writer to succumb
so easily to what were called by Hordyns’kyj “vulgarisms” of the type
pleskaty “to talk” (Sekspir, 14), vlyznuty/ulyznuty “to go out” or “to be
gone” (ibid., 17, 246, Shakespeare, 1098, 332), zuzdryty “to find out”
(Sekspir, 28, Shakespeare, 1101), opec ky “fools” (Sekspir, 39, Shakespeare,
1106), vtokmacyty “to instruct” (Sekspir, 52), vhonobljaty “to compass [his
salt and most hidden loose affection]” (ibid., 53, Shakespeare, 1107)—
literally, “to appease”™—(Zel., 1:59), nahybaty “to come across” (Sekspir,
53, Zel., 1:470), cmulyty “to drink” (Sekspir, 59, Shakespeare, 1109), zvere-
tenyvs” “[became] dead drunk” (ibid.)—literally “to whirl or to
twist”—(Hring., 1:664; Zel., 1:287), rostryn katy “to squander” (Sekspir,
70), zadljatys " “to last so long” (ibid., 76, Shakespeare, 1113), zaturkaty “to
talk someone out of patience” (Sekspir, 77, Shakespeare, 1113), psity “to
pick bad” (Sekspir, 143, Shakespeare, 1129)—literally “to live like a
dog”—(Zel., 2:786), roscovpaty “to comprehend” (Sekspir, 349; Zel.,
2:837), §vendjaty “to walk around” (Sekspir, 344), torocyty “to say, to
repeat” (ibid., 350; Hrin¢., 2:787; Zel., 2:977), buxancyk (dem.) “stroke,”
vidduxopelyty “to beat” (Sekspir, 353, 355), and many others.

In addition to Church Slavonicisms, Russianisms, and “vulgar-
isms,” Hordyns'kyj (1928, 65-66) found among other of Kuli$’s
innovations the so-called voluntary liberties, criticized also by Jurij
Fed'kovy¢ who translated Hamlet and Macbeth in the 1870s. No wonder,
then, that, as a speaker of the southwestern variety of literary Ukrainian,
Hordyns 'kyj could hardly endorse most of the morphophonemic changes
introduced by Kulis§ (Lazurskyj 1929, 32). For instance, the writer often
resorted to the alternation u- : v- in congruence with the principles of
euphony, typical primarily of Southeast Ukrainian and modern Ukrainian
(Shevelov 1979, 297-300), whence parallelism of u vi sni and v vi sni
“in a dream” (Sekspir, 9, 16), also vixodyty “to enter” (ibid., 9), jak ty
vpiznav jiji “where didst thou see her?” (ibid., 17, Shakespeare, 1098),
§co vhodno “what would you [Desdemona]?” (Sekspir, 35, Shakespeare,
1116), vves” “all” (Sekspir, 42), vpokij “peace” (ibid., 55), vpryvyleévanyx
(gen. pl.) “prerogativ’d” (ibid., 90, Shakespeare, 1116), and so forth.
According to Hordynskyj (1928, 66), the translator used more often
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than not the prefix iz- or added “too often i- word-initially” (e.g., yssunuv
[z hluzdu] “turned your wit” [Sekspir, 134, Shakespeare, 1126], yzmy-
loserdysja “have mercy” [Sekspir, 156, Shakespeare, 1131]). In such
cases Kuli§ made use of the sound i as a cluster-breaker, which had
emerged around the fourteenth century after the confusion of the two
prepositions/prefixes s» 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
become adjusted to the principles of euphony in literary Ukrainian.

Hordyns kyj also did not approve of “an arbitrary abbreviation of
words” like nedalecko ’dvas “not far from you” (Sekspir, 53, Shakespeare,
1107) and d’ Otella “[keep] from Othello’s mind” (Sekspir, 108,
Shakespeare, 1121); though Kuli§ was clearly encouraged in this case by
Shakespeare’s language itself (ja dam ého tobi 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 Kuli§’s native
dialect as reflected also in his biblical translations (e.g., ne ‘dcurajsja
“don’t shun” [Horba¢ 1988, 61]); remarkably, this type of change made
its way, although in a limited fashion, into literary Ukrainian as found
also in the writings of Sevéenko (Shevelov 1979, 452). No more persua-
sive was Hordyns kyj’s criticism of deverbatives ending in -nnje, which,
although “beautiful and sonorous,” were used, nevertheless, too often at
the expense of more appropriate shorter forms (e.g., osukannje “abuse-
ment [of the world]” [Sekspir, 22, Shakespeare, 1099], koxannje “love”
[Sekspir, 30], prykljucénnja [pl.] alongside pryhody “adventures” [ibid.]).
It should be noted, however, that Kulis easily introduced morphologically
simple deverbatives of the type rozvodu (gen.) “divorce” (Sekspir, 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-
tives of the populist trend in Ukrainian linguistics (Jevhen Tymcenko,
Serhij Smerecyns kyj, and Olena Kurylo in her early writings).

As in his translation of the Bible, Kuli§ masterfully adapted names of
some ranks traditionally held by Ukrainian gentry long before the integration
of the Hetmanate into the Russian Empire, such as ket man “lord” (Sekspir,
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114, Shakespeare, 1122), otaman “officer” (Sekspir, 18, Shakespeare, 1098),
nakaznyj “lieutenant,” xorunzyj “ancient to the general” (Sekspir, 44,
Shakespeare, 1105), and, finally dvorjanyn “gentleman” (Sekspir, 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
the Hetmanate’s institutions. However, Hordyns 'kyj (1928, 65) noted that in
some cases terms like kozak “Cossack™ and kis “palisade” seemed to be out
of place, as in the phrase kozace (voc.) “Sirrah” (Sekspir, 244, Shakespeare,
331). One can add here another example with the Old Rusian rank voivoda
and the Ukrainianized name Stepan:

Kopons Crenan 6yB craBHHit BoiBoza. (Sekspir, 59)
[King Stephan was a worthy peer.] (Shakespeare, 1109)

Concluding the section dealing with the language of Kulis’s translations
of 1882, Hordyns kyj (1928, 67) stated despondently that the translator of
Shakespeare was “very unselective in his language, he employed his own
knowledge of the vernacular language very little and too often was recep-
tive to alien influences or acted simply willfully.” This is why, continued
Hordynskyj (ibid.), Kuli§’s language was not exemplary and could
hardly be compared to the wonderful language of the original.

While disregarding the overall negative appraisal of Kuli§’s contri-
bution in Hordyns kyj’s study, one should take into consideration at least
one of the critic’s arguments, which explains tentatively the blending of
vulgar, ethnographic, and lofty elements in Kuli§’s high style. According
to Hordyns 'kyj (1928, 69), Kuli$ was a first-rate expert in the Ukrainian
language who had amassed a trove of forms and expressions excerpted
from the writings of his predecessors. However, objectively speaking,
Kuli§ could not produce what was still missing or underdeveloped in
written Ukrainian in the 1880s, to wit, “a reliable terminology of scien-
tific phrases” (ibid.). This could explain why Kuli§ introduced into his
translations so many borrowings from “church jargon” (cerkovscyna) and
forms created by representatives of the Russian terminological school, of
which he was purportedly a loyal follower (ibid.).

One can wonder at this point why Hordynskyj’s judgment was so
uncompromisingly harsh. It is tempting to assume that the problem
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resulted from his regional Sprachgefiihl, as reflected in the language prac-
tice of Franko and other populists who did not share Kuli§’s socio-cultural
and linguistic views. However, Kuli§ 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 Kuli§’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 Kuli§ could appear so “outlandish” in the late
1920s that Hordynskyj failed to see, in hindsight, its innovative char-
acter. This character, however, had attested to a totally different vision of
literary Ukrainian when propounded by Kulis§ some fifty years earlier.

ON THE THRESHOLD OF ANEW SECULAR
HIGH STYLE

All in all, Hordyns kyj’s judgment was objectively unfair inasmuch as he
tended inadvertently to push Kulis’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, Kuli§’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
language of his translations (Hordyns kyj 1928, 70). In order to rationalize
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
program (Danylenko 2008a, 104—109), one has to remember that Kuli§’s
endeavors were provoked by several factors. Shakespeare’s own quest for
linguistic synthesis might be viewed as an external factor that, together with
the influence of Gervinus’s conception of Shakespeare as a moral teacher
and leader of the mankind, could impact Kulis. Yet despite all his contradic-
tions and inconsistencies, criticized in particular by Franko and Hordyns "kyj,
Kulis can be seen as a precursor of the later, essentially twentieth-century
understanding of Ukrainian literature (Grabowicz 1992, 237). To prove this,
suffice it to look at a brief programmatic preface written by Kulis to the
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first volume of his translations of Shakespeare’s plays, which foresaw
possible criticism by the future readership, including Hordyns kyj’s
appraisal of his language:

In our translation, shocking blasphemes and rude jokes,
employed by Shakespeare as the great master, to nuance the
sublime and tender, are translated in the way they are observed
inthe British original. . . . They were prone to see in Shakespeare’s
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.” (Sekspir, Preface)

Overall, mixture and contrast of languages and cultural realities in
Shakespeare were conceived of by Kuli§ 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
and space. What is significant in the case of Kuli§ as a representative of
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 Kuli§’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
as an “all-Russian partner” (Andriewsky 2003, 196—198).

At first sight, Kuli$’s position could look perfidious in the eyes of the
late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century populists or proponents of new
nationalistic aesthetics, including Hordyns 'kyj (1928) who, as if following
in the steps of Partyc’kyj, criticized “uncommon” words and phrases
forged, in his view, clumsily by Kulis. Yet, on closer inspection, some of
those coined forms prove to be either bookish (Slavonic) or vernacular
Russianisms. If not found in the local jazycije, they could appear unfamiliar
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to speakers of the Galician-Bukovynian koiné used in Austrian-ruled
Ukraine at that time (Shevelov 1989, 19-20; Macjuk 2001, 269; Tkac
2007, 369-370; Danylenko 2009¢): voenscyna “epithets of war” (Sekspir,
10, Shakespeare, 1096), kljancyt’ (3 sg. pres.) “to beg” (Sekspir, 11), pobu-
darazte (2 pl. imper.) “to incense” (ibid., 12, Shakespeare, 1097), Zorstki
(pl.) “gross” (Sekspir, 15, Shakespeare, 1098), provynnost” “[my]
offending” (Sekspir, 2, 8, Shakespeare, 1101), prozirlyvost’ “providence”
(Sekspir, 261, Shakespeare, 336). Strangely enough, Hordyns kyj ascribed
a similar “uncommonness” to some outdated lexemes like provadys (2 sg.
pres.) “to talk” (Sekspir, 181) or loan forms of the type vkontentuvannja
“satisfaction” (ibid., 344). Interestingly, the former lexeme is not attested
as a verbum dicendi in the dictionary of Jevhen Zelexivs kyj (Zel., 2:767),
although it occurs in this meaning in the writings of Zaxarija Kopystens kyj
(11627) (Tym¢. and Nimcuk, 2:244) and in Ivan Kotljarevs'kyj’s Enejida
as well as in other contemporary works written in Dnieper Ukraine (Hrin¢.,
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
dictionary of Teodor Vytvyts kyj, but is found in Jevhen Zelexivs ‘kyj (Zel.,
1:363). It is also a possibility that the choice of this word could have been
influenced also by the English word “content” in Shakespeare, for instance,
in the text of The Comedy of Errors:

Kvmenp: baxaro Bam exonmenmyednns, nane. (Sekspir, 344)

[l MercHANT: Sir, I commend you to your own content.]
(Shakespeare, 5)

In sum, Kulis, in his first translations of Shakespeare, proved to be a
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,
and demands of structured society, Kuli§ offered in this case the first
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-
tieth centuries by Pavlyn Svjencic’kyj, Jurij Ovsyp Fed kovy¢, Myxajlo
Staryc’kyj, Panas Myrnyj, Lesja Ukrajinka, Ivan Franko, and Marko
Kropyvnyc kyj (Kogur 1968, 27-44; Sapovalova 1976, 32-157).



CHAPTER Fyxpanding the Literary
Canon of the “Ukrainian
Shakespeare”

THE FIRST STEP IS THE HARDEST?

Kuli§ was not the first writer to translate Shakespeare into Ukrainian.
Chronologically, full credit should be given to Pavlyn Svjencic’kyj
(1841-1876) who, as early as 1865, published under the pen name Pavlo
Svij his translation of Act I from Hamljet". Dans 'kyj korolevy¢ (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
the first fragment by the subscribers. An ethnic Pole from the Ukrainian
town Vynnycja, Svjencic’kyj studied at Kyiv University. Having taken
part in the Polish uprising of 1863—1864, he had to leave Dnieper Ukraine
for Lviv where he subsequently became a popular Ukrainian writer (M.
Moskalenko 2006 3/4, 168). Rumor had it that Svjencic’kyj had also
translated Macbeth, but the manuscript, as one of the local newspapers
reported, had been stolen and never found by the translator.

Pavlo Svij’s translation could hardly compete with the one prepared
by Kuli§ and published posthumously by Franko in 1899. As Pavlo Svij
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-
lations of Shakespeare that Pavlo Svij’s poetry was so unpoetical that
prose would have been better, since one could hardly find therein either
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), Norvegcyk” “Norwegian,” and na vyZyni svojei
potuhi “at the height of its power” (Hamljet-S, 39—40), along with the
characteristic Polish thythm, Pavlo Svij might have translated Hamlet
from the Polish. Almost one hundred years later, Sapovalova, although
without going into details, argued that Pavlo Svij’s translation did have a
certain value for his time. What was positive about this translation, she
argued, was its obvious tendency to disengage from the “traditions of trav-
esty and Ukrainianization” (Sapovalova 1976, 34). Unfortunately, the first
attempt at this supposed disengagement was a real flop due to the medioc-
rity of Pavlo Svij’s translation, critically assessed by Franko and other
specialists (Lazurs'kyj 1929, 22; Danylenko 2014b). To demonstrate
numerous shortcomings in this translation, suffice it to survey the linguistic
devices employed by Pavlo Svij, which will help us correctly ascertain the
contribution made some twenty-five years later by Kulis.

To begin with the orthography, the text of the translation demonstrates a
series of regional features influenced by local dialects and the contemporary
Polish literary tradition. Among others, the following examples are deserving
of attention: K/javdij (Claudius), Hamljet” (Hamlet), Pol ‘onij (Polonius), and
prol’og”“‘prologue” (Hamljet-S, 40, Shakespeare, 1049), all with a character-
istic spelling rendering /’, adopted in the borrowing from western European
languages, through Polish mediation. Together with g in loan words, a typical
regionalism (Danylenko 2005, 33—37) whence the use of the Roman letter
“9” to denote the corresponding velar sound (e.g., oryginal “original,”
norvegskyj “Norwegian” [Hamljet-S, 36]). Other examples are krivavyj
“bloody” (Hamljet-S, 40), zadrizaty “to tremble” (ibid., 41), trivaty “to perse-
vere” (ibid., 55, Shakespeare, 1050), #rivoha “fear” (Hamljet-S, 58,
Shakespeare, 1048), and the like, with the anaptyptic i after the sonant r
(Shevelov 1979, 463-465; AUM, 2, map 69), detyna “child” (Hamljet-S,
104) without disyllabic harmony as in dytyna, also Zeliznyj “of iron” (ibid.,
102), Bih “God” (ibid., 37).

From the point of view of its morphology, Pavlo Svij’s language is
replete with dialectal features typical of nineteenth-century Galician-
Bukovynian koiné in the making (Shevelov 1989, 19-20, 58-59). Such
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 vegetujuscoho (gen. m.) “that rots itself” (literally “growing”), v
budujuscojsja (gen. f.) svjatyni “at (this) temple [that] waxes” (Hamljet-S,
134, 101, Shakespeare, 1055, 1052)—that is, “in the temple that is under
construction,”—oznajmujuscyj “the cock, that is the trumpet to the
[morn]” (Hamljet-S, 41) (literally, “declaring”), and vidbuvajusci vartu
“being on their watch” (Hamljet-S, 41, 71, Shakespeare, 1049, 1051);
however, the vernacular suffix also occurs rarely (e.g., spljucoho [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
adaptation, most likely as a result of Pavlo Svij’s slavish translation from
the Polish original (e.g., vhiljenulys 'mo “we looked up” [Hamljet-S, 38],
a Polish verb form with the characteristic /). Of interest also are dialectal
forms pijaty (imprfv.) and zapijaty (perfv.) (ibid., 40, 41) instead of za(s)
pivaty (perfv.) “to sing” (Verxratskyj 1899, 76-77).

In the nominal morphology, one should begin with the use of (femi-
nine) instrumentals ending in -ov/-ev, which were regularly attested in the
Galician variety of the written language and the Dniester dialect (Macjuk
2001, 272-273; Verxratskyj 1899, 66), in particular in the translation of
the New Testament made by Antin Kobyljans'kyj (Danylenko 2010a):
pryéynov” (instr. f.) “reason” (Hamljet-S, 39), sylov (instr. f.) “force”
(ibid., 40, 41), zo mnov” (instr.) “with me” (ibid., 37) alongside sporadic
forms like zo mnoju (instr.) “with me” and z” pohodoju (instr. f.) “with the
weather” (ibid., 52). A peculiar combination of two parallel forms is
found in najbil 'sov” (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
language of this translation. Pavlo Svij uses predominantly the ending -e,
influenced in such nouns by the northern and southwestern Ukrainian
literary tradition (Bevzenko 1978, 87-88), as well as the ending -a.
Interestingly, the translator resorts either to geminated or, more often than
not, non-geminated forms (e.g., Zytgje “life” [Hamlijet-S, 119], poxodzennja
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“origin” [ibid., 117], peredcuttja “premonition” [ibid., 134] next to scastje
“happiness” [ibid., 102], vydZenje “vision” [ibid., 71; Pol. widzenie],
blahoslovenje “blessing” [ibid., 102], skupovanje “buying” [ibid., 39;
Pol. skupowanie], peresvidéenje “avouch [of mine eyes]” [ibid., 38,
Shakespeare, 1048]). Another Polish borrowing is zadavanjesja “giving
words or talking” (Hamljet-S, 104, Shakespeare, 1054) with the reflexive
particle concatenated with the preceding noun.

In general, Pavlo Svij’s translation is brimming with numerous Polish or
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 ovsem” “certainly”
(Hamljet-S, 137; Vytv., 195), mord” “slay” (Hamljet-S, 138; Vytv., 137),
potuha “power” (Hamljet-S, 40; Pol. potega), vandrivka “trip” (ibid., 40;
Vytv., 322), vontpyty “to doubt” (Hamljet-S, 53; Vytv. 320), konvencional 'nyj
“conventional” (Hamljet-S, 54; Pol. konwencjonalny), traktament” na uctu
vesil ‘nju “treatment for the marriage banquet” (ibid., 70; Gr. Traktament in
Zel., 2:979), vedlja skali “in the gross and scope of my opinion” (Hamljet-S,
39, Shakespeare, 1048; Vytv., 267) (literally, “according to the scale”), pugi-
lares” “wallet” (Hamljet-S, 135; Pol. pugilares), posterunek” ““watch” (ibid.,
39, Shakespeare, 1048), and many others. The latter two are not attested
either in Jevhen Zelexivs 'kyj’s or Teodor Vytvyc'kyj’s dictionaries.

Another most arresting feature of Pavlo Svij’s language is its solid
colloquial texture, resistant in some places to bookish, primarily Church
Slavonic elements. Forms like ofce (2x; voc.) “my lord” (Hamljet-S, 103)
are rare (usually instead pane [ibid., 8], knjaze [ibid., 9] “[my] lord,” vasa
korolevs 'ka mylost’ [ibid., 70] next to vasa knjazs ka mylost” “my lord”
[ibid., 71, 72, Shakespeare, 1051]). All in all, Pavlo Svij’s work is remi-
niscent of Kobyljans'kyj’s translation, especially its 1874 editions of
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
with the local tradition, Pavlo Svij indulges in vernacular forms like
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 Kuli$’s translation of the Bible of 1869.
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To provide a fuller picture of Pavlo Svij’s vision of written Ukrainian,

suffice it to quote here an excerpt from Act 1, scene 1, which was also

cited by Franko to demonstrate the low quality of Pavlo Svij’s translation.

In comparison with the parallel fragment from Kuli§’s translation, it

becomes clear why Franko criticized Pavlo Svij’s poetic skills.

Pavlo Svij’s Translation

BceTpixHyBCb SIKb npecmyntuxs Ha
TOJIOCH aneno

Crparsoro. YyBasb 4, 1110 MiBEHb, TOU
TpyOaub paHOKb OZHAUMYIOWUIL,
CBOIMB

YYTHUMb OCTPALIHUMb I'0JI0COMb,
poOymKae

Oora JIHS ¥ Ha 1[eH 3HaKb KOKHUN
AyXb,

Y1 BiHb 1O 3eMJIi OJTyKaeTbCs—Bb
BOII,

BOTHI, Y1 MTOBITPYy—BEPTAETHCS 3BIIKI

BUIIIOBB; a 1110 1€ TpaBaa—
nepeKoHoIo

TOMY TO, IO MH TyTh Cami moOa4nIIy.
(Hamljet-S, 41)

Kulis’s Translation

W 3arpycuiocst Tormi, Kb
3moKa’

Bigb npu3oBy cTpaniHoro.

