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

As I amassed material about Kuliš and his language, it became 
apparent how little we know about him as a normalizer and a synthesizer 
of different traditions and styles in literary Ukrainian. My research 
persuaded me that his role in the formation of a new literary language 
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teenth century, and a man commonly viewed as the founder of modern 
literary Ukrainian. While Kuliš’s contribution to the development of 
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different places in Ukraine and beyond. Working at the libraries of 
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graphs are preserved, was more pleasure than business. 
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Introduction

Writing a Linguistic Biography of a Ukrainian Maverick

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

���������
�
���
�
�
�����
��	�����
����
�������������
�
��q'����;�{}|���{���
His emphasis on the development of a separate Ukrainian high culture, 
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along with his support for the idea of political union with Russia, was 
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novel, Mixail ����������, ili Malorossija vosem´desjat let nazad (Mixail 
�����j����, or Little Russia Eighty Years Ago, 1843), was written in 
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nalist, as well as an innovative normalizer of written Ukrainian. Remaining 
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myth of the Cossack past of Ukraine, expressed admiration for the Russian 
tsar Peter I and tsarina Catherine II, and made some humiliating remarks 
about the national bard and prophet Taras ���/���� in his three-volume 
historiographic work, entitled Istorija vossoedinenija Rusi (The History 
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and independence for Poland. Yet as early as 1882 he authored a 
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reconciliatory pamphlet appealing to Ukrainian-Polish understanding, 
Kra�anka rusynam i poljakam na Velykden´ 1882 roku (An Easter Egg for 
the Rusyns and the Poles for Easter 1882), that appeared in Lviv. In the 
same year, Kuliš even submitted his renunciation of Russian citizenship 
in order to remain in Austria-Hungary and found a printing house; 
however, government policies there changed his mind and he withdrew 
his renunciation. As a result, in April 1891, the writer was issued a new 
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Disillusioned with the populist movement in Austria-Hungary, Kuliš 
returned in 1882 to Russian-ruled Ukraine, where he lost no time in severing 
his relationships with organized Ukrainian community life. No Ukrainian 
intellectuals of Kuliš’s time turned to Islam for answers to Ukrainian 
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������������
��
������
������������
������
���������������������
�

�� ���
�� ������
� ��;��� ���
��� ������ ��� !�
����� 
������� ���� ���
������
“Mahomet i Xadyza” q=������������̀ ����;����{||����>����"���


������
his farmstead (xutir) Motronivka, Kuliš worked on translations of the Bible 
and the works of William Shakespeare, George Gordon Byron, Wolfgang 
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Even after his death, he remained an important force for national cultural 
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the end, recognized his unique legacy in literature and language.
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published a pioneering book about the life and times of Kuliš. This 
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plete, since it was retold in its principle phases without the detail to be 
expected in a full biography. In fact, the author could hardly produce a 
voluminous work because access to most of the archival material neces-
sary for a study of such a caliber was proscribed at that time. Despite 
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the life and times of Kuliš but also to put him in the wider context of 
Ukrainian intellectual history and of the dilemmas of national culture 
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only serious study of Kuliš and his role in the Ukrainian national revival 
available in the West.

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

���
�����
�
������
����������!���

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

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

It should be noted that in almost all of the works investigating the 
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translations of the Bible are consistently compared with other biblical 
translations into modern Ukrainian. Although a full study of Kuliš’s 
language, premised on a comprehensive analysis of both his original works 
and translations in the context of the formation of literary Ukrainian in the 
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proposed some models for future research that were partly implemented 
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following in the footsteps of Shevelov, two linguists, Muromceva and 
Muromcev, wrote a comprehensive article on Kuliš as an “innovator” and 
“creator of the Ukrainian literary language.” Having criticized a hackneyed 
treatment of Kuliš as an extreme archaizer of the Ukrainian language, 
the authors emphasized the twofold nature of his normalization efforts. 
On the one hand, Kuliš was deeply interested in the history of Ukrainian, 
especially in those periods that antedated the appearance of Ivan 
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epigones. On the other hand, Kuliš constantly experimented with 
Ukrainian dialectal and vernacular elements. All in all, according to 
Muromceva and Muromcev (1995, 13), Kuliš saw the future of Ukrainian 
in synthesizing the older literary tradition(s) with the vernacular-based 
one, whence the introduction of Church Slavonic, bookish, and loan 
forms into his vernacular standard.