UyBb HE pass 1,

Ilo miBeHs, ceit TpyOaiiio
panHii, OyaUThH

JlHeBHOrO OOTA, U 10 €ro
raciy

Jyxb nenpuxasnmwlil, 10
O1yOums Bb MOpI,

Yu TO BB OTHI, Bb 3eMJIi a00
Bb MOBITPI,

Brekae no cBoro nputysky:
npaBay Kb

Hawms 3ameBHsie Te, 1110 MBI
BOavanu. (Hamlet-K, 7r=7v)

[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,

Whether in sea or fire, in earth or air, The extravagant and erring spirit

hies. To his confine; and of the truth herein This present object made

probation.] (Shakespeare, 1049)

1 While preparing the text of Kuli§’s Hamlet for publication at the close of the nine-
teenth century, Franko surprisingly introduced only one change in these verses.
Instead of z/juka, Franko used hrisnyk (Hamlet-K/F, 10), thus wiping out the histor-
ical connotation of one of the meanings of z/yj “bad, conscienceless, foul” (DUL,
12:37), skillfully revived by Kuli$ in the original translation.
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In contrast to the historical elevation of Kuli§’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-
tively, Pavlo Svij’s language is modeled on Polish, whence not only apel”
“summons” (criticized by Franko) but also oznajmujuscyj “[that] which
declares, herald,” a Polish form (Pol. oznajmujgcy) furnished with the
Church Slavonic suffix -(j)usc-.

In sum, if compared with Kuli§’s pioneering translations of the
“Ukrainian Shakespeare,” Pavlo Svij’s contribution to the creation of a new
literary standard was minimal due to its dependence on regional and, as is
historically conceivable, Polish patterns. What was missing in Pavlo Svij’s
translation was a true talent and deep knowledge of the local dialect and
vernacular, masterfully demonstrated by Jurij Osyp Fed'kovy¢ some ten
years later.

“HUCULIA DID NOT APPEAR; RATHER
SHAKESPEARE WAS MERELY HIDDEN”

Jurij Osyp Fed kovy¢ (1834—1888), a prominent writer and a herald of the
national revival in Bukovyna, began with a prose rendering of Shakespeare’s
The Taming of the Shrew, entitled Jak kozam rohy vypravijajut” (How the
Goats Have Their Horns Straightened, 1872). Called fraska “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 (Fraska). Because of its farcical exuberances and slapstick elements,
this rendering was negatively received by most Ukrainian intellectuals,
including Myxajlo Drahomanov. Having learned in 1872 about Fed 'kovy¢’s
translation of Macbeth, Drahomanov expressed his concern about the
language of the writer. Cognizant of Fed kovy¢’s literary talent, he never-
theless emphasized the fact that his language was “very provincial, even
for Galicia,” let alone Dnieper Ukraine (Pavlyk 1910, 157). Reading
Fed’kovy¢’s fraska 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 I11,
which, translated into vernacular Ukrainian, could appeal to the common
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people. Overall, Fed 'kovy¢ showed a lack of literary taste in rendering 7%e
Taming of the Shrew. As a result, Drahomanov inferred, “Huculia did not
appear; rather Shakespeare was merely hidden” (ibid., 183—184). It was
clear to him that Kuli§’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).

Thirty years after the publication of Fed'kovycC’s fraska, Franko
concurred with Drahomanov, reiterating that this farcical play demon-
strated a complete lack of refined literary taste or any clear idea about
either the original or its rendering (Sapovalova 1976, 49). All in all,
Fed’kovy¢ remained within the confines of provincialism, evidenced in
both the characters and local setting of his farce, and thus failed to create
any link with the comedy of Shakespeare.

However, Fed’kovyC’s translations of 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
by Kulis. Unfortunately, Fed kovy¢’s translations did not have any effect on
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
they remained unknown to the general public until 1902 when they were first
published under the editorship of Franko. While working on the writer’s
manuscripts, Franko was surprised to learn about three independent versions
of Fed 'kovy¢’s translation of Macbeth that testified to the author’s intentions
to create, in the long run, a true literary adaptation of this famous tragedy. As
for Hamlet, the translation was most likely made by Fed'kovy¢ during his
stay in Lviv in 1874 (Lazurs kyj 1929, 23). Although this translation did not
undergo such substantial revisions as Macbeth, its quality was, no doubt,
much better than that of Pavlo Svij’s Polish-Ukrainian Hamljet.

Franko could not help but admit that the overall quality of Fed 'kovy¢’s
translations was nevertheless rather poor (Terex 1964, 74). As in the case
of Pavlo Svij, the major problem lay in the fact that the writer did not
know English. This is why Fed 'kovy¢ had to rely slavishly on the German
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, Sapovalova (1976, 51) cited the last lines from Act 1, scene
5 from Hamlet, which Fed kovy¢ interpreted so loosely that he deviated
conspicuously from the original. Kuli§’s translation in this case looks
more restrained and faithful to the original:

Fed’kovy¢’s Translation Kuli§’s Translation

CBIT Csl MOBUXHYB, Yac Buitmios i3 yropis. O

Ja gk momymaro, o s 'To Maro MPOKJISTA

Hazaj HaripaBuUTH, TO aX Msl CMiX Cynn0a, 110 ST pOIUBCH HOTO
30epae! HaJIaguTh!

(Hamljet-F/F, 41) (Hamlet-K/F, 40)

[The time is out of joint;—O cursed spite, That ever I was born to set it
right!] (Shakespeare, 1057)

In Fed'kovy¢’s Hamljet, Franko (1902, ix) also noticed the exces-
sive use of Germanisms and function words like the demonstratives zse
or otse “this,” employed merely to fill in some gaps in the syllabic struc-
ture of the translation. However, Franko believed that Fedkovy¢’s
translations also had some positive traits that could compete with the
more refined translations made by Kuli§ and even supersede them in
terms of their lexical affluence. This is why Kuli§’s translations,
although made skillfully, looked, according to Franko (ibid., x), more
clichéd in contrast to the less polished yet more colorful Hucul idiom of
Fed’kovy¢.

It should be noted, however, that the colorfulness of Fed kovyc’s
language looked excessive outside “Huculia,” in particular in Dnieper
Ukraine (Lazurs'kyj 1929, 23). In other words, his translation was a
literary experiment designed for regional consumption and completely
void of any vision for a pan-Ukrainian literature and language. Unlike
Kulis, Fed 'kovy¢ never tried to synthesize various dialectal elements into
a unified system that could appeal to all Ukrainian speakers. This is why
the language of Kuli§’s translation is in fact replete with different regional
variants, while Fed kovy¢’s language appears stylistically and structur-
ally homogeneous.
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To begin with, Fed kovy¢’s language demonstrates a minimum of
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 4o (acc.)
“him,” ’mu (dat.) “to him,” nju (acc.) “her,” my (dat.) next to myni
(dat.) “to me,” #ja (acc.) “you” (ibid., 6, 7, 9, 11, 23, etc.), and the like
(Matvijas 2006, 59). Most representative, however, are forms of the
type v’na “she,” v’'no “it,” and v’'ny “they” (vna, vno, vny in the proto-
graph; Hemlet-F) (Kobyljans kyj 1928, 35) (see also forms ¢o
[bil$] nico next to nicoho [bils] [Hamljet-F/F, 23]).

Among the morphological dialectal features, one comes across num-

ix13

what,”

erous feminine instrumentals of the type z nev “with her” (Hamljet-F/F, 4),
trunvov “coffin” (ibid., 17), and oxotojov (oxota nom.) “wish” (ibid., 13);
consider z nasov persisnov sestrov, A teperisnov kralev, udovov dostojnov
“[Therefore] our sometimes sister, now our queen, The imperial jointress of
this warlike state” (Shakespeare, 1049)—literally “with our previous sister,
and now queen, an esteemed widow” (Hamljet-F/F, 11). Such instrumentals
are commonplace in the Galician variety of literary Ukrainian (Macjuk
2001, 272-273).

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”
(Danylenko 2011a). In the language of Fed 'kovy¢’s 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
of the auxiliary “to be” and the infinitive (Kobyljans'kyj 1928, 62)
(e.g., budu pidsluxaty sja “1 will eavesdrop” [Hamljet-F/F, 81]).
Overall, the de-inceptive future tense forms in the language of
Fed kovy¢ fall into two groups depending on the positioning of auxil-
iary clitics. First, the clitic may occur before the infinitive (i.e., in
clause-second [Wackernagel’s] position). Second, it is used in verb-
adjacent position (i.e., after the infinitive).
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Clause-Second Position of Clitics Verb-Adjacent Position of Clitics

memb enosioamu “he/she will eosopumume “he will speak”

tell” (Hamljet-F/F, 5) (Hamljet-F/F, 11)

Meme brazociosumu “you cokomumu my (Hamljet-F/F, 22) vs.
will bless” (Hamljet-F/F, 25) cokomumumy “I will watch”

memsb cnepamu “he/she will stop” (Hemlet-F, s.p.)
(Hamljet-F/F, 32) snamumeme “‘you will know”
(Hamljet-F/F, 53)

Quite remarkably, the future auxiliary clitic in the verb-adjacent
position is written, as a rule, together with the infinitive in the protograph
of Fed'kovy¢’s Hamlet; however, it is consistently separated in Franko’s
redaction (see sokotytymu in Fed'kovy¢’s original translation compared
to sokotyty mu as emended by Franko in the edition of 1902). No doubt,
Fed’kovy¢’s spelling in this case is more idiosyncratic since it demon-
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
infinitive (Danylenko 2012, 119). This is why Franko’s corrections, which
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
might have been influenced by local orthographic rules (Danylenko
2012a, 25-26, 2012b, 40).

Nevertheless, Franko’s intervention in Fed'kovy¢’s language was
minimal. Among a few emendations, one should mention his correction
of some verbal forms, whose spelling, according to Franko, apparently
reflected the author’s dialectal pronunciation. These are inflected condi-
tional auxiliary clitics like hyx (1 sg.) and by (2 sg.) in place of bex and be
in Fed 'kovy¢’s protograph (Hamljet-F/F, 6, 34, fn. 1), where e is a regular
reflex of (unstressed) y (Shevelov 1979, 537-538, 666). Not surprisingly,
unlike this typical Hucul feature (Simovy¢ 1921, 256), Kuli§ resorted
only to “frozen” (uninflected) conditional clitics in his translation.

Fed kovy¢’s Translation Kulis’s Translation

Hikomu B cBiTi OyB OUX 11 HE Sk nepen borom, He oHsB 01
BipHUB, BipH
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SIkx OyB OWX CBOIMH OUMMa IIe be3 ocs3HOTO 1 BipHOTO
He Bunis. ChBIOLITBA
(Hamljet-F/F, 6) Moix oueii. (Hamljet-K/F, 6)

[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
skazavse “having said,” pomynuvse “having disregarded,” spovnyvse
“having accomplished” (Hamljet-F/F, 12, 13), and the like. In such forms,
the reflex e is a typical Hucul sound (Zylko 1966, 225).

“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 -/ for first and third person singular
and plural ([vin] nosyv “he carried,” mynav “he passed,” my vydily “we saw”
nextto coho-s te zdrehly sja tak “why did you become so scared” [ Hamljet-F/F,
6], jes poklav “you put, hid” [ibid., 9], and pryjsov jes” “‘you came” [ibid., 18]).

Allin all, in the verbal morphology as well as the phonetics, the language
of Fedkovy¢’s translation is typically Hucul (Simovy¢ 1921, 79, 256, 278,
348). Tentativley, as in the case of the aforementioned conditional auxilia-
ries, Fed 'kovy¢’s dialectal idiom shows a transitional stage between the use
of auxiliary clitics without concatenation and the resultative participle (for
the “new preterit”) or the infinitive (for the so-called synthetic or de-incep-
tive future tense) and their concatenation with the participle and infinitive.
The latter testifies to a complete degrammation of the preterit auxiliaries
(e.g., jes” pret. aux. 2 sg.) and a complete grammation of the future auxilia-
ries (e.g., -mu fut. aux. 1 sg.) (Danylenko 2012a, 8-10, 23-26, also 2010c).

Fed'kovy¢’s translation is literally overflowing with lexical dialectisms
and borrowings, especially from German, Rumanian, and Polish, all consti-
tuting a lexical core of what is called a Galician-Bukovynian koiné (Shevelov
1989, 19; Tkac¢ 2007, 369—370). One should treat this concept, however, with
reservations. As a matter of fact, it is not clear to what extent this koiné might
have been “codified” in the 1870s when Fed 'kovy¢ was completing his trans-
lations of Macbeth and Hamlet. What is evident, nevertheless, is that these
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translations, together with Fed 'kovy¢’s major literary writings, were heavily
influenced, on the one hand, by rural dialects and, on the other, by the German
and Polish enjoying high social prestige in both Galicia and Bukovyna. This
peculiarity becomes even more evident if juxtaposed with the varied means
of vernacularization employed by Kuli$ 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-K, 8v; Tym¢. and Nimcuk, 2:180]).
To take Act 1 in Fed'kovy¢’s Hamljet as an example, one finds here only
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,” bozok Dazboh (Hamljet-F/F, 10, Shakespeare,
1049) “the god of day,” and Vitynhrad (Hamljet-F/F, 15) with a Church
Slavonic stem -/rad and the pharyngeal / (Wittenberg in Shakespeare’s orig-
inal [Shakespeare, 1051]). These are, respectively, caredvorec’, dnevnyj boh,
and Wttenberkh in Kuli§’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.

In Act 1 of Fed'kovy¢’s Hamljet, the following lexical dialectisms
and regional colloquialisms are most indicative of the translator’s vision
of the future of literary Ukrainian:

kpana (Hamljet-F/F, 2, etc.) “queen” (Zel., 1:375), a secondary
derivative from Pol. kralka “queen (a card name)” (EDU, 3:74);

booickooaiikamu (Hamljet-F/F, 28) “to juggle; to cheat” (see also
booickooaiino = booickap “pharisee”). Another form, 6ooickopodimu,
also found in Fedkovy¢’s protograph, is attested in the dictio-
nary of Jevhen Zelexivs kyj (Zel., 1:37); the latter is marked as
Galician in the dictionary of Borys Hrin¢enko (Hrinc., 1:124).
The derivative model with the stem 6ooicko- has been productive
in (Southwest) Ukrainian (V'UI, 76-77);

6opso (Hamljet-F/F, 21) “fast” (Zel., 1:39), a common word in
Ukrainian dialects, including North and Southeast Ukrainian
(Hring., 1:128; Bil.-Nos., 59);
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romno (Hamljet-F/F, 3) “watchword,” not attested in major
regional and dialectal dictionaries; an old borrowing from Pol.
godlo, MUKktr. khodlo (EDU, 1:545);

oumudimu (Hamljet-F/F, 6) “to vanish, disappear” (Zel., 1:182).
The form is not attested in other major regional and dialectal
dictionaries;

Oicoku (Hamljet-F/F, 14) “in reality, in fact.” The form is
attested, yet not appropriately glossed, in the dictionary of
Jevhen Zelexivs'kyj (Zel., 1:186);

oosnaxy (Hamljet-F/F, 5) “really.” The form is not found in
major regional and dialectal dictionaries;

ovgpamu (Hamljet-F/F, 36) “to hope” (Zel., 1:211). As an old
borrowing from Pol. dufa¢ (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” (Pipas$ and Halas, 53);

sabpecknumu (Hamljet-F/F, 29) “to spoil,” (see also 6pecknu pl. “wet
wood” [Zel., 1:43], o6pecknuii “swollen” [Pipas and Halas, 122]);

s30yganuii (Hamljet-F/F, 8) “brave, courageous,” a common
Polish borrowing in the Galician-Bukovynian koiné (VUI, 576);

amosyeamu (Hamljet-F/F, 4) “to relieve; to loose” (see also Pol. loz
< Gr. los [Selud’ko 1931, 38], also Pol. /uz “relaxation”). The
lexeme is not attested in major regional and dialectal dictionaries,
although it might belong to the Galician-Bukovynian koiné¢;

smaza (Hamljet-F/F, 29) “stain,” Gr. Befleckung, Schandfleck
(Zel., 1:305). The lexeme is not attested in major regional and
dialectal dictionaries, although it might belong to the Galician-
Bukovynian koiné (see Pol. zmaza and skaza, glossed similarly
by Vytvyc'kyj [Vytv. 268, 383]);

327



328 PART Il m SHAKESPEARE

nomowumu (Hamljet-F/F, 12) “to bother” (Zel., 1:414), an old
borrowing from Pol. fotoszy¢, latoszy¢ “to beat, stripe” that
belongs to the local koiné (VUI, 782) and is attested in the
modern Hucul dialect (Zakrevs'ka 1997, 114);

nenim (Hamljet-F/F, 12) “nephew” (Zel., 1:518), a Rumanian
borrowing used in the Galician-Bukovynian koiné (Tka¢ 2007,
172, 570) (see Hucul nenoma [m. and f.] [Pipa$ and Halas, 115]);

obnazynox (Hamljet-F/F, 3) “relief,” a borrowing from German
(see also Gr. Ablsung [Zel., 1:543]);

nepioice, nepexce (Hamljet-F/F, 21) “before, formerly” (see Zel.,
2:628), ESI. nepeoice “before, formerly” (Sr., 2:906);

nepemomamucsy (Hamljet-F/F, 39) “to go over; to change places.”
The lexeme is not attested in major regional and dialectal dictio-
naries, although it might be an archaic (eastern Slavic) form (see
Pol. blgka¢ cxumamucs, npemremamucs, onykamu [Vytv., 38],
ESI. nepememamuca “to go, move over” [Sr., 2:910]);

nepwiwmuii (Hamljet-F/F, 11) “previous, older.” The form is not
attested in major regional and dialectal dictionaries;

nnenuuumucy (Hamljet-F/F, 10) “to enthuse” (see Zel., 2:658);

nooyganicmo (Hamljet-F/F, T) “self-confidence, impudence.”
This is an old Polish borrowing in the local koiné (VUI, 1183);

npemyi (Hamljet-F/F, 6) “however, yet; at least” (see also npeyins
[Pipas and Halas, 153]); the two forms are not found in the dictio-
nary of Jevhen Zelexivs kyj; npeyins is attested in the dictionary of
Borys Hrincenko (Hrin¢., 2:409; see also Kuzela and Rud., 858);

npocamapsy (Hamljet-F/F, 28) “a person who invites to a
wedding” (Zel., 2:777). This lexeme is also attested in Lemkian
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(Verxratskyj 1902, 458); the final palatalized »” is typical of the
Hucul dialect (Simovy¢ 1921, 48);

nposisa (Hamljet-F/F, 5) “ghost” (Pipa$ and Halas, 159), see
npose “a strange person” (VUI, 1371);

pasaut (Hamljet-F/F, 36) “sign; tablet.” This is a borrowing
from Rum. ravas (Scheludko 1926, 141), which is not attested
in major regional and dialectal dictionaries; yet it is found today
in the Hucul dialect (Pipas and Halas, 161);

camapamu (Hamljet-F/F, 6) “to be like.” This is a borrowing
from Rum. semdra (Scheludko 1926, 142), which is commonly
attested in the Galician-Bukovynian koiné (VUI, 1456) and
Southwest Ukrainian (Hrin¢., 2:608), including the modern
Hucul dialect (Pipa$ and Halas, 170);

coxomumu (Hamljet-F/F, 22) “to watch; to take care” (Zel.,
2:894), a borrowing from ORum. socoti “to tend as a shepherd”
(EDU, 5:346); this word is found in the Galician-Bukovynian
koiné (Tkac 2007, 586);

cnigicesuti (Hamljet-F/F, 16) “of bronze,” also cnuoicesuit; this is
an old Polish borrowing (Pol. spizowy), attested in various
Ukrainian dialects (Vytv., 276; VUI, 1509; Hrin¢., 2:684);

cipanmaszosamimu (Hamljet-F/F, 32) “to become crazy,” a form
not attested in major regional and dialectal dictionaries, although
it has been clearly influenced by Pol. fantazowac;

meape (Hamljet-F/F, 21) “face.” This is a common Ukrainian
lexeme (Bil.-Nos., 350; Zel., 2:952; Pipas and Halas, 189) (see
also ESl. meapw [Sr., 3:932]); during the Middle Ukrainian
period, the word might have been influenced by Pol. twarz
(Tym¢. and Nim¢uk, 2:386; Vytv., 122, 302);

329



330 PART Il m SHAKESPEARE

mumy (Hamljet-F/F, 23) “this is why” (see also MoUkr. momy);

y6iti (Hamljet-F/F, ") “murder” (Zel., 2:999) (see also y6iiinux
“murderer” [Hrin¢., 2:816]);

¢pacynex (Hamljet-F/F, 14) “grief, worry.” This is an old
borrowing from Pol. frasunek (Vytv. 75) (see also MHGr. Freise
“fear” and MUKkr. frasunok” [Selud ko 1931, 511);

wmpons (Hamljet-F/F, 37) “good-for-nothing,” most likely from
Gr. Strolch. The lexeme is not attested in major regional and
dialectal dictionaries.

At first blush, the list looks somewhat misleading, while the distri-
bution of loan and native lexemes can hardly be projected onto the
whole southwestern Ukrainian continuum. However, some figures
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,
in the translation of Fedkovy¢, whose vision of Rus” (Ukraine) was
notoriously “limited by the Dniester and Ceremos rivers” (Ohonovs ‘kyj
1889, 635).

All this tentatively testifies to a special regional (Galician-Bukovynian)
koiné in the making in late nineteenth-century Galicia and Bukovyna
(Shevelov 1989, 19). This is why, perhaps, Franko’s editorial intervention in
the text of Fed'kovy¢ was minimal. Moreover, Franko’s understanding of
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
prepared by Franko and the protograph of Fed'kovyc’s translation
(Hemlet-F) has not revealed major differences between the two texts. In
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 differentiated,
speaking and writing in Ukrainian essentially meant using one’s own dialect
(Shevelov 1989, 18).

Unlike Kuli§’s vernacular-based literary language, premised on
Southeast Ukrainian with admixtures from other dialects, the conglom-
erate of local (indigenous and loan) forms in Fed kovy¢’s language could
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 Kuli$’s stan-
dard of written Ukrainian seemed to be at odds with the language program
of Fed'kovy¢ and especially Franko, who later had the nerve to rectify
Kulis’s translations of Shakespeare according to his personal taste
(Lazurs'kyj 1929, 30-31).

HAMLET OR HAMLJET? THAT IS THE QUESTION

Ivan Franko was notoriously picky about the language of Kuli§’s transla-
tions of both the Bible and Shakespeare. In fact, Franko never considered
himself to be an admirer of Kuli§’s creative work (Hordyns'kyj 1928,
112; Danylenko 2009b). It is not surprising therefore that, while refraining
from making any changes in the translations made by Fed 'kovy¢, Franko
proved fastidiously critical of some shortcomings in Kuli§’s texts. As an
editor of his translations, Franko introduced so many corrections that
Hordyns kyj struggled to note all of them in the 1899 edition of Kulis’s
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 Kuli§’s protograph with
the corresponding place in Act 1, scene 1 in Hamlet as edited by Franko
and discussed by Hordyns kyj in 1928. Leaving aside some orthographic
peculiarities of the typical jaryzka as well as the use of the grave accent
for stress in Kuli$’s protograph, the major corrections made by Franko
can be summarized as follows:
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Kuli§’s Protograph (Hamlet-K)

*0sanayysmos (21)

*Mapyen (3r)

suxooums Opanyiicko (31)

*30aeyys (3r, also 61)

*noceiuuues (4r)

*ue asuyys 6ono (4r)

*oceimuna (4v)

*moeoi (4v)

obiounocw (4v)

mpemmuiut nooaiowu [?] (5r)

*cgiooymea (51)

*Hopeeéea (51)

LI]o npocmo dymamu npo ce, He
3HAI0;

Mipxyrouu dic ¢ nepeoansdy oeyiom,

BoHno siwgye 6 nawim 2ocydapcmai

Axyco uyony xypmosuny (5r—5v)

Hy, oobpe (5v)

Lo ce scmae, uo nomosa
nOCHIWHOCTb

3pobiina denv u Hiv pabamu npayi?

Xmo 6 mie ce 6ce meHi
pocmogkysamu? (5v)

*Ouyarosas nomomcmesy

Dopmunobpaca (6r)

*amnemosi (61)

3a Kycox nHacywHuti xaioa (6r)

aK minvko ‘0soroeamu (61)

*rkonomy-mpesoeu no expaini (6r)

*unwe (6r)

*eotintr (61)

*nepem mum (6v)

*eynuysax (6v)

ceimiino eoeke (6v)

Franko’s Edition (Hamljet-K/F)

osanaoysamo (3)

Mapyens (4)

@panyicko euxooums (4)

30aems cs1 (4, also 8)

nocveiouus (5)

He A8umb cs 6010 (5)

ocwsimuna (5)

modi (5)

obpazunocs (6)

mpemmuwt, noo1io? (6)

cveiooymea (6)

Hopsera (7)

Lo came dymamu npo ce, He
3HAIO;

Mipxyrouu dic 3aeanvio, ce giuye

Axyco He2o0y 6 Hawim
eocyoapcmei (7)

[omitted]

YHozo cs nomom ckponiena
NOCRIUHICTD

3pobuna oens i Hiu pabamu npayi?

Xmo-6 mie ce ece meni
posmoskysamu (7)

Oouarosas nomomcmaey
@opminopaca (8)

Tamnemosi (8)

3a wmamox Hacywnuti xaioa (8)

K i oosorosamu (8)

i konomy-mpigozu no expaini (8)

unvuie (8)

gitinu (8)

nepeo mum (8)

no ynuysx (8)

soeke cbsimuo (8)



Expanding the Literary Canon of the “Ukrainian Shakespeare”

npemmeyi (6v) npeomeui (9)

nponoxeu (6v) nponoru (9)

seuuatinu gicmosyi (6v) seuyaiini givgynu (9)

Y nawux knumamypax i 6 Y vawomy nioconro i 6
semnsaymei (6v) Hapooi (9)

intozie! (6v) npusude! (9)

Ocb, ocw 6ono oe! (7r) Ocws, ocb 6in oe! (9)

smioxa (7r) epiunux (10)

*Bmexkae (Tv) Bmixae (10)

u uiaxui vapu (7v) ani saxii ywapu (10)

u umy yacmuny gipu (7v) i ttmy no mpoxa sipu (10)

*natinyuye epanyi (8r) Hatiywue ¢ panyi (11)

Among the above corrections, words marked with an asterisk (*)
were not accounted for by Hordyns'kyj (1928, 120-121), according to
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,” Kuli§’s potova
pospisnost” might in fact look awkward, especially if compared with the
substitution proposed by Franko (i.e., potom skroplena pospisnist’). Yet, in
this case, Kuli§ seems to be closer to the “awkward original”—*sweaty
haste” (Shakespeare, 1048). It is also tempting to question the validity of the
expression u nasyx klymaturax i v zemljactvi, 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 tremtys, poblid appears more appro-
priate since the past tense gerund in Kuli§’s tremtys [,] poblidsy slows down
the narrative and is hard to pronounce. Perhaps the unexpected use by Kuli§
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of the loan word #/juzija (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.
While scrutinizing Franko’s editorial changes, hailed by Hordyns ky;j
(1928, 155) as most beneficial, it becomes obvious that something more
significant in Kuli§’s translations escaped the attention of his critics, to wit,
his pioneering efforts in the normalization of literary Ukrainian. Premised
on Southeast Ukrainian, Kuli§ 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 visc¢uny 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 (Hring., 2:14) and
could easily be left in Kuli§’s translation. The form vistovci “messengers”
was an innovative form aptly derived from a verb like veéstovati “to inform,
bring news” (eighteenth century) (Tymc., 490) with the help of the agen-
tive suffix -ec’, known since early Middle Ukrainian (Humec'ka 1958, 80).
By offering the lexeme vistovci, attested subsequently only in the dictio-
nary of Borys Hrincenko (Hrin¢., 1:283), Kuli§ proved quite creative,
especially if one takes into account the Church Slavonicism viscuny
suggested by Franko instead. Bringing forth a secondary meaning in the
lexeme xurtovyna “snowstorm, storm, misfortune,” quite commonplace in
Southeast Ukrainian (Hrin¢., 2:930), is, to be sure, another example of
Kulis’s innovative use of the linguistic means available in his system.
Treated by Hordyns kyj (1928, 120, 141) as negligible, the so-called
common changes, including orthographic ones, are on the contrary most
symptomatic. First of all, according to Hordyns kyj, they are substitutions
of the type de for hde “where,” todi for tohdi “then,” pirja for pirrja (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 podvirje “yard” in the
1857 edition of Kuli§’s Corna rada [Black Council] [CR, 99, 103, 104]).
Leaving aside most lexical substitutions reflecting, in general, the lexical
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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with the editorial intervention of Puljuj in the translation of several biblical
books made by Necuj-Levyc'kyj for the 1903 edition of the Bible. In other
words, Franko aimed, though subconsciously, at making Kulis’s translation
of Hamlet look more regional (Galician) and vernacular-oriented, thus
stripping it of the pan-Ukrainian perspective discernable in Kuli§’s creative
interpretation of the Bible and Shakespeare (Ohijenko 1949, 224, 227).

The editor strove also to eliminate cases of phonetic spelling employed
by Kuli§ 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 Zelexivka, characterized according to
Necuj-Levyckyj (Necuj-Levickyj 1912, 7) by “the doubling of Hallelujah™
(the use of two dots in the letter i as in Franko’s substitution meni 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
exemplified, for example, by til’ko ‘dvojuvaty “but to recover [of us]”
(Shakespeare, 1048)—literally, “only to recover.” The latter phenomenon is
known to have developed in avoiding the hiatus in North Ukrainian, and
especially in East Polissja (Shevelov 1979, 452), where Kuli§ was reared
(Matvijas 2008, 95).

Kulis consistently denoted the velar [g] in both new and long naturalized
borrowings, employing either the Roman letter “g” as in his novel Corna
rada (Black Council), or the digraph “kr” as in his versified Bible. However,
the use of this sound in conjunction with corresponding graphic devices is
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 Kuli§’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
“kr” found in Kuli§’s protograph, whence prology offered by Franko instead
of prolokhy (pl.) “prologue [to the omen]” in Kuli§ (Shakespeare, 1049).

Franko also introduced palatalization of z, ¢, 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 /" in
foreign words, first and foremost in personal names such as Marcel’
instead of Marcel (Marcellus) and, most tellingly, Hamljet instead of
Hamlet in Kulis. Remarkably, the same spelling, Hamljet, was imposed
by Franko in the edition of Fed'kovy&’s Hemlet Viljama Sekspira
(Hemlet-F). Dictated by Polish mediation rather than Franko’s allegedly
“better feel for the language” (Hordyns'kyj 1928, 155), this kind of
spelling was alien to Kuli§ and subsequently had little chance to gain the
support of the bilingual intelligentsia and other social groups in Russian-
ruled Ukraine (Shevelov 1989, 132—133). In fact, the problem lay not so
much in the use of /" and g in foreign words as in the ratio and level of
tradition of such instances in written Ukrainian. In Kuli§’s language, the
cases of /" and g were tested for their rootedness in the older literary tradi-
tion, as was the case of /jampa, occurring both in old and more recent
borrowings. Such a distribution of these forms in the language of Kuli$
reflected the eastern Ukrainian phonemic system, ultimately placed at the
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 Kuli§’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 Kuli$’s proto-
graph into ulycja (without prosthesis), more typical of Lemkian and
Central Transcarpathian, was well grounded. Perhaps Franko was inclined
to treat this form as one of the recent loan words (Pol. ulica), which did
not, in general, take any prothetic consonants (Shevelov 1979, 448, 454).
One wonders whether Franko had the right to eliminate instances of the
retention (reintroduction) of the etymological o in place of the new i, as
in vojny (gen.) “war” and pospisnost” “haste.” Interestingly enough, this
was a practice implemented on a moderate scale by Puljuj and Sljusarcuk
in the “canonical translation” of the 1903 Bible, which differed in its
orthography and vocabulary from Kuli$’s original translation. As in the
Bible, cases of the retention of the etymological o in Kuli$’s translations
of Shakespeare could be stylistically marked, while reflecting an areal,
northeastern or northern Ukrainian phenomenon, perceived by the trans-
lator as part of the norm (Matvijas 2008, 96).
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To round out the list of Galician features hidden behind the substi-
tutions offered by Franko, one should finally mention u pidsonnju (loc.)
“climature” (Shakespeare, 1049) replacing pidsonni (loc.), which would
otherwise fit into the language standard of Kuli§. Dubbed in the early
twentieth century by Necuj-Levyc'kyj (Necuj-Levic'kyj 1907, 18) the
“Galician/Polish locative,” forms ending in -u# had been retained,
possibly under the influence of the Polish literary tradition, in Southwest
Ukrainian since the Middle Ukrainian period (Kernyc'kyj 1967, 74). It
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
(Macjuk 2001, 277).

To sum up, if viewed through the prism of Kuli§’s normalizing
efforts, Franko’s substitutions look regionally tainted. No doubt his
editorial intrusion was at variance with Kuli§’s language program. As in
his translation of the Bible, Kuli§’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
following southwestern Ukrainian models (Shevelov 1966, 41-42).
What Franko did was to pluck Kulis’s Hamlet out from the pan-Ukrainian
context as construed by Kuli§ in his literary works and place it within
the confines of a regional cultural and linguistic paradigm. However,
despite the Procrustean constraints, Kuli§’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
contemporaries (Myxajlo Staryc’kyj) and immediate followers (Panas
Myrnyj, Lesja Ukrajinka, and Ivan Franko).

HAMLET IN PEASANT LEATHER SHOES

One of these contemporaries lived in Dnieper Ukraine and, almost
simultaneously with Kulis, set his heart on translating Hamlet.
Ultimately his translation appeared in Kyiv in 1882, several months
before the publication of Kulis’s “Ukrainian Shakespeare” in Lviv.
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This was Myxajlo Staryc kyj (1840—1904), a writer and theatrical and
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 Z davn oho zSytku
(From an Old Notebook, two volumes, 1881, 1883) containing trans-
lations of George Gordon Byron, Heinrich Heine, Adam Mickiewicz,
Mixail Lermontov, Nikolaj Nekrasov, and some other poets (Petrov
1884, 448). The publication of Staryc’kyj’s translation of 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
“Little Russian dialect” (Miller 2003, 267). According to Lazurs'kyj
(1929, 25), his translation crowned the so-called ethnographic-real-
istic period in the creation of the “Ukrainian Shakespeare.”

What is particularly important about Staryc'kyj’s translation is the
fact that it was the first Ukrainian translation of a play by Shakespeare
published with a commentary. The value of this publication was in no
way diminished by the fact that most of Staryc’kyj’s comments were
naive and superfluous, especially in respect to some linguistic forms
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

Kutu ge ne xxutu? [To be, or not to be: that is

Ocb B 4iMb piub. bo 1110 € the question.
OnmaropoHIMUMb.— Whether ’tis nobler in the

Uu npuiitmaTy i KaMiHHS | CTpiIH mind to suffer

Oxp 1UX0i1-HABICHO1 JOJI. The slings and arrows of

Uu moBcTaTH Ha T€ MOpE TYyTH outrageous fortune,

M THMB MOBCTAHHAMB MOKIHUATE Or to take arms against a sea
BCe pazom? of troubles,

(Hamlet-S, 89-90) And by opposing end them?]

(Shakespeare, 1066)
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In his comments, the translator explained his choice of the verb Zyzy “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
Mordovcev (Danylo Mordovec’, 1830—1905), a Russian writer of Ukrainian
origin, made a laughing stock out of the misconstrued line Zy#y ¢y ne Zyty—
os’ de zakavyka (P¢ilka 1904, 422). The last word, added by opponents of
Ukrainian-language publications, was especially ridiculed, although, as
was rightly noted by Franko (1955, 343), this form belonged to the Russian
rather than the Ukrainian vocabulary. Nevertheless, Staryc’kyj’s language,
supposedly replete with incomprehensible and artificial (coined) forms,
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
Staryc’kyj argued in his debates with these opponents, were subsequently
incorporated into modern Ukrainian (e.g., mrija “hope, dream,” temrjava
“darkness,” pryvabnyj “appealing,” znadlyvyj “attractive,” and the like
[P¢ilka 1904, 432]).

As if anticipating the future smear campaign of his critics, Staryckyj
tried to explain in the introduction that his translation was aimed primarily
at propagating Shakespeare and his major plays as well as advancing the
development of the local idiom on the basis of classical examples. What
inspired him in the case of Shakespeare was his “extremely vernacular,
sometime even vulgar” language (Staryc 'kyj 1882, 1). Since the Ukrainian
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
Staryc'kyj assumed, as “unnatural and forced” (ibid., ii). Trying to avoid
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” (Hrinc., 2:374-375). Finally,
the author deemed it necessary to praise Kuli$, a famous translator of the

339



340 PART Il m SHAKESPEARE

Holy Scriptures into Ukrainian, who had launched the publication of “the
whole of Shakespeare.” Thus, the more translations appeared in
Ukrainian, Staryc’kyj (1882, v) concluded, the more effective the work
on the normalization of the literary language, which at that time was yet
extremely underdeveloped, would be.

Although his achievements were more than obvious, Staryc’kyj
failed to accomplish his plan (Sapovalova 1976, 79-80). For instance, the
translator did his best to distinguish between prose and verse as in the original
while stopping short of using rhymed couplets. Staryc’kyj also changed
the iambic pentameter, a common meter in classical English literature
including Shakespeare’s canon, into the trochee foot, which was typically
used in Ukrainian literature—in particular in the translator’s own poetic
oeuvre. Some deviations from the original resulted in an increased number
of lines as compared with the original text. All this, according to
Sapovalova (ibid., 79), made the end result somewhat monotonous and
rather less dynamic, thus greatly diminishing the faithfulness of the trans-
lation in general. As a result, Staryc’kyj’s translation turned out to be
much longer than Shakespeare’s Hamlet (Franko 1899, xix—xx). However,
despite these shortcomings, Staryckyj’s text read smoothly, thus demon-
strating the work of a great master of the Ukrainian language (ibid.).

As has been mentioned, Staryc kyj’s translation received mostly unfa-
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 (Sapovalova 1976, 84). What was
most frustrating for Staryc'kyj was that even some supporters of the
Ukrainian literature and language failed to note positive aspects of his
translation. Thus, a Ukrainian sympathizer, Nikolaj Petrov, in his Ocerki
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.
Already, the first translations made by Staryc’kyj were called by Petrov
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“stillborn.” He blatantly repeated, following one of the reviewers, that
Staryckyj’s translations could hardly find their readers since their language
was uneven, fussy, and filled with ornament, provincialisms, Polish and
German borrowings, and “inaptly coined words” (ibid., 448). This appraisal
of Staryc’kyj’s language was despicably unfair. Suffice it to add that Petrov
failed to furnish any example or convincing argumentation.

Quite discouraging in this context was the critique of a Ukrainian
literary critic and art scholar, Vasyl” Horlenko (1853—1907). In his biblio-
graphical survey of 1882 Ukrainian-language literary works he contrasted
the language of Staryc’kyj’s translations with the language of Leonid
Hlibov (1827-1893), a populist writer and civic figure, to the detriment of
the former. The critic’s main concern was, purportedly, the artificial
nature of Staryc’kyj’s language. Hlibov also used some coined words.
Yet, according to Horlenko, they could hardly be considered artificial
since they were modeled, in contrast to Staryc kyj’s approach, on the true
spirit of vernacular Ukrainian. In Staryckyj’s translation, on the contrary,
one stumbled upon such words, which, although semantically transparent,
gave the impression that they had been prepared “somewhere in a special
smithy” (Gorlenko 1883, 359). Among such allegedly artificial words,
Horlenko cited xvalij “that who praises,” lacking in vernacular Ukrainian
(ibid., 360; Petrov 1884, 459). However, the word was coined in the very
spirit of the Ukrainian language, whose derivational suffix -ij is used
mainly in Volhynja, Podolja, and some Dniester dialects (Pokal ¢uk 1969,
56; Matvijas 2005b, 6, 9). It is not therefore surprising that, as early as
1886, the word xvalij (see also xval ‘nyk, xvalytel”) made its way into the
dictionary of Jevhen Zelexivs'kyj (Zel., 2:1035) and subsequently into
the dictionary of Borys Hrinc¢enko (Hrinc., 2:900).

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 Kulis,
including his translations of the New Testament and Shakespeare
(Kostomarov 1883). However, Staryc’kyj happened to be the first in a
line of those who, allegedly, misled the Ukrainian people in matters
cultural and literary. In particular, Kostomarov tried to explain the objec-
tives of Ukrainophilism through the prism of the recent Ukrainian-language
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almanac Luna (Echo, 1881) in which Staryckyj published several of his
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
neologisms that could be juxtaposed with those introduced by Russians
(ibid.). From among the “ill-coined” words, he selected bajduzist” “indif-
ference” derived, according to him, from the adverb bajduze “indifferently.”
He ridiculed the form bajduzist’ by comparing it with the hypothetical
Russian counterpart vsenupocemnost’, 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
Levyc'kyj, as he remained faithful to the realistic depiction of the Ukrainian
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,
as if it were a language serving a full-fledged literature and science. In
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-
Osnov’janenko in Sloboda 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
commoners. Among such inappropriate translations he mentioned first
of all those made by Staryc’kyj and other contemporary literati 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
Ukrainian idea as propagated by Ukrainophiles—if the Ukrainian language
was doomed to vanish, let it disappear without any pressure or enforce-
ment from such writers as Staryc’kyj (Kostomarov 1882, 897). The
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.).

The damage was done. It could not be rectified even by several positive
reviews that praised translations made by Staryc kyj for the benefit of literary
Ukrainian (Sapovalova 1976, 86-87). Neither could an essay authored by
Franko in 1902 (Franko 1955) or rather warm, if somewhat subjective,
reminiscences written by the Ukrainian feminist writer, Olena Pcilka
(Olha Kosac, 1849-1930), change the generally unfavorable reception
of Staryc’kyj’s translations. P¢ilka recalled that, with an eye to producing
a faithful translation of Hamlet, Staryc kyj familiarized himself with the best
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
good” (P¢ilka 1904,421). In view of the underdog status of written Ukrainian,
Pcilka inferred, this was a great translation deserving full credit (ibid., 422).

Interestingly enough, P¢ilka did not discuss the possible influence of
Kulis on Staryc’kyj’s translation of Hamlet. Franko filled in this blank in
1902. He mentioned Staryc’kyj’s role in the development of literary
Ukrainian in comparison with Kuli§, whose contribution was downgraded
by Franko to the level of a mere epigone lacking much of Sevéenko’s wit
and style. The final verdict of Franko was disparaging. Unlike Staryc kyj,
whose original works and translations looked innovative despite some
flaws in the form and language, Kulis allegedly struggled all his life with
the authority of Sev&enko, to no avail. Even in his translations of the
Bible and Shakespeare, he purportedly failed to find an exit from the
impasse into which he had worked himself (Franko 1902, 307). Clearly,
this was another case of a biased appraisal that looked narrow and provin-
cial (Luckyj 1983, 151).