Muromceva and Muromcev (1995, 16) came to the conclusion that 
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through “the introduction of a large amount of abstract words and the 
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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’ 
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in the new literary standard of Ukrainian. Kuliš’s main source of inspira-
tion was arguably folklore, although he also employed Church Slavonic 
forms, whose number constantly increased in his literary works. Yet the 
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(ibid.) pointed out, one of the biggest achievements of this writer, who 
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work of Muromceva and Muromcev, who discussed the Europeanizing 
trend in Kuliš’s language and especially in his translations, Kuliš’s rendi-
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Ukrainian was his historical novel ����� rada (The Black Council, 
1857), inasmuch as Kuliš succeeded in introducing lexical elements 
capable of creating a true historical coloring into written Ukrainian.

In contrast, a negative opinion of Kuliš’s translations, including of 
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the language of the writer in the context of the vicissitudes of literary 
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Ukrainian in Galicia. Unabashedly, the author argued that the phonetic, 
morphological, derivational, lexical, and syntactic features of Kuliš’s trans-
lations vulgarized the lofty language of Shakespeare (ibid., 122). According 
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“negative aesthetics”; this is why neither Church Slavonicisms, nor 
Ukrainianized Slavonic forms together with coined forms, could enrich the 
nominative resources of the “Galician-Rusian language” (ibid.). Moreover, 
Kuliš was blamed for developing a peculiar “language doctrine” that could 
hardly appeal to Galician Ukrainians. A synthesis of Old Rusian with 
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be in dissonance with the period of “Europeanization of Ukrainian transla-
tions” in Austria-Hungary. This is why Kuliš’s translations ostensibly 
looked obsolete the very moment they went to press (ibid., 123).
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clearly at odds with the opinion formulated by the Kharkiv-based linguists 
Muromceva and Murovcev. Natives of Sloboda Ukraine, they extolled, 
for their part, the role of Kuliš in preserving the old tradition of literary 
Ukrainian through the re-introduction of bookish and especially Church 
Slavonic forms. As I argued elsewhere (Danylenko 2008b), the mix of 
such forms may well have been quite natural in the speech of Dnieper 
Ukrainians. In fact, a century ago the transition from the Meletian version 
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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-
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forms by Taras ���/���� (Shevelov 1966, 43). Kuliš used them perhaps 
on an even greater scale, since he was prepared to view some Russian 
borrowings as Slavonic proper, thus belonging to the high-style stock of 
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2010). Needless to say, such a synthesis of Slavonic and vernacular 
elements could hardly satisfy the Galician populists in the second part of 
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the linguistic paradigm maintained in today’s Ukraine.

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

In the nineteenth century, the representatives of the two parts of 
Ukraine were unanimous in acknowledging the importance of transla-
tions for the formation of new literary Ukrainian and the creation of a new 
literary tradition capable of introducing differentiation and new vitality. 
According to Grabowicz (1992, 234), the period from the early 1860s to 
the early 1890s, taken as a whole, contained a literature that was neither 
fully provincial nor yet fully national, whence the use of Russian in some 
���
��"�� ��������� ��� $������� �������� ��� ��� #������ q��"��� ����;� �����
��������/�� ���� ��
���� q��"��� !���� �������� ��� #�
����� q�	������ `�
�j�
	�
������
��
����������������
��	����������

<O��"���
�
������������
����
�
language, one had to make it not only variegated dialectally (the hori-
zontal dimension) but also historically (the vertical dimension). His 
ambitious language program was premised on the positivist model that 
was perceived by the romanticists in Dnieper Ukraine and the younger 
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geration to say that, in this respect, Kuliš was ahead of many of his 
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values, the world, and attitudes of learning and Enlightenment. All this 
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they Russian or European, as well as the range of his translations from the 
Bible to Shakespeare, and his fundamental concern for a rational and 
structured, not metaphysical and nativist, vision of Ukrainian culture, 
especially in his later views (Grabowicz 1992, 237; Danylenko 2009b, 
��{�	��{�~�{���

In a sense, the transcendental values of the Bible and Shakespeare 
became exemplary in the language program of Kuliš, with the Bible being 
a source of the biblical high style and Shakespeare a source of the secular 
high style. In the eyes of Kuliš, the universalism of these works was likely 
to reveal their twofold nature. They could not only enlighten his compa-
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faithfully rendering the intricacies of reasoning and feeling in Ukrainian. 
Using such a literary language as a learning tool, the Ukrainians would be 
able to appropriate elements of universal culture and literature through 
translations of classical works. According to Kuliš and his advocates, 
such translations were ultimately destined to become an integral part of 
Ukrainian culture. And indeed, they are still of paramount importance 
today when, as in Kuliš’s time, it is necessary to demonstrate the identity 
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This is why Kuliš’s translations are not analyzed in this book from 
the point of view of their faithfulness or aesthetic quality. The book 
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nineteenth century. These products are of particular importance since, 
back in Kuliš’s time, they would delineate the functional range of both 
biblical and secular varieties of the high style in new literary Ukrainian. 
In other words, questions of textual reliability and faithfulness, in partic-
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book is placed, instead, on the systematic description of language forms 
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This book may be viewed as a linguistic biography of Kuliš only in 
part. It is also concerned with a comparative study of a wide array of other 
Ukrainian authors who were engaged in translating the Bible and 
Shakespeare. Since this book deals primarily with the internal history of 



xixIntroduction

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

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

A special comment is due here about the terminological challenges 
faced by those who are interested in the history of literary Ukrainian. The 
history of literary languages, the Ukrainian language among them, is not 
a new discipline. Its study usually focuses on the written language in 
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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

a written language utilized in only a limited number of functional domains, 
particularly in Dnieper Ukraine. This is why, even for the written language 
used in Russian-ruled Ukraine, which theoretically was the standard 
language of the entire country, the designation of “standardized language” 
can be made only with great reservation. There was a certain norm of 
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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 
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Additionally, a terminological distinction between “Rusian” and 
“Ruthenian” is maintained throughout this book. The Latin-based term 
“Ruthenian” is reserved for both the rus´kyj jazyk��(Rusian language) and 
the prostaja mova (plain language) employed in the Grand Duchy of 
Lithuania and, later, in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth from the 
fourteenth through the seventeenth centuries (Danylenko 2006a). Leaving 
aside discussion of these terms in the context of the linguistic and cultural 
patrimony of pre-modern Ukrainian and Belarusian peoples, I will resort 
to the term prostaja mova in order to refer to the vernacular standard that 
antedated the appearance of a new vernacular-based literary language in 
the early nineteenth century in Dnieper Ukraine and, though with some 
reservations, in Austrian-ruled Ukraine (Danylenko 2008a, 2008b). Using 
this term will allow me to emphasize the genetic continuity of the vernac-
�
������"� 
�������� ���
� �	������� ��� 
��� prostaja mova and later fully 
developed in new literary Ukrainian as early as the eighteenth century 
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For the nineteenth century, the learned form “Ruthenian” is used in 
those contexts which deal with results of regional language mixing 
(commonly labeled ����!���), including bookish elements extant from the 
Middle Ukrainian period, as used in Galicia, Transcarpathia, and 
Bukovyna. In these lands in the early eighteenth century, the Greek 
Catholic clergy who found themselves the only defenders of a separate 
Ruthenian regional identity advanced the idea of one literary language, 
based on Church Slavonic, though with a wide range of admixtures 
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cial name of the Ukrainian language in Austria-Hungary was “Ruthenian” 
(Gr. Ruthenisch). One implication of the name “Ruthenian” was a certain 
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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 
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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, 
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lished the tradition of viewing the Little Russians and the Great Russians 
as brothers who together constitute a family. Only later did Muscovite 
Rus´, rooted in its dynastic and patrimonial way of thinking, accept such 
a vision of unity q�	������}�~�}{�����������	������
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in the opposition of Great Russian and Little Russian as describing, in 
particular, the socio-linguistic distribution of the Russian and Ukrainian 
languages as used in the Russian Empire.

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

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

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