An objective comparative perspective of the translations made by
Staryc'kyj and Kuli§ was offered as late as 1929 by Mykola Zerov, who
convincingly refuted Franko’s thesis about Kuli§’s epigonism. Zerov
(1960, 229-230) argued in particular that in his poems of the 1870s and
1880s Kulis broke the confines of a literary and linguistic canon that had
emerged during the Sevéenko period. In fact, Kuli§’s translations and his
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theory of Old Rusian (staroruscyna) were aimed at the development of
means to meet the demands of “pan-human thought.” While introducing
new stylistics, in particular in his translations, Kuli§ differed from
Staryc'kyj in that his innovative approach was deeply rooted in romantic
and populist ideals, thus appearing more evolutionary and natural. By
contrast, Staryc kyj took a risk publishing his translation of Hamlet under
the particularly unfavorable socio-cultural conditions existing in tsarist
Russia (ibid., 231, 234, 237). This is why his normalizing efforts were
largely viewed as inadequate and artificial by a cohort of biased critics
and even some leading Ukrainophiles like Kostomarov and Horlenko.
As Zerov (1960, 240) rightly pointed out, Staryckyj’s lexical neolo-
gisms were deliberately misconstrued and had never been catalogued by
linguists. Paradoxically, Staryc'kyj’s attitude toward linguistic innova-
tion, in general, was quite temperate. Before introducing a particular
form, he always checked it against existing vernacular and dialectal deri-
vational patterns. In 1930, Pavlo Fylypovy¢ (1891-1937) demonstrated
that many of the neologisms allegedly coined by Staryc’kyj were in fact
attested in different Ukrainian dictionaries, first and foremost in the dictio-
nary of Jevhen Zelexivs'kyj. To give a few examples, Fylypovy¢ (1930,
xxviii) mentioned such forms as hordota “pride,” lyxosliv’je “swearing,
cursing,” and nedijnis’t’ “inactiveness” (Zel., 1:152, 406, 506).
However, as Shevelov (1966, 54) noted, some of the words cited by
Fylypovy¢ had made their way into the dictionary of Jevhen Zelexivs kyj
from the works of Staryc’kyj. Moreover, the bulk of the purportedly
coined words were not even created by Staryc'kyj. They were borrowed
from Right-Bank Ukraine, that is, Volhynja, Galicia, and even directly
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,
Staryckyj aimed at a synthesis of elements borrowed from different dialects
and languages (ibid., 59). Indeed, Staryc'kyj’s linguistic views were
largely reminiscent of Kuli§’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 Kuli§ represented the older generation of Ukrainian
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writers while Staryckyj, more energetic and influential than most of his
contemporaries, belonged to the younger generation. Different as they
might appear in their programmatic views, Staryc'kyj and his advocates
seemed to follow in principle the normalizing practice first introduced by
Kulis in his translations and original literary output.

Based on Southeast Ukrainian, the language of Staryckyj’s transla-
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 Kulis. Some interesting dialectal admix-
tures are found, nevertheless, in the phonetics. As in Kuli$’s translations
of the Bible, Staryc kyj uses southwestern Ukrainian forms like Arjanycnyj
“(related to) border” (Hamlet-S, 11), krivavyj “bleeding (sword)” (ibid.,
81, Shakespeare, 1064), and rozxristana “‘the mobled [queen]” (Hamlet-S,
82, Shakespeare, 1064) (see cotyri “four” [Hamlet-S, 65], attested mostly
in Southeast Ukrainian [Shevelov 1979, 667]). Some of those forms are
also found in Kuli$’s translation of Hamlet such as krivavyj (Hamlet-K,
6v). Interestingly, unlike Kuli§, who used more or less consistently the
velar [g] in loan words, Staryc’kyj was obviously reluctant to use this
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 Kuli§ 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 nebezpesnyj “dangerous” (Hamlet-S, 31) and postyvo “in
honorable fashion” (ibid., 35, Shakespeare, 1054) with a clearly Trans-
carpathian dialectal simplification of ¢ to § (Shevelov 1979, 741).

A rare occurrence of podobnyx” (gen. pl.) “similar” without ikavism
(MoUkr. podibnyj) might be dialectal as was usual, for example, in the
eastern Polissian dialects as reflected in the language of Kuli§ (Matvijas
2008, 96) (e.g., pod” “under” [Hamlet-K, 30r]). Yet, most likely, this use
was influenced by the corresponding Russian Church Slavonic form.
Here belongs also the consistent use of the preposition/prefix od-, typical
of the language of Central Dnieper writers, including Necuj-Levyc ky;j
and Kulis, in particular in their biblical translations, as well as Panas
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Myrnyj (Hrycenko 2007, 30) (e.g., od” “from,” odpovid" ‘“answer,”
oddjacyt” “to thank” [Hamlet-S, 85, 94, 100], and the like). The “Galician”
form vid is not attested in Staryc’kyj’s translation of Hamlet. A rare case
of assimilative changes in the morpheme boundary is found in kljanessja
(2 sg. pres.) “to swear” (ibid., 106). In this regard, Staryc'kyj’s spelling
has nothing to do with the phonetic spelling invented and used by Kulis,
especially during the last creative period of his life (Luckyj 1983,
180—-188). Needless to say that in Kuli§’s translation of Hamlet the use of
so-called radical phonetics prevailed (bes” Sapky “without a hat”
[Hamlet-K, 28v] with a place and manner assimilation in bez” Sapky).

In the morphology, one finds several representative forms paralleled
in the language of Kuli§. Among them, deserving of attention are plural
locatives of the type hrudix “breast,” ocix “eyes,” and plecix “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 Kuli§ 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 whose use was primarily influenced
by nouns with the suffix -ec” with the palatalized ¢” (Bevzenko 1978,
101). Staryc’kyj derived superlative forms with the help of the dialectal
suffix -ij§-, which was also characteristic of Kuli§’s language (Matvijas
2008, 97) (e.g., Cystijsyj ‘“cleanest,” Ccervonijsyj ‘“reddest [color]”
[Hamlet-S, 45] next to najljutisyj voroh” “dearest foe” [ibid., 24,
Shakespeare, 1051], see also holovnijsa [f.] “most important” [Hamlet-K,
6r]). One should mention also the southeastern Ukrainian superlative
form radnisyj (Hamlet-S, 91) from radyj “happy.” It is no surprise that
this form is attested in the language of Panas Myrnyj (Hrycenko 2007,
27). In this respect, it is worth citing unusual (dialectal) numeral forms
ending in -ij¢i in the language of Kulis§ such as dvij¢i “twice” and #rijci
“thrice, three times” (Hamlet-K, 4r, 5r, 29r) (compare dvij¢y in North
Ukrainian [Lysenko, 64]).

Among all other non-verbal forms found in Staryc’kyj’s translation
of Hamlet, of interest is the dative form myni “to me” used throughout the
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whole translation (e.g., Hamlet-S, 8). This old vernacular form was
commonplace not only in Middle Ukrainian texts, especially those extant
from the north of Ukraine (Kernyc'kyj 1967, 124), but also in the writ-
ings of early Sevéenko and Kuli§ (Tymosenko 1969, 104—106).

The verb morphology in Staryc’kyj is consistently non-western
Ukrainian. In this respect, the most representative examples are vyxodjut’
“they exit” (Hamlet-S, 15) and, first and foremost, 3 sg. present forms of
the type maxa next to maxaje “to wave,” promovlja next to promovljaje
“to speak,” znyka “to disappear,” lama “to break,” véasca “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
dialects (Vascenko 1957, 223-225, 232; Matvijas 2006, 63). Remarkably,
unlike Kulis, Staryckyj almost neglected erstwhile perfect forms of the
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 ziubyv
buv “he had lost” (Hamlet-S, 11), in the whole text of Staryc'kyj’s Hamlet.
Unlike their folkloric coloring in Staryc’kyj’s translation, the pluperfect
together with the obsolete perfect formation had rather an archaizing
effect in Kulis$’s translation. It is no wonder that the pluperfect formation
was particularly preferred by Necuj-Levyc kyj in his part of the transla-
tion of the Bible.

Among other tense forms, one should mention the so-called synthetic
future form ending in -mu used by Staryckyj throughout the translation.
We do not have statistics but, tentatively, the use of this form might be
very similar to that in Kuli$’s translations. The only difference is dialectal.
In the case of Kulis, the provenance of the synthetic future was northern
Ukrainian, while Staryc’kyj could rely on the southeastern Ukrainian
dialectal usage of the future with the auxiliary clitic -mu concatenated
with the infinitive (Danylenko 2011a, 173). In some cases, they do not
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., poky nalezatyme myni [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,

347



348 PART Il m SHAKESPEARE

97] “the theater had, has and will have,” and predstavijatymut” “[they]
will perform” [ibid., 103]).

To complete a survey of the representative morphosyntactic features
in the language of Staryckyj, one may observe two more constructions.

First, one often encounters in Staryc’kyj, constructions such as
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 2006¢, 214). What is unusual about the aforemen-
tioned examples is that Staryc 'kyj expanded the set of possible inanimate
nouns that could take this type of genitive-partitive case, especially in
contrast to the norms of modern Ukrainian (e.g., prokazy-z” monoloha
[gen.] [Hamlet-S, 96] “speak the speech” [Shakespeare, 1068], that is,
“Iyou will] deliver a monologue”). This feature is less pronounced in
the language of Kulis.

Second, as in the language of other central Ukrainian writers of that
time, particularly Panas Myryj and Ivan Necuj-Levyc kyj, the translator
routinely resorted to impersonal constructions with forms ending in -#o and
-to in the predicate and the accusative (genitive) direct object. No auxiliary is
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 “lI was murdered,”
kazano jim” “they were told,” and so forth [Hamlet-S, 72, 88, 99, 100]). The
fact that this type of construction was used by Kuli$ less frequently testifies
tentatively to its local provenance in the language of Staryc’kyj.

The critics’ perception of Staryc'kyj’s language as “alien” (Galician)
was due to some lexical forms borrowed by the translator from different
dialects or coined with the help of derivative means available in contem-
porary Ukrainian dialects. What is more remarkable about Staryc’kyj’s
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,” buduscij xlib “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. slucajem “incidentally” (ibid., 59, 87) from s/ucaj “incident,”
attested cross-dialectally (Zel., 2:886; Hring., 2:664).

Kuli§ was even more persistent in introducing such loan forms,
whence the use of vozdux” “air,” hosudarstvo “state” (Hamlet-K, 7Tr, 8r)
compared to panstvo in Staryc'kyj (Hamlet-S, 15), as well as movcuscyj
“silent,” with the Church Slavonic suffix -usc-, and velyccje “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, Kuli§ used
parallel—Ukrainian and Church Slavonic—forms, treating them as
synonymous with slightly varying nuances in their meanings. One can
mention here dZerelo and ystocnyk” ““source” found in the same sentence:

Bin xaxe, mopora most ['eptpyno,
[I{o Bke 3HANIIOBD U JIKEPENO i HCTOUHUKD
TypO6ots! TBOTO ChIHA. (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)

In Staryc’kyj’s language, Galician forms are commonly found in
parallel use with local forms: zabijstvo (Pol. zabdjstwo; Vytv., 355) next
to dusohubstvo “murder” (Hamlet-S, 86, 107), zamir (Pol. zamiar; Vytv.,
362), (po)zadane (Pol. Zgdanie) next to xit’, Zaha “wish, desire” (Hamlet-S,
31, 35,37, 48; Vytv., 391).

There are, in fact, not so many neologisms proper in the language of
Staryc’kyj. Some of them, as was pointed out by Shevelov (1966, 54),
made their way to the dictionary of Jevhen Zelexivs kyj and not the other
way around. These neologisms being attested in this dictionary, the public
began treating them as Galician forms, sometimes ignoring the fact that
the forms had been excerpted from Staryc’kyj’s literary works. This was
a trap into which some of the Ukrainian critiques fell while propounding
the supposedly western Ukrainian origin of Staryc’'kyj’s coined words.
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To show that the vector tended rather to work conversely, suffice it to cite
randomly a few “Galician neologisms,” derived in fact by Staryckyj:

0soposuks “courtier” (Hamlet-S, 60), “attendant” (Shakespeare,
1049); SWUKkr. 0sopax (Zel., 1:175); see npuosopeys below;

30asanns “look, pretending” (Hamlet-S, 19; Zel., 1:294);

s0pyacoics ““‘weapon,” mogapuuti no 3opyoicocio “comrades in
arms” (Hamlet-S, 49; Zel., 1:3 13); EUKkr. 3opysicumu “to make,
build” (Hrin¢., 1:716);

xopabnapus “shipyard” (Hamlet-S, 10; Zel., 1:365);
nuukyeamucs “to feign, pretend” (Hamlet-S, 19; Zel., 1:407);

ozopotinuu “armed” (Hamlet-S, 28; Zel., 1:562); SWUKkr.
opyacruii (ibid., 576);

neeusiky “a certain thing” (Hamlet-S, 92); “a self-confident
person” in Southeast Ukrainian (Hrin¢., 2:109) and ““a laborer
hired for a negotiated pay” in Southwest Ukrainian (Zel., 2:607);

nocmams “ghost” (Hamlet-S, 25), “behavior” in Kuli§ (Zel., 2:718);

npusiods “ghost” (Hamlet-S, 41), most likely borrowed from
Kuli§ (npusuoos in Yov, 1869, 72), SWUkr. npusuoox (Zel.,
2:740); of interest is cmpawna nposiea (Hamlet-S, 7), “dreadful
sight” (Shakespeare, 1048);

npuodsopeys “attendant” (Hamlet-S, 15, Shakespeare, 1049),
attested as npuosopyi (pl.) in Zel. (2:744); Kuli’s neologism
npubiunux (Hamlet-K, 30v) is found in Hrin¢. (2:411) but not in
the dictionary of Jevhen Zelexivs kyj;

npuyinns “visor” (Hamlet-S, 27) (see 3abpano in Hamlet-K, 20),
“beaver” in Shakespeare (1052); SWUKkr. npuuine “forehead”



Expanding the Literary Canon of the “Ukrainian Shakespeare”

(Zel., 2:764), EUKr. npuuinox “what is attached to something”
(Hring., 2:457);

mempumucs “to darken” (Hamlet-S, 16; Zel., 2:956);

wabnéeanui “armed with a sword” (Hamlet-S, 75; Zel., 2:1081).

It is noteworthy that the same tendency to introduce neologisms is
observed in Kuli$’s translation of Hamlet, although perhaps on a lesser
scale. One of the curious examples is a re-interpretation of the word
korolycja by Kuli§ in the meaning “queen” (Hamlet-K; see “Matricaria
chamomilla” in Zel., 1:368) and assiduously replaced with koroleva by
Franko in 1899 (Hamljet-K/F).

Unlike Staryc’kyj, Kuli§ was more consistent in introducing new
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” (y/juzija “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 partyzan” (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
Staryc’kyj’s translation [Hamlet-S, 13; Hrin¢., 1:770]). In sum, Kuli§ is
more open to western European forms than Staryc 'Kyj (kuzyn, instrukcija
[Hamlet-K, 9v, Tr] compared to nebiz and nakaz in Staryc'kyj [Hamlet-S,
18, 17] for “cousin” and “message” in Shakespeare [Shakespeare, 1050]).

Dialectal, vernacular, and folkloric elements are markedly pronounced
in Staryc’kyj’s translation. Suffice it to cite the following deictic forms:
tepera “now,” tuta “here,” and nyn’ky “nowadays” (Hamlet-S, 16, 21, 44,
88, etc.), also povuz “by, past” (ibid., 9, 25), modified most likely for
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
showing “semantic palatalization” of the final obstruent (Danylenko
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2003, 218-222, 2015c¢, 532). Kulis, in this respect, seems to be less vernacu-
lar-oriented, although he also sporadically makes use of some vernacular
and dialectal forms like fepera “now” and ottakol ki “that much” (Hamlet-K,
27r, 29r).

Staryckyj looks prepared to Ukrainianize other aspects of the narra-
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 Kuli§’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 Kuli§. Expressions like
kozace (voc.) mij “my Cossack” (Hamlet-K, 29r) for “sir” in Shakespeare
(1058) are relatively rare in his translation.

Quite commonplace in the language of Staryc’kyj are tautological
constructions (Potebnja 1968, 216—247) of the type pane-prynce (voc.)
“prince,” mandrivec’-hist” “vagrant, travelling guest,” cernec’-lukavec’
(Hamlet-S, 31, 48, 51, “ungracious pastor” [Shakespeare, 1053]), vistun-
poslanec” “messenger” (Hamlet-S, 12), dyvno-cudno “[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
...” soliloquy (Hamlet-S, 90, Shakespeare, 1066). Remarkably, Kuli$
did not avoid using such constructions. However, viewed through the
prism of the whole of his translation of Hamlet, these appear archaic
rather than, strictly speaking, folkloric, as in the translation of Staryc kyj.
In other words, Kuli$’s use of folkloric devices is reminiscent of that in
the translation of the Odyssey by Potebnja, who seemed to proceed from
medieval influences to folklore as the point of synthesis between history
and the present (Danylenko 1999, 246247, 2006c, 333-334). Remarkably,
Kulis in some cases modeled his constructions on seemingly repetitive
expressions found in Shakespeare: po tij rjadni-dohovory (loc.) modeled
on “by the same covenant and carriage of the [articled] design”
(Hamlet-K, 6r, Shakespeare, 1048) and kolotu-trevohy (gen.) patterned
on “[of] this post-haste and romage in the land” (Hamlet-K, 6r, Shakespeare,
1049) (compare ta metusnja, ta klopit in Staryc’kyj [Hamlet-S, 11]).
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Thus Kuli$’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 Kuli§ in his translation of Hamlet, Staryc’kyj glosses
himself in lexical diversity and liberally employs parallel lexemes. The
latter practice might have been influenced by the folkloric tradition and,
what is more probable, the normalization-in-progress of literary Ukrainian
at that time. It is worth citing such parallel forms as: zabijstvo ~ dusohub-
stvo “murder,” mara ~ postat’ ~ pryviddja “ghost,” ozbrojnyj ~ oruznyj
“armed,” Zadannja ~ xit" ~ Zaha ~ pozZadannja “wish,” xutko ~ motorno ~
Svydko “fast,” druzyna ~ Zona “wife,” and prydvorec” ~ dvorovyk” “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 dusohubstvo 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)
(Matvijas 2006, 63; AUM, 3, part 4, maps 216-217), the full form ending
in -gje is clearly prevalent in the language of Staryc kyj, as in the works of
other Central Ukrainian writers of that period (Tymosenko 1969, 118—120).

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.

In general, Staryc’kyj’s translation was simpler and less sophisticated
compared with that made by Kulis. Yet, however paradoxical it may be,
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Staryc’kyj’s text might be more easily comprehensible to contemporary
readers. Kuli§ was more sensitive to the historical dimension of the Ukrainian
language, whence his wish to bring life back to the legendary Old Rusian
language (staroruscyna) as the main literary variety of written Ukrainian. In
a sense, he was more synthetic than Staryc’kyj, whose programmatic tenets
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
syntax looked artificial. This is not observed to an equal extent in the
language of Kulis. Nevertheless, despite his innovative approach to the
translation of Shakespeare, Kuli§ was still anchored in the folkloric mode of
poetic narrative. Hence his liberal use of folkloric devices, in particular
diminutives, which would connect him with the first generation of Ukrainian
translators such as Petro Hulak-Artemovs'kyj (Zerov 1967, 53).

It is hard to believe that only a few words created or borrowed by
Staryc’'kyj and Kuli§ were subsequently integrated into modern literary
Ukrainian (Shevelov 1966, 59). It is not, in fact, surprising, since the
monodialectal ethnographic trend, which flourished from 1798 onward,
ultimately prevailed in the development of literary Ukrainian during the
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. This is why, though for
different reasons, both Kuli§’s and Staryc’kyj’s translations of Hamlet
belong today, according to some literary scholars (e.g., M. Moskalenko
2006 3/4, 171; 5/6, 180—181), to the history of literary culture and literary
Ukrainian rather than its modern canon.

THE YOUNGER GENERATION STEPS
TO THE FORE

Lesja Ukrajinka (the pseudonym of Larysa Kosa¢, 1871-1913), who
belonged to the younger generation of Ukrainian writers, regarded both
Kulis and Staryc’kyj as her teachers in Ukrainian literature (Zerov 1960,
251). Indeed, the two authors were towering figures of the modern
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 (The Pleiades), Lesja Ukrajinka had no doubt that transla-
tions of the world’s classics would benefit Ukrainian culture and literature.
From among the plays of Shakespeare, Lesja Ukrajinka appreciated espe-
cially his tragedies Hamlet, Othello, Macbeth, King Lear, Richard 11,
and Coriolanus (Ukrajinka 1956, 201). Genuinely impressed by the
translations of Kuli§ and Staryc’kyj, Lesja Ukrajinka also decided to
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,
Myxajlo Drahomanov, dated 12 November 1893 (Ukrajinka 1956, 109),
she was eager to read Shakespeare in the original (Minenko 2011). Most
likely as late as 1894, when she stayed at Drahomanov’s place in Sofia,
Lesja Ukrajinka finally began reading Shakespeare in English; this ulti-
mately expanded her vision of the English playwright and his oeuvre.

More often than not, Lesja Ukrajinka would speak of Hamlet and
King Lear, as these were congenial to the views of the young poetess
striving to project the universal values found in the works of Shakespeare
onto her personal perception of the world. Shakespeare became a vital
part of her creative tenets. Lesja Ukrajinka addressed the place and impor-
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
another article, Lesja Ukrajinka offered a survey of “the women’s ques-
tion” in the European belles arts, arguing that one could hardly find a
female character comparable to that of Cordelia, the youngest of King
Lear’s three daughters in Shakespeare’s tragedy (Sapovalova 1976,
147-148). Shakespeare’s themes are also easy to trace in some of Lesja
Ukrajinka’s literary works, in particular her “Adagio pensieroso” (1900),
inspired by the tragic fate of Ophelia, whose death is presented in her
work through the lens of Gertrude’s views (ibid., 152—153).

Overall, Lesja Ukrajinka’s highly personal interpretation of Shakespeare
in her literary works and critical essays constitutes her major difference
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from Staryc’kyj and especially Kuli§, who considered translation of
Shakespeare’s works not so much a literary priority but a matter of moral
and national instruction for Ukrainians. For Lesja Ukrajinka, Shakespeare
was not important as an awakener of oppressed people but as a writer of
unique caliber. All this might explain why Lesja Ukrajinka, who made a
series of first-rate translations of such authors as Homer, Dante Alighieri,
George Gordon Byron, Victor Hugo, and Adam Mickiewicz (Strixa 2006,
124-129), did not prepare a complete translation of any of Shakespeare’s
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.

In March 1898, Lesja Ukrajinka wrote to her mother about her intent
to translate the tragedy Macbeth (Ukrajinka 1956, 232). This ambition
was not fulfilled. Lesja Ukrajinka translated only scenes 1, 2, and,
partially, 3 from Act I (243 lines in total), first published in 1947
(Hozenpud 1947, 293-298), and never returned to this translation
(Makbet-L). The fact that she did not complete her translation, which
remained outside the mainstream of the “Ukrainian Shakespeare,” was a
true loss for the study of Shakespeare’s works in Ukraine (Koc¢ur 1968,
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
survey can prove that Lesja Ukrajinka’s translation differed largely from
Kuli$’s translation, this latter oriented, as has been discussed, toward both
historical and contemporaneous dimensions of new literary Ukrainian.

Lesja Ukrajinka modernized 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
register of the narrative, the translator lost the figurative power of
Shakespeare’s text and thereby achieved lucidity in the translation
without compromising the “naturalness of its language” (Sapovalova
1976, 157). As evidenced in Lesja Ukrajinka’s translation of Macbeth,
such work is best served by “up-to-date, colloquial” Ukrainian rather
than a more bookish variety. It is not surprising then to find in her trans-
lation just a handful of bookish and dialectal forms that, by contrast,
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were liberally used by Kuli§ and even Staryc'kyj, whose language was
rooted in modern dialectal diversity.

Among several regional forms found in Lesja Ukrajinka’s transla-
tion, one notices very rare southwestern Ukrainian words like #rivoha
“alarm” and vbiraty “to dress” (Makbet-L, 2, 11, Shakespeare, 1187)
(compare krivava rana “gash” in Kuli§ [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 Kulis. In all other cases,
the language of Lesja Ukrajinka’s translation looks quite natural, thus
demonstrating relatively homogeneous southeastern Ukrainian features.
For instance, unlike the northern Ukrainian neuters ending in -e after long
palatalized consonants as used consistently by Kuli§, she resorts to

9 v

modern forms ending in -a (e.g., nasinnja “seeds,” Zyttja “life,” znattja
“knowledge,” and even Kuli$’s neologism pryvyddja “ghost” [ibid., 8, 9,
11; compare Yov, 1869, 72; Hrin¢., 2:412]; the latter formation is also
attested in Staryc’kyj’s translation of Hamlef).

A “natural” genitive-accusative for animates is used by Lesja Ukrajinka
in byty svynej (gen.-acc. pl.) “kill[ing] swine” (Makbet-L, 6, Shakespeare,
1185), while Kuli§ in this case resorts to his usual, primarily southwestern
Ukrainian nominative-accusative direct object of inactive entities (animals,
children, etc.) in the plural after the transitives (4UM, 3, part 3, map 41):
dusyla svyni (nom.-acc. pl.) “strangled swine” (Makbet-K, 4r) (compare the
accusative in pasty svyni' [SP/NZ, 77] in Kuli$ and Puljuj’s translation of the
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, cotyry [Bevzenko 1978, 64)): try vid my (Makbet-L.,
1) as compared with the collective numeral in froje vidjom “three witches”
in Kuli§ (Makbet-K, 2r) in accordance with the “spirit” of vernacular
Ukrainian (Smerecyns kyj 1932, 107).

The vocabulary of Lesja Ukrajinka also looks fairly well balanced
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
Kulis, such as Zinka morjaka (Makbet-L, 5) “a sailor’s wife” (Shakespeare,
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1185) or starsyna “captains” (Makbet-L, 3), compared to the colloquial
derivatives locmanyxa and het'many in Kuli§ (Makbet-K, 3r, 4r). In total,
Lesja Ukrajinka’s translation has only a handful of overtly stylistically
marked lexemes, for example:

e1adaps (a non-pleophonic word, most likely, of western Slavic
origin) (Makbet-L, 3, 5; Zel., 1:110) next to kopons (Old Rusian)
from Karl (Shevelov 1979, 97) and ér1aduxa (Church Slavonic)
in Kuli$’s translation (Makbet-L, 3v, 7r) (king in the original
[Shakespeare, 1185]);

snomuti (Makbet-L, 5), most likely a Polish borrowing, different
from the old eastern Slavic non-pleophonic form zzomo “gold”
(Shevelov 1979, 96) (kapbosaneys in Kulis§ [ Makbet-L, 4r]);

sinuysamu “‘to hail” (Makbet-L, 11, Shakespeare, 1187; Zel, 1: 106)
(Pol. winszowa¢ [Vytv., 327));

npecaasnuil (Church Slavonic) “most worthy” (Makbet-L, 11,
Shakespeare, 1187), used also by Kulis.

The overall impression created by Lesja Ukrajinka’s translation is that of
its contemporaneity and homogeneity. If compared to the translation of
Kulis, 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
were introduced by Lesja Ukrajinka not so much in the high-style register
but in daily vocabulary (Shevelov 1966, 100). The latter strategy was
different from that chosen by Kuli§, who opted for Galician elements
with an eye towards enriching abstract vocabulary. This is why the
language of Kuli§’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
Lesja Ukrajinka:
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Kuli§’s Translation

A 110 %? B HCIIEBHOCTH BOHA CTOSIA,
MoB ABa IIOBIIA, K NTYSTIISINIS M
MIIIAIOTh

OnuH 0JTHOMY B IUIABaHHI MUCTELIBKIM.

be3omaganit MakgoHanms, 0
MOPOKH

CTOBOMIUCH A0 HETO Ha
OyHTOBHUIITBO,

3acir cobi BX 0CTPOBIB 3aXiHIX

[Mizmoru B KepHiB Ta 'y
KramoBkriacsH.

(Makbet-K, 2v)

Lesja Ukrajinka’s
Translation
Tam oOunBa BiiichKa,
MoB f1Ba ImIaBIIi, 110
TUIMHYTh HaBIIEpEHMH,
A cwuioro ofgHakoBl. Tam
JIIOTUI
MaknoHaapa-0yHTIBHUK
(Takuii BiH 3pony,
Jlo HpOTO BCeE, 1110 €
JINXOTO B CBITI,
3i06pasnocs), BiH 3
3axiIHUX OCTPOBIB
3i06paB 110 cebe KepHiB,
rajjIoBINIACIB.
(Makbet-L, 2)

[Doubtful it stood, As two spent swimmers that do cling together And
choke their art. The merciless Macdonald— Worthy to be a rebel, for
to that The multiplying villainies of nature Do swarm upon him—from

the Western Isles Of kerns and gallowglasses is suppli’d.] (Shakespeare,

1184-1185)

In sum, if assessed through the prism of the vernacular-based stan-

dard of modern Ukrainian, Kuli§’s translation might appear incoherent
and anachronistic. However, if evaluated from the point of view of hypo-
thetical possibilities, Kuli§’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”

Panas Mymyj (pseudonym of Panas Rud¢enko, 1849-1920) was a prom-
inent populist writer and normalizer of literary Ukrainian who, inspired
by the work of Kuli§ and Staryc’kyj, took his chance at translating



360 PART Il m SHAKESPEARE

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.

Panas Myrnyj tackled two of Shakespeare’s plays, Macbeth and King
Lear. As early as 1882, in one of his letters to Staryc’kyj, Panas Myrnyj
(1971, 363) admitted that his first attempt to translate Macbheth 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
insurmountable difficulties he faced at the very outset of the project. In
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
while we are all peasants today . . . and under alien and unusual
circumstance, all that seems alien. (ibid.)

What a chasm between, on the one hand, the Kulturtrigerism of Kuli$
prophesying 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
of Shakespeare heavily affected Panas Myrnyj’s translation, which
appeared rustic when compared to the language of Kuli$ and especially of
Lesja Ukrajinka’s translation, premised largely on the same populist
foundations (Shevelov 1966, 100):

Panas Myrnyj’s Translation Lesja Ukrajinka’s Translation
Ckazatpb nomnpasii— . . . Kaxy BaM npaBny, 1110 BOHU

Sk Xxmapa cTpis 1 KyJb TYII0UUX o0uBa,

Bonu ynapunu Ha naBu BoporiB. HemoB 3 noasiiinumu HabosiMu
Onun Bor 3Ha 4Oro BOHH XOTiJIH: rapmarH,

Ui BMepTH y rapsidiil Bpaxii Otak BOHM NOABIHHO BAAPUIM HA

KpOBI, BOpOTa 3aB35TO.
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Ui maragatu 3HOBY BCi CTpaxH Ha
Tonrodi . . .

AJle s T ITOMHBCH; 3arpaii Mol
paHu.

(Makbet-M, 3)

Kuli§’s Translation

Konu no mpasni

Kazarm Bam, To ce Oyii rapMaTu

3 nBiifHUM Ha0OEM: TaK BOHH |
CUTTHYITH

Ha Bopora ynapamu 1BOMHUMU.

Xuba 0 ckazaru, 1110 BOHU XOTUIH

Kymnaruce y KpiBaBUX CBIKHX
paHax,

UYu BBiKOBiuMTH HOBY ['0s1r00y,—

He3nao it cam . ..

Ta st 0c11a0; PATYHKY NPOCSATH PAHH.

(Makbet-K, 3r-3v)

Bonu B KpoBi CKyIIaTHCS XOTLJIH,

Ui maranaru nronsm mpo [onrody,

3areBHE TaK . . .

AJie s MITiIO: paHH BCi OJKPHU
JUCK . . . . (Makbet-L, 5)

Shakespeare’s Original

[If I say sooth, I must report they
were

As cannons overcharg’d with
double cracks; so they

Doubly redoubled strokes upon
the foe.

Except they meant to bathe in
reeking wounds,

Or memorize another Golgotha,

I cannot tell.

But I am faint, my gashes cry for
help.] (Shakespeare, 1185)

In 1895-1897, Panas Myryj worked assiduously on his translation
of King Lear, which was based, as Sapovalova (1976, 106-109) convinc-
ingly demonstrated, on the 1893 prose Russian-language translation of
Pavel Kansin (1833—-1893), who in his turn made use of an earlier prose
translation of Nikolaj Ketcer (Nickolas Ketscher, 1809—1886). By general
consensus, KetCer’s translation was better than the translation of Kansin,

who was criticized for his bookish and hackneyed style which obscured
in some locations the original text of the tragedy (ibid.). Nevertheless,
quite adamantly, Panas Myrnyj continued his translation of 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
Kulis. In his letter dated 28 May 1896, Horlenko wrote:

The translation of Kulis, 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 k% 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
Kulis:

I am positive that, having familiarized yourself with the transla-
tions of Kuli§, 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 and orthography. . .. Your translation is quite plain, its
language conveys the purity of the live common tongue, and this
is why it is useful. (Rudynska 1928, 36)

The most plausible explanation for this patently partisan critique is
Horlenko’s personal attitude toward Kuli§, 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-
larly of Shakespeare, Kuli§ was fighting against this stance.

It is not surprising, therefore, that Horlenko preferred to extoll the
purity and plainness of Panas Myrnyj’s vernacular-based written
Ukrainian over Kuli$’s language. Being replete with unusual borrowings
and derivations, Kuli$’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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vein of Horlenko’s populist criticism, Panas Myrnyj deemed it necessary
to add some scathing remarks about Kuli§’s translation of Othello.
According to Panas Myrnyj (1971, 433), despite his efforts to render this
tragedy in an adequate manner, Kuli$ ultimately failed to produce what he
strove for—Othello’s flavor completely evaporated and the translator’s
language proved dry and stillborn.

One can wonder at this point what Panas Myrnyj accomplished in his
translation of King Lear that compelled Sapovalova (1976, 112) to declare
that, unlike the artificial language of Kuli$, his translation was “pure” and
“very close to the spirit of the Ukrainian readership.” Leaving aside the offi-
cial Soviet constraints on Sapovalova’s reasoning in 1976, it is possible to
answer in one word: regionalism. To put it bluntly, the closeness of Panas
Mymmyj’s translation to the readership as well as the transparency and “purity”
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
Poltava speakers of Southeast Ukrainian (Hrycenko 2007, 34-35). Thus the
language of Panas Myrnyj’s translation of King Lear was regionally exem-
plary since its puristic norms were anchored in Southeast Ukrainian. It is no
wonder that the editors of Panas Myrnyj’s translation made a minimum of
corrections in its Vorlage before it went into press in 1970 (Lir, 1970).

What are those regional features that, unlike Kuli$’s synthetic idiom,
make King Lear familiar to the Poltava peasantry? [ will list some of them
following Hrycenko’s (2007, 24-30) textual analysis of some of the pro-
tographs of Panas Myrnyj’s prose works.

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 ynce “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 Kuli§’s language. One should also mention palatalization of " in the
word-final position as in hospodar” “duke” (ibid., 3, 4) and the use of y in
genitive singular neuters like neobereznosty (gen. sg. n.) “sick[ness] in
fortune” (ibid., 11, Shakespeare, 1144). Finally, there is no overt distinc-
tion between / and g in Panas Myrnyj’s language. For instance, following
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the current practice of eastern Ukrainian literati, Panas Mymyj did not
mark the velar sound g in the spelling of western European geographical
and personal names where Kulis$ resorted to the digraph k#: Burhundija,
Halija, Hloster, and Rehana (Lir-M, 1), compared to Burkhundija,
Khalija, Khloster, and Rekhana (Lir-K, 1). There are, however, some
most revealing cases of spelling in Kulis that reflect his native, “non-south-
western” phonetics, uniting in one series of phonemic localization the
phonemes 4, k, and x but not g (Danylenko 2006¢, 192), whence Burhundy
(pl.) “population of Burgundy” and Burhund next to Burkhund “Duke of
Burgundy” (Lir-K, 1v, 2v, 51).

Assimilative changes are not rendered by Panas Myrnyj on the same
scale as in Kuli§’s phonetic orthography, such as in bes (< bez) cuda
“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
found in verb forms at the boundary with the reflexive particle -sja (e.g.,
zdajetcja [3 sg. pres.] “to seem” [Lir-M, 8] compared to hodyccja [3 sg.
pres.] “[1 find it] not fit” [Lir-K, 11r, Shakespeare, 1143]). Overall, unlike
Kuli$’s idiom, the regional features in Panas Myrnyj’s phonetics and
spelling are quite numerous. Unlike its earlier period of codification,
showing many northern Ukrainian dialectal features (Matvijas 2008),
translations made by Kuli$ in the 1890s look more multidialectal and
artificial; note a rare northern Ukrainian form, Sestyj (Lir-K, 6v), in Kuli§
compared to a southeastern (modern) Ukrainian form Sostyj “sixth” in
Panas Myrnyj (Lir-M, 6).

The morphological make-up of Panas Myrnyj’s language demon-
strates the same regional trend. Some features later became codified and are
treated today as stylistic variants in modern Ukrainian. One should begin
with the lexeme Jjude “people” (Lir-M, 2), which was introduced into nine-
teenth-century language practice by Sevéenko (Tymosenko 1968, 152-153).
Sporadically, Panas Myrnyj used a peculiar dative case form, /judim (dat.)
“people” (Lir-M, 8; Hrycenko 2007, 27), typical of Southeast Ukrainian
(Matvijas 2006, 58). The neuter deverbatives in his language were modeled
on the southeastern derivational pattern ending in -nnja/~ttja, as in mennja

” v

“name,” Zyttja “life” (Lir-M, 5), and even such a Church Slavonic form as

narozdennja “birth” (ibid., 9); note the rare koxanmja “love” without
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gemination (ibid., 2). Kuli$, instead, resorted to forms ending in -nnje/-ttje
(e.g., odriddje “generation messes” [Lir-K, 5r, Shakespeare, 1141] with the
southeastern Ukrainian prefix od-; compare the derogative Rus. otrod je
“spawn, seed”). Among the forms used today in poetic genres, one finds in
Panas Myrmyj’s language uncontracted forms of adjectives like ostatnjuju
(acc. 1)) “last” and krasceje (n.) “[that is] better” (Lir-M, 7, 3).

Of particular interest are comparative formations of the type radnisyj
(m.) “happier,” and especially molodcyj (m.) “younger,” bahatcyj (m.)
“richer,” and the superlative najdorohsyj (m.) “most expensive” (Lir-M, 2,
5, 6, 7), which are regularly attested in Panas Myrnyj’s oeuvre (Hrycenko
2007, 27). Needless to say, all the aforementioned comparative and super-
lative forms were substituted for by other forms in the 1970 publication of
Panas Myrnyj’s translation, respectively molodsyj, bahatsyj, najdorozcyj
(Lir-1970, 514, 523, 524). The latter forms were used by Kuli$ (Lir-K, 2v,
3r, 4r), who conversely continued to employ bookish superlatives with j in
the suffix -ij§- (TymoSenko 1971, 204) (e.g., dostojnijsyj “most worthy”
and najljubijsyj “most beloved” [Lir-K, 7v, 8v]).

Most interesting, to be sure, is the vocabulary, including a peculiar
dialectal form oZe, liberally used by Panas Myrnyj in all his works; note
also odze or od zZe (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:

Panas Myrnyj’s Translation Shakespeare’s Original
YV MeHe e 1m1e i ApyTuid CHH— [But I have a son, sir, by order of
3aKOHHHI; CTapIIHiA BiJ| IIETO. law, some year elder than this, who

Ooice MOe ceplie JISKHUTH 710 iX et is no dearer in my account. |
000x oiHakoBO. (Lir-M, 2) (Shakespeare, 1139)

However, the most striking feature of Panas Myrnyj’s vocabulary is the
recurrent use of diminutives belonging to different word classes (adjectives,
adverbs, and nouns), which all “add an unnecessary coloring to the text of
Shakespeare” (Sapovalova 1976, 112). Most of these diminutives seem to
be out of place and, due to their dialectal origin, do not fit the lofty narrative
of the tragedy. Suffice it to mention the following diminutives in the text of
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Panas Myrnyj, which as “folkloric embellishment” do not have direct corre-
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,” sestrycen ko “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, Kuli§
employs diminutives in his translations of Shakespeare rather sparingly.

Panas Myrnyj indulges in vernacular and colloquial lexemes like
druzjaka “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-M, 5, Shakespeare, 1141]). In Panas Mymyj one can find, neverthe-
less, interesting series of synonyms, which contain rare bookish forms like
korolevstvo ~ carstvo ~ viadarstvo “kingdom” (Lir-M, 2, 3), hospodar’
“Lord” ~ viladyka ~ korol” “king” (ibid., 3, 4), or viadar” “prince” (ibid., 6,
Shakespeare, 1141), used also by Lesja Ukrajinka. Some of the forms have
a wider, eastern Slavic folkloric connotation like hospoda “palace” (Lir-M,
2, Shakespeare, 1139), not attested in the dictionary of Jevhen Zelexivs kyj
but found, instead, in the dictionary of Borys Hrin¢enko (Hrin¢., 1:359; Sr.,
1:562-563). Note also hornycja “castle” (Lir-M, 8, Shakespeare 1143; Zel.,
1:153) from ESI. goronica “large room” (Sr., 1:560). Strangely enough,
Panas Myrmyj largely avoids ethnographic terms like kozak “Cossack”
(xata “house” [Lir-M, 11]). They are also rarely attested in Kulis’s transla-
tion of King Lear, although one does find kozace “Cossack” (voc.) “sirrah”
(Lir-K, 12r, Shakespeare, 1144).

As has been mentioned, the vocabulary of Kulis, the translator, is
much more diversified and multilayered. As evidence I would adduce
some terms of address applied by Kuli$ 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 Kuli§’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
lexemes, which are not found anywhere in Panas Myrnyj: Zyzn~ “life,”
preznja (f.) “fore-vouch’d [affection],” dobroditel” ““virtue” (Lir-K, 3v, 9r, 8r,
Shakespeare, 1142), predlozyty “to offer,” neobxodymost’ “divine
thrusting” (Lir-K, 7r, 13r, Shakespeare, 1144), and Arubyjan “‘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
Myrnyj’s translation of King Lear is dialectally homogeneous and
conspicuously regional. Kuli§ always tried to avoid these features in his
language (Naxlik 2007, 2:383). Ideologically, all this brings Panas
Myrnyj’s translation closer to Jurij Fed'kovy¢’s vision of literary
Ukrainian as intrinsically monodialectal and regional. The fact that
modern Ukrainian is largely based on Southeast Ukrainian, which Panas
Myrnyj emulated in his translation, is to some extent a historical coin-
cidence (Danylenko 2008b). In a sense, neither Fed 'kovy¢ nor Myrnyj,
the translators, could offer a full-fledged pan-Ukrainian language program.
A synthesizing mission was undertaken by other writers, especially
Kulis 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?

One of the most prolific translators himself (M. Moskalenko 2006 5/6,
181-194), Ivan Franko was notoriously critical of Kuli§’s translations
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 Kuli§’s
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translations, the widow of the writer pleaded with a Ukrainian
composer, Mykola Lysenko (1842-1912), to forbid Franko from
making any corrections in the translations of her late husband
(Sapovalova 1976, 123-124). A staunch populist and an influential
public figure in Russian-ruled Ukraine, Lysenko found himself in a
delicate situation. In fact, it was he who, while Kuli§ was still alive,
organized a series of fundraising events for the publication of Kuli§’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
each of the plays translated by Kulis (Lysenko 1964, 244-245).

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 Kuli§ sparingly and only in those extreme cases that
warranted editorial intrusion. Kuli§’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 Kuli$ in his
creative work (Bernac'ka 1993, 250). Agreeing with some changes made
by Franko (e.g., koroleva instead of Kuli§’s korolycja), Lysenko deemed
it necessary to remind him of possible differences in the two regional
varieties of Ukrainian (see Ohijenko 1927, 21-22). To give an example,
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, Kuli§’s widow “will
eat me alive since she gave me all the plays with one provision—not a
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 Kuli$’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 Kulis. It is noteworthy that Franko
was the first Ukrainian poet to translate Shakespeare’s sonnets. From
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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
1905, most likely as a result of his work on Kuli§’s translations. The first
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,
hampered his efforts to probe the faithfulness of Staryc kyj’s translation
of Hamlet (Franko 1956, 176—177). Only after the second half of the
1890s did he master English so that he became capable of translating
Shakespeare from the original (Sapovalova 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, on the other. The first group of Franko’s transla-
tions may be viewed as intrinsically regional, hence such dialectal
features as the dative case form ditjem ‘“children,” the reduplicated
demonstrative foto (preferred inter alia by Antin Kobyljans'kyj in his
translation of the Gospels), adverbs like vidsy “from here” and odoce
“up there” (Lir-F, 234-235), and words like sylov “force” (instr.) and
the Church Slavonicism otce “father” (voc.) (Tempest-F, 237). Similar
features are conspicuously absent in Franko’s translation of The
Merchant of Venice (Merchant-F). As a result, one can juxtapose the
aforementioned two small translations of Franko with the translation
of King Lear made by Panas Myrnyj rather than with Kuli§’s transla-
tion. It is easy to notice that the regional forms in the following
excerpts from Franko’s and Panas Myrnyj’s translations contrast with
their more stylistically diversified counterparts in the parallel frag-
ment from Kuli§’s King Lear:
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Franko’s Translation Kuli§’s Translation

B wmmni Ta cama xpos, C Tor0 X Memany 1, 0 U CeCTPHULIS:

I mupe cepue kaxe mu, MO Llinite Mene 1o Hill. Ckaxy 6io0 epi,

TaKOXK

Mos 11000B Taka, sK 1 €1.

Jluur B TiM MOSt cuntbHitiuia: BCl
yTiXHu,

Bci po3kotiu skuTs Hino 1jisl MEHE,

Moe enune wacme—Tro 1r000B

Jis Bac miit omue 1 yapio!

(Lir-F, 235)

Panas Myrnyj’s Translation

3 CecTporo MU OHOTO PO.Y,

LliHiTh ke ¥ MeHe, IK U il
IIHWIHA.

[Tanka Gymna ii Ta mupa mosa!

A Bce K TakM ¥ S 10JaM 10 Hel:

Hewmae pagomiiB Haiikpammx y
JKHTTI,

SIx Bac koxams. OQHUM OTUM
KOXaHHSAM

[{acnuBa 5 i1 )KUBY HUM, MU
mamy! (Lir-M, 3)

Bona MoB BuliHsiHa U3 ycm y MEHE,

Sk s moOmro Bac. He ckazana
TUIBKO,

o 51 BCiX MHIIUX PaJIOIIiB
IIyparoch,

SIki Hi € B HAUBHUIIIIH cghepi dyBCTBa,
U TiapKO B MEHE IaCTs, 11100 JIFOOUTH

Bac, nopori genuuecmeo! (Lir-K, 3r)
Shakespeare’s Original

[T am made of that self metal as my
sister,

And prize me at her worth. In my
true heart

I find she names my very deed of
love;

Only she comes too short, that
I profess

Myself an enemy to all other joys

Which the most precious square
of sense possesses,

And find I am alone felicitate

In your dear Highness’ love.]
(Shakespeare, 1140)

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



Expanding the Literary Canon of the “Ukrainian Shakespeare”

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 (Rusanivs 'kyj 2001, 269). Thus, with the exception
of several regional forms, the language of the translation of The Merchant
of Venice looked sufficiently “distilled” to appeal primarily to Galician
readers and even many Ukrainian speakers living in the Russian Empire.
Among the most telling regionalisms are the following lexemes: vidky
“whence,” dovh “debt” (Zel., 1:98, 189), muzcyna “man” (Pol. mescyzna,
Rus. muzcina), procenty (pl.) “percent” (Pol. procenty), kopaty “to kick”
(Pol. kopac, ibid., 365), xata “house” next to palata (Church Slavonicism)
and kimnata “room,” balacka “talk,” and balakun “talker” (Merchant-F,
253, 254, 255, 256, 257, 260, 262). Surprisingly, quite in the spirit of
Kuli$ and in compliance with the older eastern Slavic literary tradition,
the translator employed a compound form knjaz -svatac, literally “prince
asking for a woman’s hand.” Oleksander Potebnja used the latter deriva-
tive type extensively in his translation of Homer’s Odyssey (Danylenko
1999, 242-243).

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
across the comparative suffix -ijs-, found in such comparative and super-
najharnijsyj “best,” compared to “fairer [than that word]” (Merchant-F,
252,253, Shakespeare, 119). The -ijs- suffix made its way into Southeast
Ukrainian, in particular into the language of Staryc’kyj and Kulis. Yet the
most radical regional form is the genitive plural ending -)j for masculines
of the type ocyj “eye” and hrosyj “money” (Merchant-F, 254, 255, 262);
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this ending is attested in abundance in old Galician records and modern
southwestern Ukrainian dialects (Kernyc'kyj 1967, 57).

Overall, the choice of linguistic devices was in no way incidental for
Franko, whose language program was specifically designed to meet the
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
during the 1891-1893 linguistic debate between Vasyl” Cajéenko (Borys
Hrincenko), Ahatanhel Krymskyj, and other eastern Ukrainian populists,
on the one hand, and Ivan Franko, Illja Kokorudz, Ivan Verxrats kyj, and
other western Ukrainian intellectuals, on the other (Shevelov 1966, 81-82).
In his reply to Hrin¢enko’s polemical article attacking the numerous
Polonisms, “Moskalisms” (Russianisms), provincialisms, and ‘“Rutheni-
anisms” (Galician forms) in the written language (jazycije) cultivated in
Galicia and elsewhere (see Danylenko 2009c¢), Franko (1891a) discussed
the historical reasons behind the dialectal diversity of the Ukrainian-
speaking territories from 1772 onward—and the advantage of such a
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
removed from the agenda any plan for the unification of literary Ukrainian.
As aresult 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”

It becomes clear, then, why Franko, influenced in his early creative
period, in particular, by the local jazycije (Cixockyj 2006, 60—62, 236),
proved so critical of the experiments of Kuli§ in his translations of the
Bible and Shakespeare. Kuli$’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
standards, but with one major reservation: these standards should be
minimally intermingled for now, whence the existence of the western
Ukrainian (Galician) literary norm as opposed to that developed in
Dnieper Ukraine. At first blush, it was, linguistically speaking, a demo-
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-
dard based primarily on Southeast Ukrainian. Objectively speaking,
this type of standard, although to a lesser extent, was also in the sights
of Kuli§’s normalization efforts. Yet his vision of a vernacular-based
literary language was too refined and cosmopolitan to find its place in
the new vernacular-based paradigm of literary Ukrainian. Still, it is
precisely because of its cosmopolitanism that Kuli§’s language program
proved to be the most fitting one for rendering Shakespeare in nineteenth-
century Ukrainian.
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DETOURS OFFERED BUT NEVER TAKEN

In his numerous translations, Kuli$ strove to achieve a twofold objective.
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-
Artemovs'kyj, Leonid Hlibov, and other contemporary populist writers
(Zerov 1967, 50-51; Dolzykova 2010, 20). While encompassing a wide
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
formation. Second, he strongly believed that first-rate translations could be
created only with the help of a full-fledged literary language. This language
should be furnished with a variety of styles, first and foremost the biblical
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
world and suggesting strategies of identity politics that prefigured the
modern interest in cultural and linguistic syncretism. This objective could
be achieved, according to Kuli§, through translations of the Holy
Scriptures and of masterpieces authored by Shakespeare. Not surpris-
ingly, Kuli§ 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 (Kulis 2005, 296). But already in the late
1850s, he apparently modified his views and, at some point, came forward
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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 (Kulis to Galagan, 349, 354).

Still, nothing was definite in the 1850s and early 1860s since, as late
as 1876 Kulis believed that “[translations] wipe out the originality of the
Ukrainian language, and literature therefore will not take a step forward”
(Barvins’kyj 2004, 188). However, some ten years later, he concluded
that in order to resist the influence of both Polish and Russian, “we must
lead our Old Rusian [staroruscyna] through cultured languages as was
done by New Rusian [novoruscyna]” (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
into a full-fledged literary language (Kuli§ 1910, 570, 2005, 84).

The formation of written Ukrainian would be ultimately facilitated
by various translations whose quality would reflect the appropriate level
of normalization of this language. It becomes clear therefore that Kuli$’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 Kuli§ and Galician popu-
lists (Franko 1898).

The place of Ukrainian in its relation to Polish and Russian was
discussed by Kulis in his 1863 polemic article entitled “Dvi movi, knyznja
i narodnja” (Two Languages, the Bookish and the Vernacular), which did
not go to press until 1914. Broadly speaking, his discussion can be
reduced to the following several theses (Kuli§ 1914, 26-28). To begin
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
Ukrainian folklore became much more refined and sophisticated in terms
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
society (Kulis 1914, 27-28). In Ukraine, however, this “dead” language was
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
viewed by either Russians or Ukrainians as their own tongue. The major
competitor to vernacular Ukrainian, tempered in the times of the Old Rusian
princes, was, as Kuli§ argued, the Muscovite (Russian) language, which
appropriated the legacy of Old Rusian (ruscyna) without offering anything in
exchange (Kuli§ 1910, 255-257).

Kuli$’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
planned to utilize in his own literary works. In a letter to Pétr Pletnév
(1791-1866), the publisher of Sovremennik (The Contemporary), dated
20 March 1845, Kuli§ 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
conspicuously corrupted by the influence of western European cultured
languages (Kuli§ 2005, 50). In 1892 in his letter to Myxajlo Pavlyk, Kulis
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
hegemony (Voznjak 1928a, 178).
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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
borrowed, supposedly, many Ukrainian words and grammatical forms (K-j
1924, 283-284; Cymbalistyj 1991). It was high time for the Ukrainians to
take back what the Russians had borrowed and never returned, despite the
fact that Aleksandr Puskin and other prominent Russian authors “managed
our homestead” (Kuli§ to Galagan, 349). This is why, as Kuli§ 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,
novoruscyna) that could hardly compete with Ukrainian (Old Rusian) or
be used, for instance, in a versified translation of the Bible (Voznjak
1928a, 218). In his later years, having revised his historiosophic views,
Kulis 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 (Kulis 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
one of his letters to Myxajlo Pavlyk, Kulis cited the use of patronymics in
contemporary Ukrainian, a custom inherited by its speakers from the Old
Rusian times (Voznjak 1928a, 198).

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 Kulis (2009,
2:323) wrote in his letter to a famous Russian thinker and writer, Sergej
Aksakov (1791-1859), on 1 January 1856, the Russian language was likely
to change under the influence of Nikolaj Gogol and other southern Russian
writers. On the other hand, disillusioned by the burlesque idiom of Ivan



378 Conclusion

Kotljarevs’kyj, Ukrainian authors would search for more refined and
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
Ukrainian were equal partners in striving for their merger (ibid., 323-324).
Kuli§ argued that, in his translations of the Psalms, Sev&enko took the first
step, while his own Corna rada (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 (Kuli§ 2005, 84).

In sum, while propagating a populist view of the Ukrainian language,
Kuli§ 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
(Luckyj 1983, 164). This stance was not unique in the cultural space of
imperial Russia. Despite the existence of the project of the development
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
century (Symaniec 2012, 501-516, 571). It is worth mentioning, in this
respect, the linguistic views of Oleksander Potebnja who, although a
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
Kulis, 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, Kuli§
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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Kulis homed in on his position on several occasions. One of the
interesting /oci 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
distorted language. (K-j 1924, 284)

In the same letter, he gives a series of suggestions as to how to normalize
certain linguistic forms:

One has to retain the ending -y#y 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.
(K-j 1924, 283)

All in all, while giving credit to the language program(s) of the Galician
and Transcarpathian Ukrainophiles, Kuli§ 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-
derstanding with the young Galician populists, including Lev Lopatyns kyj,
Omeljan Partyc’kyj, and Natal” Vaxnjanin in the 1870s (Voznjak 1928a,
166). The so-called “second letter” that Kuli§ 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. Kuli$ argued, for instance, that Galicia,
while lagging behind the “Ukrainian poetic word,” should not be focused on
Sevéenko since “our Homer is not Sevéenko, but the people.”

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
of not Sevéenko alone, and you wish to write for your Galicia. . . .
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
only when you adopt the Ukrainian taste. . . . (Franko 1898, 14)

There are two principal issues discussed in this excerpt. First, Kuli$
was loyal to the idea of the primordial nature of the Ukrainian vernacular,
which should be cultivated as a major literary language. Accordingly,
neither Sev&enko nor some of the other figures of his caliber were the sole
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
of phonetic and etymological principles as offered in the first Galician
school grammar of Myxajlo Osadca (1862) and in the grammar of the
the Ukrainian language designed for elementary schools by Omeljan
Partyckyj (1873) (Skurzewska 2007).

Kulis 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
of the author in 1897 (Naxlik 2007, 2:386-387). During this second,
synthetic period, Kuli§ 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-
sations of Kuli§ for using blatant Russianisms (Hordyns kyj 1928, 64;
Lazurs'kyj 1929, 30-32). In general, the issue of admixtures and
borrowings in Ukrainian held center stage in the language program of
Kulis. In fact, the receptiveness of Ukrainian to loan forms became a
signature feature of the language of Kuli§, 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, Kuli§ 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 (Kuli$ to Nos, 19). In another letter to Nis, Kuli§ raised again
this topic and returned to the mixed nature of all major European languages
quite in the spirit of Jan Niecistaw Baudouin de Courtenay’s thesis about
the “mixed nature” of all human languages (Boduén de Kurtene 1963).
The Europeans, as Kuli§ pointed out (Kuli§ 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 Kulis,
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
Puljuj. And indeed, Church Slavonic forms would fit naturally into the
biblical translation, which as Kuli§ admitted in 1870 was designed not so
much for Galicia as for (Dnieper) Ukraine with its predominantly Orthodox
readership (Studyns’kyj 1930, 4; Ohijenko 1927, 21-22). Obviously,
Kulis’s ambivalent treatment of the Polish admixture in the Galician
variety of Ukrainian was not accidental, being a consequence of his nega-
tive attitude toward the Poles and their culture (Shevelov 1966, 40—41).

Interestingly enough, Kuli$ 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 Kulis$, 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
standard of Ukrainian. Not surprisingly, in 1881, Kuli§ asked Puljuj to
help him find some Galician words and expressions for his translation of
Shakespeare, which, as a result of the Ems Decree issued on 30 May 1876
by the Russian Tsar Alexander 11, was prepared for publication in Galicia
rather than in tsarist Russia (Studyns kyj 1930, 283-284).

Overall, the adoption of Galician elements by Kuli§ was selective
and limited in some genres. In the Ukrainian Bible, for instance, one
finds a few of them, both in the vocabulary and grammar. In his transla-
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
be solid grounds for concurring with Shevelov (1966, 44-45), according
to whom there were quite a few active Galician forms in the language
of Kuli§. In other words, the Galician admixture was minimal in the
language of this author. But chronologically speaking Kuli§ was a
pioneer in transferring Galician elements into a new vernacular stan-
dard in the making in Dnieper Ukraine. He was the first non-Galician
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 Kuli§’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
vernacular standard, which had long flourished in particular genres,
coexisting with the secular literary tradition of the prostaja mova
(Danylenko 2008b, 70; Peredrijenko 1979). Speaking methodologi-
cally, Kuli§ 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, Kuli$’s contribution to the normal-
ization of literary Ukrainian proved matchless in the nineteenth century and
beyond, even if compared with Sevéenko, viewed as the first writer to
synthesize various genres and styles in vernacular Ukrainian. Yet Sevéenko’s
poetic idiom retained its intrinsic connection with the language of the
Ukrainian peasantry. It was perhaps the major reason why the contempo-
rary populist reader might treat his language as a kind of “authentic” and
“natural” product, in contrast to the language of Kulis that looked, especially
in genres not explored by Sev&enko, unnatural because no “terminology
of scholarly expressions” existed in his time (Lazurs'kyj 1929, 26).
Interspersed with elements of different styles and registers, the language of
Kulis was truly synthetic and multilayered, thus impressing the readership
with its alleged artificiality. This is why his “artificial” language either
fascinated or repelled his contemporaries, while Sevéenko did not get this
level of appreciation (Shevelov 1966, 45).

Among those who did not accept Kulis’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
and professing therefore different visions of Ukrainophilism, their judgments
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of Kuli§’s vision of literary Ukrainian unexpectedly concurred. Both
blamed Kuli§ for supposedly disregarding the vernacular basis of
Ukrainian and creating instead an artificial parlance barely acceptable in
the two parts of Ukraine. In his notoriously unfavorable survey of Kulis’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 Kuli§’s translations of Shakespeare would
appear to Ukrainians living in the Russian Empire unnatural, artificial,
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 Kuli§, which the Galician reader could appreciate at least to
some extent. By criticizing Kuli§’s intent to create a “cultured language”
for use in the two parts of Ukraine, Kostomarov expressed his total aver-
sion to the integrative vision of Kulis without breaking the confines of the
“local homestead(s)” (see Danylenko 2009d).

Neither did Franko give credence to the pioneering role of Kulis in
the development of literary Ukrainian. The Galician critic offered the
most vituperative attack on Kuli§’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 Kulis:

... premised on a faulty understanding of the Ukrainian language,
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, Kuli§ 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, naive, and in fact
poorly reminiscent of the faithful rendition of the original. ... As
far as the lexicon is concerned, we are not speaking about it at
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all—we left it without changes and believe that Kuli§ developed
his theory of “Old Rusian” to the hilt. It was not possible to follow
this path any longer. (Franko 1905, v—vi)

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, Kuli§
projected the same revisionist view onto the development of Ukrainian.
In this he expressed what reason remained in romantic mythology,
including the romantic interpretation of the vernacular basis of literary
language. This mythology refused to die, especially as new injuries were
being inflicted on the national psyche (Luckyj 1983, 160). An ostensibly
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 Kuli$ in his theory of the Old Rusian foundation
of Ukrainian.

Rejected on both banks of the Dnieper River, Kuli§ was, neverthe-
less, a true unifier of the two parts of Ukraine. Unfortunately, his synthetic
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 Kuli§’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 Kuli§’s language program prevailed.
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117,125,131, 138, 155, 184, 280

Vitte, Sergej, 70

Vjazemskij, Pétr, 13n3

Voljan, Vasyl’, 125, 127

Vostokov, Aleksandr, 68

Voznjak, Myxajlo, 109

X

Xarkiv, 60n2, 61, 62, 65, 79, 204, 222

Xmel 'nyc kyj, Bohdan, 286

Xomenko-Pljuta, Ivan, 23, 158, 192,
202,278

Xyl'¢evs'kyj, Ivan, 4, 50, 85, 265

zZ
Zalens 'kij (Zalgski), Apolinarij, 154
Zerov, Mykola, 8, 343



SUBJECTS, NAMES OF PERIODICALS, TITLES OF
LITERARY WORKS AND TRANSLATIONS

a> e, 110

accusative case: independent accusative of
time, 170, 171

accusative-genitive direct object, 105,
348, 357

“Adagio pensieroso,” 355

adjective: long (non-contracted) form,
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,
242-243, 308-309

anaptyxis, 25n4, 264, 316

apheresis, 104, 160, 264, 309, 335

Apocrypha, 153, 158, 177, 185, 253

Apokalypsys” ¢y odkrovennje svjatoho
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
auxiliaries, 324-325; future auxilia-
ries, 165,209-212, 323, 324, 347,
preterit auxiliaries, 103, 108, 110,
124, 130, 137, 147, 150, 212, 304,
317, 325; verb-adjacent position,
210, 323-324

auxiliary verbs, 99, 122, 170, 212, 247,
304, 348

Barbareum, 124-125

Bible: “analytic” order, 175; Czech Bible,
196; Elizabeth Bible, 129, 131, 195;
French Bible, 67, 196; Hebrew, 34,
249, 252,265, 275; Judeo-German
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,
178, 184-185, 193, 204-205,
243-244, 249, 251, 264, 275-276,

278, 283, 382; versified Bible, 40,
173,176, 270-274, 277, 335

biblical style, see high style

bilingualism, xvi, 108, 283, 336

British and Foreign Bible Society, 37,
43-44, 50, 52, 64, 86, 93, 129, 132,
141, 153, 158, 173, 177, 185-186,
189, 195, 265

Bukovyna dialects, 162

Byblija syric” Knyhy Svjatoho Pysanija.
1.Staroho Zapovitu, 61

Cari, 174

Carpatho-Rusyn, 117, 138

Central Dnieper dialects, 44, 55, 65, 121,
145, 168, 200, 207, 214n6, 217, 267,
345-346

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,
150152, 159, 182, 201, 235, 246, 250,
276,277, 376: East Slavic recension,
47; Russian recension, 152, 167, 171,
276, 277; Ukrainian (Meletian)
recension, xvi, 200; “vernacular
Church Slavonic,” 138139

Church Slavonicisms, xvi, 67, 12—13,
19-21, 24, 26, 29-31, 36, 44,47, 71,
83-84, 87,90, 102, 111-112, 118,
121, 125, 131, 133, 135-136, 139,
148, 150-152, 160, 162—-164, 170,
172,179, 194-195, 199-202, 204,
218-219, 221, 246, 264, 267, 269,
272-273, 304-305, 307-308, 312,
358, 366

¢én>$n, 160

colloquialisms, 218, 326, 330

Common East Slavic, 250, 298

comparative degrees, 161, 212, 365, 371

Corna rada, xv, 235, 244, 303, 334-335, 378
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Cossackophilism, 298

Cossacks, 20, 39, 83, 189, 229, 262, 280,
285,292, 377,384

Cymbelin, 290

Das Alte Testament: iibersetzt, eingeleitet
und erldutert von D. Eduard Reufs, 4nl

Deuterocanonical books, see Apocrypha

Dijanyja svjatyx” apostoliv” pysannyi

svjatym” apostolom” y jevanhelystom”

Lukoju, 73n8
diminutives, 8-9, 13, 23-24, 105, 113, 160,
171,299, 307, 352, 354, 365-366
Dniester dialects, 102, 130, 137, 139, 140,
142, 162, 187, 240, 317, 334, 335, 341
Do ¢umaka, abo vojna janhlo-xrancuzo-
turec 'ka u 1853 y 54 rokaxi, 65n5
Dvi moskovky, 181
“Dvi movi, knyznja i narodnja,” 375
Dzvin, 231, 281, 285

-e ending, 26, 162, 184, 207-208, 246,
263,303, 317, 346, 357

-¢j ending, 161, 170, 170n2

Ems decree of 1876, 58-59, 225, 266,
338,382

Enejida, xv, 8, 33,79, 84, 86-87, 164,
216, 261, 218,313

-enk(o) suffix, 202

euphony, 10n2, 79, 103, 122, 145, 243,
308-309

-ex ending, 170n2

Ezekyjel’, 174

future tense: analytic forms, 160, 169,
210-211, 323, 347; synthetic forms
in -mu, 209-211, 160, 169, 209, 210,
212,323, 324, 325, 347

Galician-Bukovynian dialects, 207

Galician-Bukovynian koiné, 16, 215, 313,
316, 325, 327-331, 334-335, 371,
380, 382

Galicianisms, see western Ukrainian
regionalisms

“Gamlet v postolax,” 340

gemination of consonants by assimilation
ofj, 26,59, 122,207, 238, 272, 303,
309, 364, 365

genitive-accusative direct object, 105, 357

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,
132-133, 233

Habakuka, 174

Hajdamaks, 281, 292, 384

Hakhkheja, 174

halycanséyna, 48

Hamlet, 281, 290-292, 301, 308, 315-316,
319n1, 320-326, 331-357, 367, 369

Hamljet, 281,292, 301-303, 306, 315,
317-319, 321-322, 324-331, 336, 351

Hamljet'. Dans 'kyj korolevy¢, 315

Hebrew, 4, 18, 21-24, 27, 30, 32, 34, 40,
60n2, 61, 6667, 129, 166, 174-176,
183, 191-196, 221, 249-253, 257,
261-262, 265, 270, 272, 274-275

Hemlet Viljama Sekspira, 323324,
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,
313; secular variety, xviii, 304-305,
311-314, 374

Hiob, 4n1, 257

Holos na holos dlja Halycyny, 140n6

Holosin nja, 250, 261-264

Holosin 'nja j Pis 'nja Pisen’, 157

Holy Scriptures, see Bible

Holy Synod, 53, 56, 66, 6870, 89, 152,
153,177, 185

“Homer i Sekspir,” 285

Hoseja, 174

Hramatka, 5-6, 10, 235

Hramatyka jazyka ruskoho, 293

Hucul dialects, 102, 118, 140, 142, 144, 162,
167, 205, 210, 302, 320-325, 327-329

Hyjob, 4nl, 254-255, 258

Hyob, 174

i <o, e see ikavism

ikavism, 23, 25n4, 80, 112, 119, 197, 204,
243,302, 345, 357

lliad, 22



Indices

Hllustrierte Pracht Bibel fiir Israeliten in
dem masoretischen Text and neuer
deutscher Ubersetzung, 233

impersonal constructions, 81, 99, 122,
148, 165, 170, 208, 246247, 348

loana, 174

loel’, 174

losuja Nunenko, 174

Istorija vossoedinenija Rusi, xi, 3, 280

-ivn(a) suffix, 202

-ix ending, 29, 169, 264, 346

j>1,206

Jak kozam rohy vypravijajut’, 320

Jjazycije, xx, 127, 140n6, 148n9, 200,
277-278, 312,372-373

Judaism, 158

Juznyj Russkyj Zbornyk”, 222

kh digraph, 268-269, 301, 362, 364

Kievskaja starina, 62, 291

Knyha lova na Malorus ku movu
perelozena, 166

Knyha Psal’miv Proroka Davyda, 22

Knyha Tovytova, na malorus’ku movu
perelozena s” tekstu hreces’koho, 163

Kobzar, 5, 34, 82,209

kolomyjka, 158, 190, 276

kotljarevicyna, 36, 65n5

Krasanka rusynam i poljakam na
Velykden' 1882 roku, xii, 63, 156

Kulisisms, 21-24, 26, 276

Kul tura slova, xiv

I" “light,” 214

Le livre de Job, 256

Lecebnik, 215

Leksikon” slavenorosskij y ymen”
t!"kovanije, 86, 111, 215,216

Leksykon” syréc” slovesnyk” slavenskij, 215

Lemkian dialects, 84, 130, 137, 206,
328-329, 336

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,

217,267, 345-346; Europeanizing
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,
242,245, 275-276, 297, 311, 330-331,
359, 362, 373, 383

Little Russian, xvi, xxi, 3, 16, 32, 34, 41, 56,
60, 68-69, 71, 84, 88, 103, 163, 166,
222,230, 248, 296-299, 338, 362, 378

Little Russianisms, 125, 311, 363, 371

Luna, 342

“Lyst bez koverty jako odpovid” Vpr.
Krylosanynu Malynovs ’komu na
referat molytovnyka,” 42

“Mahomet i Xadyza,” xii, 224-225

Makbet, 359

Malejaxyj, 174

Malorusko-nimeckyj slovar, 34, 142, 186,
211,229

“Marija,” 19

“Marusja Bohuslavka,” 224

Middle Ukrainian, xx, xxiii, 84, 88,
98-99, 136, 147, 162, 199, 204-206,
216-217, 220, 233-234, 239,
241-243, 246, 248, 298, 301-302,
309, 329, 334, 337, 341

Mixail Carnysenko, ili Malorossija
vosem 'desjat let nazad, xi

Molytovnyk dlja rus 'koho narodu, 42, 44,
55,61, 88nl0

Molytvoslov”y korotka nauka o
xrystijans ko-katolyckoj véré, 41-42,
44, 88nl10, 127

“Moskalisms,” see Russianisms

moskovscyna, 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

“Neofity,” 19
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“new g,” 301

New Testament, 5, 24, 38, 4344, 49-50,
52, 54-56, 58, 60-62, 64-69, 71, 82,
85, 88n10, 90-91, 95, 104, 113, 132,
139, 140n7, 145, 149n10, 152—-153,
155,172,177, 183184, 186,
188-189, 193n3, 204, 210-211, 216,
221,234, 249-250, 262, 265,
277-278, 296, 317, 341, 381

neutralization: of place and manner, 70,
228-229, 240-241, 300-301; of
voicing, 25, 168, 241, 261, 264

nimescyna, 107

-no, -to predicative forms, see impersonal
constructions

nominative-accusative direct object,
105, 357

non-pleophonic forms, 30, 162, 195, 358

normalization of literary Ukrainian:
archaization, 77, 83, 96-102, 121,
158-159, 162, 188, 196, 200,
303-305; vernacularization, 36, 84,
96, 100, 102-108, 122, 125, 159,
163, 166, 233, 326

North Ukrainian, 81, 104, 122, 161-162,
164, 206, 301, 335, 346, 353

northern dialects, see North Ukrainian

novorus 'ka mova, see novoruscyna

novoruscyna, xxi, 251, 375, 377

Obadyja, 174

obscerusskij jazyk, see all-Russian
language

Odlyssey, 22, 86, 106, 202n4, 216,
272-273, 298, 306, 352, 371

Old Rusian, xvi, xxi—xxii, 47, 88,
159-160, 179, 218, 233, 248,
250-251, 265, 285, 292, 310, 344,
354,358, 375-377, 383-385

Old Testament: Amos, 174; Apocalypse,
173; Chronicles, 175, 185, 241, 246,
272; Daniel, 175, 185, 273; Ecclesi-
astes, 175, 177, 267, 270; Esther, 175,
185, 273; Exodus, 61, 173, 190-191,
216, 271; Genesis, 61, 191, 233, 271;
Habakkuk, 174—175; Haggai,
174-175; Hosea, 174-175; Job, 4, 23,
50, 58, 61, 145, 156-172, 174-176,

190, 236, 248, 251, 253-262, 270,
272, 275-276; Joel, 174; Jonah,
174-175; Joshua, 174-175; Judges,
174-175; Isaiah, 19, 174-175, 190;
Kings 174; Lamentations, 157,
174-176, 250, 253, 261-265,
272-273, 277; Malachi, 174; Moses,
4,17,47,94, 155,158, 160, 173, 184,
189, 190191, 194, 233, 265, 271,
371; Nahum, 174-175; Nehemiah,
175, 185, 272; Obadiah, 174-176;
Pentateuch, 4, 37, 47, 58, 61, 66,
174-175, 179, 191, 220, 241, 253,
303; Proverbs, 174-176, 185, 190,
270; Psalms, 3-6, 14, 17, 19, 27, 33,
37,50, 61, 126, 132, 158, 175-176,
182, 184185, 197; Samuel, 174-175;
Song of Songs, 265-270; Tobit, 61,
156-172, 175,177, 185, 249, 276,
Zechariah, 174-175
Orthography; etymological, 38, 43, 141,
185, 236; jaryzka, 224; kotljarivka,
223-224; kulisivka, 54, 144-145,
185, 211, 221, 223, 226-227, 230,
232,235-237, 242,273, 295;
kulisovka, 41-42; latinica, 140-141;
maksymovycivka, 132, 222-224;
phonetic, xvi, xxiii, 37, 41-42, 47,
53-54, 79-80, 82-84, 91, 93, 95-96,
98, 103104, 117118, 141-145,
159-160, 167, 185, 187, 189, 204,
215, 220- 233, 235-237, 241-244,
261, 268, 270, 295, 299-300, 323,
325,333, 335, 345, 363-364, 380,
“radical phonetics, ” 34, 143, 230,
239, 264, 268, 273, 346, 358
Osnova, 49, 60n2, 228-229, 238-239, 282
-ovi, -evi dative case ending, 26, 165, 169
-ovi, -evi locative case ending, 169

“P. Kulis pro svoju spravu z
Poljakamy,” 156

paratactic constructions, 105, 273

passive constructions, 81, 97-98, 100,
111, 122, 147

Pentatevx, see Pentatevx Musijevyj

Pentatevx Musijevyj, 4-5, 37, 58, 61,
85,95
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Piesni biatorusko-polskie z powiatu
Sokdlskiego, gubernii Grodzienskiej,
67n6

Pjat” knyh Mosejévyx, 155

Pjatoknyzze, 174

Plejada, 355

pleophonic forms, 96, 126, 199, 216, 295

pluperfect tense, 213, 245, 347

Podolja dialects, 137, 187, 204,
206207, 341

Pokuttja dialects, 102, 140, 210

“Pokuttja-Dniester-Hucul” dialect,

102, 140

Polish language, 43—45, 47-48, 67,
111-113, 118, 125-126, 139,
142-143, 147-150, 152, 155, 161,
163, 166-167, 170, 182, 197, 200,
209, 214-216, 220, 236, 246247,
249, 260, 265, 276-278, 294, 297,
302, 304, 306, 312-313, 316-318,
320, 325-330, 336-337, 341, 344,
348, 353-354, 358, 367, 371,
375-378, 380, 382

Polissian dialects, 82, 103, 164, 186, 208,
240-241, 264, 268, 300, 336, 345,
347,353

Polonisms, 26, 44, 86, 125, 133, 151, 260,
277,372

pol’scéyzna, see Polish language

Poltava dialects, 65n5, 84, 89, 119, 188,
204, 208, 282, 363

populists, xi, xvii, xxi, 22, 53, 59, 65, 83,
90, 94-96, 126, 152, 181, 183, 223,
265, 280, 282, 289, 311-312, 331,
335,372,375, 379, 383

Pravda, 4-5, 22, 37-38, 42, 46, 49,

86, 157158, 161, 167, 180-181,
197, 203, 223, 233, 236, 255,
266, 282

Pozycena kobza, 157, 231

Pro vojnu z Francuzom, 85n9

prostaja mova, Xvi, Xx—xxiii, 81, 88, 96,
110, 117, 119, 121, 124, 152, 195,
201, 214, 220, 240, 278, 372, 383

Prosvita Society, 5, 16, 35, 43, 158

prothesis, 5nl, 235, 303 336

“Prycepa,” 86, 181, 209-210, 243, 245

Prycyna tvorenija sja narécej, 38

Pryrucnyj slovar’ polsko-sloven'skij y
narodno-ruskij, 215

Prysmyrena kaverznycja, 283

Psalter, 4-5, 10, 13n3, 20, 27, 29, 31-32,
34, 61, 70n4, 132, 139, 175-176,
250, 253, 262, 275,277

Psaltyr, see Psaltyr abo knyha xvaly
Bozoji

Psaltyr abo knyha xvaly BoZoji, 5, 14, 23

Psaltyr” na malorossyjskim” jazyci, 73n8

Psaltyr’ v” jazycé cerkovno-sloven ském”
s” perevodom” na jazyk” narod-
no-ruskij, 132, 215

Psaltyrja rozsyrena V' dusé xrystijan 'skoj
molytvy y cerkovnoho bohosluzenja,
93nl1

Psal’'ma 15, 4, 15, 34-35

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

rumunscyna, 107

Rusalka Dnéstrovaja, 126, 142,231

Ruska cytanka dlja nyzsoji hymnaziy, 125

Rus 'ka pys ‘mennist’, 109n1

Rus 'ka trijcja, 109, 117, 126

Rus ko uhors 'ka ili maderska
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,
348, 361, 375, 376-378

Russian Old Believers, 41, 42

Russianisms, 121, 125, 151, 164, 172,
214, 220, 260, 263, 267, 299,
305-308, 311-312, 372, 381

435



436

Indices

Russophiles, 37, 94-96, 127, 139, 141,
152,200, 221-223, 233, 335, 380

Rusyns, xii, xxi, 39, 51, 55, 62n3, 63, 125,
141, 156

ruscyna, 107 376

Ruthenian, see prostaja mova

Ruthenianisms, 372

Samuel’, 174

sandhi positions, 25, 204, 243

scriptural translation, see translation of the
Bible

-S¢yn(a) suffix, 107

secular style, see high style

Sevéenko Scientific Society, ix, 52, 67n6,
141,284

Shakespeare’s plays: Antony and Cleop-
atra, 291; The Comedy of Errors,
290-291, 313; Coriolanus, 282, 291,
355; Cymbeline, 290; Hamlet, 281,
290-292, 301, 308, 315-316, 319n1l,
320-326, 331-357, 367, 369; Julius
Caesar, 291; King Lear, 282-283,
291, 355-356, 360-363, 366-367,
369; Macbeth, 291, 308, 315,
320-321, 325, 355-356, 360;
Measure for Measure, 291, 369; The
Merchant of Venice, 290, 369-371;
Much Ado About Nothing, 291,
Othello, 290-291, 296, 298, 306, 309,
355, 363; Richard III, 320, 355;
Romeo and Juliette, 320; The Taming
of the Shrew, 282-283, 291, 320-321;
The Tempest, 369; Troilus and
Cressida, 290-291, 305, 307

slavenorosskij iazyk”, see Church Slavonic

Sloboda dialects, 29, 84, 269, 346

Slovar” malorossijskaho jazyka po
poltavskomu nareciju, 65n5

Slovar” malorossijskaho, ili juho-vo-
stocnorusskaho jazyka, 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

S’ohocasna casopysna mova na Ukraini, 91

Southeast Ukrainian, 32, 79-80, 82, 88,
94, 96, 102-103, 119, 122, 131, 137,
145-146, 164-165, 187, 197, 207,
210, 229-230, 270, 273, 275, 277,
299, 306, 308, 326, 331, 334-335,
345-347, 350, 358, 363-364, 367,
371, 373, 380, 382-383

southeastern dialects, see Southeast
Ukrainian

Southwest Ukrainian, 97, 130, 170, 179,
197, 199, 204, 207, 214-215, 218,
229, 246, 326, 329, 337, 350, 380

southwestern dialects, see Southwest
Ukrainian

Sovremennik, 376

spelling, see orthography

staroruscyna, 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
movoju perelozena, 5, 85

Svjate Pys 'mo Novoho Zavitu, 52; Pys 'mo
Novoho Zavitu movoju rus ko-
ukrains 'koju pereklaly vkupi
PA.Kulis y dr.Y.Puljuj, 52

Taras Bul 'ba, 62

tautological expressions, 262

The Igor’ Tale, 217

Tovytovi slovesa, 61, 156-159, 161, 163,
170, 249, 276

transitional dialects, 162, 207, 270, 303

translation of the Bible: paraphrase, 4-6,
10n2, 18: poetic, 40, 157, 173, 220,
221, 249, 272; prose, 17, 51, 156,
160, 173-174, 177, 179, 192, 213,
219-221, 257, 263-264, 268, 270,
317, 321, 361; scholarly, xxii—xxiii,
40, 42, 49, 86, 131, 193, 204, 255,
292, 375, 383; Synodal, 75-78,
80-82; versified, 270-274

transliteration, xxiii, 4nl

Tyxomovni spivy na svjati motivy,
27, 61
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-uc- suffix, 97

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,
282-283, 300, 310, 330-331,
339-342, 354, 356, 367-368, 375,
377-378, 380, 384-385

“Ukrainian Shakespeare,” 290, 300,
302-304, 306, 313-314

Ukrainophilism, 46, 156, 341, 383

ukrainscina, see Ukrainian language

-usc- suffix, 6, 349

Valuev Circular of 1863, 58-59, 68,
180, 338
Venec'kyj kupec’, 290
verb serialization, 262
Vergewaltigung der Basilianer
in Galizien durch Jesuiten, 64
Vestnyk”, 125
Volhynian dialects, 110, 206, 347
“Vsjakomu horodu nrav” y prava,” 20
Vteky, 216
vulgarisms, see Russianisms
Wyl 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, 266-267, 277

Xutorna poezija, 281, 284-285

Xutorni nedoharky, 224

Xutorskaja filosofija, 266

-yj ending, 170, 170n2, 371

Yov, 4, 145, 157-158, 161, 167-171,
220, 236, 251, 255, 257, 261,
276, 357

X" counter-etymological, 78, 80, 84-85,
159, 235, 303

Z davn’oho zsytku, 338

Za Neman ' idu, 60n2

Zapiski o Juznoj Rusi, 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
a3 123, 134, 136
BATOCAORENTE 12
BAskEN 133
sonfanm 134
spaps 12

BpaTin 12

BRICTh 99

seiTH 99

ekdnk 12, 123
gNupScTE 123
gdnm 100
Bparwes 143
gpasu 134
ghunsm 123

T'aw 12,133, 134
Tan 134

AoBpo 12
A8w8 134

éro 99, 133, 134, 136
ecn 134

ecmn 136

ecth 123

skaru 123
wugnTn 134
®KugdTH 12, 123
skiurn 12

KA 123

saan 134

nma 134
newkan 134

Kkpacno 12

aeBw 135
adxe 134
adno 99

avTs 133

ma 134,135
mirpo 12

Naahs 136
nerw 136
napa 133

nadas 123
norpesdwa 99
nomnaln 134

pas8mbeian 133
pSku 134

Giwnomn 136
ckvmens 135
cadgo 123
corphuwmyn 134
cdan 100

coxpannTh 134
cxoAdan 12
cxoralee 12
chan 123
Téute 100
TpSarwaca 123
Tpian 123

of(so'ra 133
oFmpe 99
ofmpeTn 99
wEHTAAN 135
wméTk 12
weonntea 100

® 136

uaps 136

daekkn 100

akw 12, 123, 134, 135

German
Ablésung, 328

Befleckung, 327
Erde, 258, 259
Fluch, 257

Hiob, 5, 257

los, 327
ruthenisch, xxi,124

Schandfleck, 327
Strolch, 330

Traktament, 318
Welle, 243

Greek
’Iwaﬁcb, 235

xapafiov, 303
dapog, 306

Latvian
kludns, 119

Lithuanian
kluonas, 119

Polish
blakaé, 328

cynamon, 215

dufaé, 327
dworzanin, 218

fala, 243
fantazowac, 329
frasunek, 330
fraszka, 320

gada¢, 130
gaduta, 130
godlo, 121, 327

kmie¢, 217
konwencjonalny, 318
kopaé, 371
kralka, 326
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ktory, 304

loz, 327
luz, 327
tatoszy¢, 328
totoszy¢, 328

mesScyzna, 371
mizerny, 260

natchnienie, 294
oznajmujacy, 320

potega, 318
pugilares, 318

skaza, 327
skupowanie, 318
$pizowy, 329

twarz, 329

ulica, 336
uprzejmos¢, 294

winszowac, 358

zabojstwo, 349
zamiar, 349
zmaza, 327
zadanie, 349

Ukrainian

Cyrillic script
OmarociioBeHbHs, 11
0J1arOYeCTUBHUXD, 15
OnaxkeHs, 28, 31
OnmakeHuui, 198
OmyanTh, 319
Ooxkap, 326
Ookkomarikaru, 326
OokkopoiTH, 326
Ooxuuil, 144
6op30, 326

oopie, 148

BapBoxbTH, 149
BIAOLBI, 258
Beu4ecTBo, 370
BUBOXKAATH, 271
BuanMma, 194
BBIKYPOBaHbIi, 149
BHCOKHI, 11
Bix, 29, 98, 114, 115, 264,
365,370
Bigb, 18,319
BiHIIyBaTH, 358
BKOHTECHTYBaHHs, 313

BIIa1aphb, 358

BOIOBB, 144

Boporu, 127, 134, 263
BOCTOILIX, 272
BIOBaB, 149
Brogo0Oas, 115

Taminei, 143

Taninetb, 143

rapasnb, 31, 294

rapmbreps, 149

riarontoun, 74, 114, 115

ro, 127, 128, 147, 322

rosnora, 149

Tocnonens, 33, 271

Tocnons, 11, 30, 32, 127,
128, 133, 134,
190-192, 198, 226,
254,271

rpimHi, 198

rpoMajIiHCBKOTO, 178

IpoHO, 268

rpynix, 264, 268

rpynsx, 268

rymHo, 115

ryprom, 127

Tauninei, 143
romio, 327

JIaTOKb, 127
JIBOPOBHK®D, 350
JuMuaita, 327
Iiceku, 327
n06poBoHHE, 11
J03HaKY, 327
JOKyTH, 263
noiis, 143
noporwui, 11
nydaru, 327

Epmonchkui, 11
eXUIHUX, 258
exuacTna, 258

€IMHOPONHBIN, 148
€IHOPONHBIH, 148

JKagaHbHe, 271
KuI0BCKa, 144
xKypbu, 127

3abpeckiuty, 327
3aKkoH, 33, 74, 76, 98
3akoHi, 31, 198
30pyHoKs, 350

30asio, 7
3gaBaHHs, 350
3nydanuii, 327
3eMHOpOHUM, 11
3ma, 15,258
3UIHIMH, 263
3710THH, 358
351070, 358
3J1103yBaru, 327
3mr0Ka, 319, 333
3masa, 327
3HyIKeHUl, 263
30mpasnel, 143, 148

i30aBinto, 7
loans, 115, 148

um, 114

Hoan, 114, 115
ICIopz[aH, 115
Wyna, 263

KaMEHHBIXb, 144
kapOoBaHelb, 358
Kopalisipas, 350
Kpecturens, 114
KJIEBETHI, 15
KOpOJIEBCTBO, 149
KOTOpOroms, 115
Koxatb, 370
Kpaus, 326
KpeBHa, 149
KpeCTUTHCA, 115
KpeeHie, 114
Kanuymoro, 114

neBuyk, 135
JEeBYYKb, 135
nmxBa, 128
nuuKysarucs, 350
smorountu, 328
nyaka, 149

mapHi, 127
Marouiii, 146
meTany, 370
Mmere, 324
MeTh, 324
Mupo, 11
MoBJIsuM, 114
mouap, 149
MyKH, 7

HeB, 147
HEBTacammuMsp, 115
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HeBIIOpsiIKOBaHa, 194

Hero, 74, 114, 115, 136,
145, 150, 272, 359

HEMB, 144

Hermit, 328
HEIUIOAHOB, 147
HEIOPOYEHB, 15
HeroTa, 328
HenpUKasHHbIH, 319
HeuyecTuBHi, 32
HeuyecTusi, 198

obna3yHok, 328

osouy, 115

oBil, 144

OrOHb, 115

on, 7, 11,77, 98, 128,
258, 435

onexy, 11, 114

onxwm, 148, 150

oncu, 148

oxe, 365

030poitauit, 350

o3Halimyromui, 319

OKastHbHi, 264

onusa, 178

ometH, 11

oTaubke, 263

oToto, 146

odipa, 149

naja, 11

Ilan, 150
MEeBHAKD, 350
neJybkKa, 258
1epeMoTaruck, 328
nepixe, 328
niepIimHui, 328
nevanw, 7,271
miThMa, 194
TUICHUYUTHUCH, 328
mwroau, 33

mioan, 143
TMOBCTAIILEMB, 128
morubae, 198
noxydanicts, 328
THOKasHbE, 115
monoui, 258
rnocrark, 350
notpedk, 127
moxosanu, 99
MOXOPOHMIIH, 99
nosicaui, 114
npaBauBo, 148
npa3HUKyBary, 128

npemHoro, 164
npecnasuuii, 190, 358
nperi, 328
mperinb, 328
npubivHuK, 350
npuBuIs, 350
MPUBUJIOK, 350
npuBiys, 350
npurapsa, 268
npuaBopenb, 350
npumipom, 11
npuHany, 271
npuxopommit, 269
npuuine, 350
npuai, 350
MPUYIIoK, 351
npusTens, 128
mpocaraps, 328
nposiea, 329, 350
nmycroHs, 194
nyma, 148
mrouiit, 150

pasar, 329
parye, 127
peue, 115, 194
pusy, 11
ponuuka, 149
poctsb, 15

camapary, 329
cBstHi, 11
cubHIlma, 370
CuoHi, 15
CuoHchkHi, 11
CHOBUJATH, 263
cokotuTH, 324, 329
COKOTUTUMY, 324
crmaceHse, 7
criacinbHs, 7
CIIKEeBU, 329
crikeBui, 329
CIIoJIOMb, 127
CTaTKOM®b, 128
ctanrazosaritu, 329
cuisenui, 149

TBaps, 329
TBapsm, 11
TBOPHTS, 198, 258
TeMpPUTHUCH, 351
TempsiBa, 194, 254
Tumy, 330

tornmi, 271, 319
TOTO, 146

y6iid, 330
yoiitauk, 330
yB, 115
ynosae, 7
(dpacynek, 330

XJIOTaK®b, 149
xopoba, 149

uapcro, 74-76, 114, 149

uapto, 370

gepes, 98, 287
yepnanio, 150
4yoBeH, 149, 306

JomoBiK, 127, 143, 198, 271

mabnépanuid, 351
mapanbya, 114
mrTpons, 330
mupui, 128

Roman script
Abraham, 47, 183
Abrajam, 183
Adam, 234
aktjer, 348
alkannje, 303
apel’, 316, 320
Aron’, 234

babuvaty, 218
baby, 106
badjat’, 103
bacyvo, 220
bahac ko, 205
bahactvo, 303
bahatyj, 99, 205
bahatyr, 99
bajduzist’, 342
balacka, 371
balakaty, 366
balakun, 371
barytysja, 164
batecko, 105
baten ko, 105, 366

bat’ko, 78, 105, 165, 348

bazikaty, 366

bedra, 119

benket, 163, 171, 248
bezvidnyj, 167
bezzakonije, 20
bezzakonnja, 26
bezzakonnje, 26, 200
bidolasnyj, 160

Bih, 316



Indices

bilaja, 304
bilja, 29
bisenstvo, 306
bizjat’-utekajut’, 262
blaha, 6, 272
blahaja, 20, 30
blahannja, 24
blaho, 6, 24
blahodat’, 151
blahodatni, 13
blahodijstvo, 29
blahosloven, 162, 213
blahoslovennja, 12, 24
blahosloven'nje, 162
blahoslovenje, 318
blahyj, 24, 94, 189
blazen’, 87, 88
blaznyty, 87, 88
blaZen, 31, 130, 131
blaZen”, 27, 33, 131
blazenni, 80, 81
blazennyj, 24, 84,
87, 199
bludnyci, 72
bodjaky, 219
Bohom, 25
bohomillja, 165
bolest’, 100, 151
bolézn’, 136
bovvan, 247
brama, 247, 294
bramy, 197, 201
branka, 262
brasno, 163
bratiky, 9
bratuxa, 366
bratymu, 210
brexnesvidkuj, 72
brona, 294
brotel’, 351
budivlja, 216
budovano, 122
Burhundija, 364
Burkhundija, 364
busurmens 'kyj, 165
buty, 209-211

car, 9, 71, 326, 366
carstvamy, 264
carstvo, 366

cej, 186, 207, 244, 304
cerkvu, 122

cmulyty, 308

cyc’ky, 71

cymbaly, 10

cynamon”, 215

¢ambul, 188, 262
Cari, 295
cary, 295
Celjad’, 171, 218
Celjadija, 218
Celovek”, 130
Celovéku, 27
Cerevyka, 112
Cerez, 98,99, 111,
147, 246
Cernec’-lukavec’, 352
Certohy, 24
Cervonijsyj, 346
Cestyvost, 302
Colovek, 111
¢olovik, 199
¢olovik”, 27, 227
colovikovbyvec’, 72
¢om, 219
Cudesa, 101
Culiste, 110
¢van’ko, 8
¢vannyj, 8
Cynite, 104
Cystijsyj, 346
dali, 161
darovaty, 130
datok”, 130
davaty, 35
Dazboh, 326
derevo, 96, 199, 272
deriv, 302
desnyca, 30
desnycja, 163
detyna, 316
dijament, 243
dilajuci, 200
dobro, 6
dobroditel’, 305, 367
dobrovonnje, 10
dokolé, 6
dokoli, 6, 20
dolen’ka, 160
dolhoterpelyvyj, 20
domovyna, 165
dorohyi, 10
dosih, 295
dosjah”, 295
doskuljaty, 8
dovh, 371
dovhoterpelyvyj, 20
dozu, 295

drevo, 20, 24, 29, 96,
179, 199, 272, 299

druzjaka, 366

dubravyna, 217

dubrovyna, 217

duka, 217

dufaje, 94

durosvit, 366

dusehubec’, 72

dusohubstvo, 349, 353

dvijéi, 346

dvijcy, 346

dvorjanyn, 218, 310

dytyna, 316

dyvno-¢udno, 352

dyxannje, 303, 349

dzerelo, 349

Ermonskyi, 10
esy, 30

Evfrat, 233
exydnyj, 260
exydstvo, 260
exydztvo, 305

farysej, 84, 85, 87
fikha, 268

fit", 84
fit"fit'katy, 84

fol guvaty, 302
forbje, 85
fortuna, 293, 367
fortupljas, 86
furazka, 85
fyhovyna, 269
fylja, 243, 303
fylystiji, 184
fylystymeci, 183
fylystymljany, 183

Galilei, 143

hadaje, 130
haduje, 130
Halija, 364
haly¢ans$Cyna, 48
Hamljet”, 316
hamor, 112
harjucyj, 26
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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hillja, 25n4

hlaholaty, 87, 101, 121,
151, 196, 216

hlaholjucyj, 97

hlas”, 29

Hloster, 364

hlum, 92

hlynysce, 106

ho, 110, 130, 323

hod, 171, 204

hodyni, 304

holodneca, 106

homonity, 172

honjytel’, 29

hordota, 344

Horijenko, 202

horjacka, 112

hornycja, 366

horod, 20, 87, 217

hospoda, 78, 86, 216,
267,366

Hospoden’, 33

hospodnjaja, 113

hosudarstvo, 349

hovirka, 112

hovoryty, 24, 120, 216

hovorytymes, 210

hreduscij, 146, 151

hrib, 197

hrjaduscyj, 97, 213, 305

hrjany¢nyj, 345

hromadjans kyj, 178

hrono, 269

hrosi, 35

hrosyj, 372

hrudix, 264, 269, 346

hrudix”, 169

hulycja, 232, 268, 303, 336

hvaryv, 117

Hyjob, 5nl, 254, 255, 258

hynuty-pohybaty, 25

id, 118, 160, 187, 205,
206, 302
idol, 247
iljuzija, 334
losyp, 234
isty-pozyraty, 25
istynno, 78, 87
istyno, 78, 87
iudej, 71
iudejskij, 71
Izrail’, 94

izvidsi, 103

jaduscyj-pyjuscyj, 160

Jakho, 301

Jafet, 235, 243

jasuvaty, 23, 163, 293

jasnyty, 106

jasyr, 262

jasyty, 23, 106

jati, 209, 211

Jaxvet, 235

jazyk, 263, 296

jazyk”, 124, 132

jedinorodnyj, 111

jedynorodnyj, 96

jehypei, 183

Jehypta, 92

jehyptiji, 184

jehyptjany, 183, 184

Jerusalym, 10n2

jest’, 82,97

jesy, 71,97, 101, 147, 151,
160, 162, 209, 212,
237,245,304

Josyf, 234, 235

Josyp, 235

Judyna, 262

julycja, 232, 268

juxta, 294,

Jysus, 267, 267n8

kadylo, 213
karabel’, 303
karablyk, 303
katastrofa, 367
kaznacej, 164
kaze, 97

kelep, 351
k’ernyCyna, 146
khaleri, 301
Khalija, 364
khaljantnyj, 294
khal’ony, 301
Khloster, 364
khondol er, 301
khraty, 268
khrona, 268
khvaltom, 301
kis, 310
klangtymessja, 211
klanjaty, mes, sja, 211
Kljavdij, 315
klunja, 119, 121

kly¢uscoho, 118
klymatura, 333
kmet, 217
knjaz’, 122,217, 273,
366, 371
knyznyk, 84
kobylycja, 267
kodlo, 121, 366
komonnyk, 218, 273
konspyracija, 367
korablyk”, 303
korali, 267
korenja, 92
korol’, 326, 366
koroleva, 351, 368
korolevstvo, 366
korolycja, 351, 368
koryca, 215
korycja, 215
kostoida, 294
kotoryj, 126
kotryj, 9, 81, 148, 200,
209, 304
koxve, 85
kozak, 310, 366
kozdyj, 136
krad'koma, 164
kralev, 323
kramnycja, 267
krasceje, 365
Krestytel’, 119
krivavyj, 302, 316, 345
krovy, 111
krynycja, 146, 199
kryvo, 72
kryzi, 248
kurvy, 71
kusok, 90
kuzyn, 351
kyjanci, 183
kyjany, 183

lampa, 214, 215
lampada, 215
lazjuscyj, 213
ledacyi, 24
letjucyj, 272
levéuk, 23, 171
levéuk”, 137
levenja, 23, 171
levyk, 23

lizko, 99, 248, 267
ljampa, 214, 215, 336



Indices

ljuboCyns tvovat’, 78, 86

ljubodéjstvovat’, 86

ljubyj, 92

ljude, 6, 24, 105, 184, 199,
218, 246, 263, 364

ljudej, 105, 111

ljudix”, 165

ljud'my, 100, 224

ljudohubec’, 72

ljudskyi, 24

ljut”, 131

ljutyj, 131, 135

locmanyxa, 358

lono, 99, 101

los, 142

lukavyj, 260

lycar’, 217

lyce, 29, 31, 258, 305

lycjari, 217

lyk, 305

lynuty, 25

lyska, 16

lys‘tje, 34

lyxodij, 72

lyxosliv’je, 344

lyxva, 16, 25, 35, 130, 137

lyxvov’, 130

lyxvov”, 130

majdan, 164
majdani, 166
makhnyfyka, 301
mara, 353
masly¢nyj, 179
maslyna, 179
Matvij, 58
maty-mes, 160
maxaje, 347, 353
mennja, 164, 364
mersi, 161
mersij, 161
meskaje, 137
meskajucij, 137
mid, 197, 204
mini, 29, 165, 186, 205,
237,303
mirkuvaty, 199
mja, 110, 130
Mojsej, 94
molodycja, 106, 219
molys, sja, 93
molyssja, 93, 186
molyssja, 93

monarx, 366

mord”, 318

moskovscyna, 107

motorno, 353

movby, 136

movcky, 262

movljaty, 25

movyty, 120

mu, 137,210, 323, 324

muky, 24

mury, 24

Musij, 47, 94, 233

muzcyna, 371

muzes 'kyj, 205

muz kyj, 205

muzs 'kyj, 205

myni, 186, 303, 323,
346, 347

myzernyj, 260

mzda, 16

nadezna, 306
nadoluzyty, 189

naj, 112, 113, 137
najbil 'Sov”, 317
najdorohsyj, 365
najmycka, 8

najmyt, 8

namet, 171, 178, 179, 218
nanjaty, 9

nan 'mycka, 9
nan’myt, 9

narid, 113, 197, 204
narod, 79, 197, 243, 145
narodu, 92

naroda, 92

narody, 104
narodnjaja, 24
naruha, 92

nasinnja, 246, 357
nasinnje, 207, 208, 246
naslédets, 84
nas’lid’dje, 263, 272
naslidjat’, 84
naslidovaty, 84
naxyl nist’, 189
nebesax”, 21, 137
nebesax, 200
nebesy, 9

nebo, 87

neboha, 8

necestyvi, 199
necestyvyi, 31

nedijnis’t’, 344
neduha, 100
Neho, 80, 94, 97
neho, 111, 119, 121,
145, 151
neju, 300
nemovljatocko, 105
neobasnyj, 160
neporocen”, 16
nepotrebnyci, 72
nev, 323
nevesta, 111
nevmiraky, 267
nevsypuclyj, 245
nevsypuscyj, 245
nimes$¢yna, 107
norvec 'Kyj, 323
norvedzkyj, 323
Norveg, 302
Norvega, 335
Norvegcyk”, 316
norveh, 345
noven ke, 366
novonastannju, 72
nozi, 267
nuzdocka, 8, 13
nyn’ki, 318, 351
nyskom, 25

obereha, 59n1

obid, 171

obikradenyj, 20

’biznanyj, 160

oblyc¢cja, 26, 208

oblyk, 172

obmanjuje, 136

obrjascete, 101

obuv’ja, 89, 112, 219

obuvje, 112, 219

obvynuvatar, 107

ocax, 212

occe, 241

occja, 239, 241

oéiju, 212, 264

oéix, 346

o¢ix”, 165, 169

ocortity, 294

ocyj, 372

ocyx”, 29

’d, 243, 264, 309

od, 78, 80, 91, 97-99, 111,
119, 141, 145, 147,
165, 244, 302, 365
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od”, 29, 346 pecatanne, 207 porxvyru, 84

Odam, 234 pecatatymu, 210 posazene, 29
’dcurajsja, 309 pekel'nyj, 88n10 poslavsyj, 97, 146
’ddaty, 160 pekol'nyj, 88n10 posluhac, 218

odeza, 121 pel’ka, 197, 260, 261 posmisesce, 167
oditny, 80 penjatymes, 306 pos ‘misysce, 167
odjahnyt’, 104 pered, 25, 110, 117, 212, posmixovysce, 167
odno, 104 264, 300 posol’stvo, 326
’dnoho, 104 peredo, 25, 204, 243, 300 pospisnost’, 333, 336

odpovid’, 42, 346
odrecessja, 93
odrid’dje, 272
okradenyj, 20
okrome, 219

oliva, 179

oltar’, 87

olyva, 179

omety, 10

opec ky, 308

Oron, 233, 234
orudarstvo, 107
oruznyj, 353
oryginal, 316
osavuli, 82

oselja, 25, 107
osuda, 59n1
osSukannje, 309
otamannja, 208, 294
otamany, 248, 262
Otec’, 78, 87
otrod’je, 365
ottakol ki, 352
ovodi, 197, 200
ovosé, 121, 200
Ovram, 47, 233, 234
ovSem”, 318
ozbrojnyj, 353
oz’de, 301
oznajmujusyj, 317, 320

pakybytiy, 72
paljucyj, 26
panekhyryk, 301
pane-prynce, 352
pani, 8

panna, 262
pan’skyj, 8
panstvo, 349
parus, 306

pasty, 105, 357
paterycja, 339
partreta, 348
pasija, 351
pecal’, 8,29, 131, 264

perepolyrovuvatymu, 210
perestup, 309
peretopyv, 182
perevaze, 82
perevazyt’, 82
persisnov, 323
pidmoha, 25
pido, 25, 80
pidojsly, 80
pidpora, 25
pidsonni, 337
pidsonnju, 337
pijaty, 317
pijsov, 92

pip, 71

pit'ma, 112, 195
placusca, 111
pleskaty, 308
plid, 23

plidne, 272
plod”, 29, 33, 121
plodjus¢i, 97
plodove, 29
plodovyte, 272
plut, 306
plutovstvo, 306
poceznuty, 168, 199
podilyne, 363
podruzzja, 160
podyvyssja, 145, 168
pohodoju, 317
pojasnyci, 107, 121
pokazite, 104
poklykujucyj, 97
polapky, 260, 261
Pol’onij, 316
polova, 119, 201
pol’S¢yzna, 48
pomersyj, 200
ponapovaty, 105
poperek, 248
popereky, 107
popoisty, 219
porohy, 247
porvaty, 137

postat’, 353
postel’, 131, 136
postoly, 339
postyvo, 345
posylano, 348
potala, 217, 261
potuha, 23, 172, 318
potuha-syla, 25
potuhi, 316
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