Clerics and Laymen in the History of
Modern Standard Ukrainian

Michael Moser

Two Questionable Elements of the Master Narrative

Virtually all extant textbooks on the history of the Ukrainian language have forged
a master narrative suggesting that up to the 1860s' the building of the Modern
Standard Ukrainian language (henceforth MSU) on the basis of the vernacular was
a process that took place almost exclusively in the Russian Empire and in a secular
setting. Both of these suggestions should be questioned, as the following contextu-
alized discussion of four fragments of Ukrainian texts from the second half of the
1840s shall demonstrate.

Orthodox laymen in the Russian Empire in fact took a leading role in the build-
ing of MSU in both the secular and the religious sphere. Yet some clerics of the
Russian Orthodox Church also had a modest share in the religious context. In
Galicia Greek Catholic clerics virtually constituted the only Ruthenian intellectual
elite of the time, and quite a few of them, contrary to the master narrative, attempt-
ed to establish a Galician variety of MSU in the religious and secular spheres.
Finally, a handful of prominent lay intellectuals of Galicia also played a certain role
in the process of language building at the earliest stage of the Ruthenian national
movement.

' The chronological scope of this study covers the period from the publication of Ivan Kot-

ljarevs'kyj’s Eneida in 1798 up to the early 1860s, when the Populist movement began spreading
in Galician secular and clerical circles and, after the 1863 circular of the tsarist interior minister
Petr Valuev prohibited non-belletristic publications in Ukrainian in the Russian Empire, Galicia
became Ukraine’s acknowledged “Piedmont.” But I will concentrate here on the 1840s, one of
the crucial micro-periods in the history of Ukrainian in both the Russian and the Austrian Empire.
This was the time when Taras Sev&enko entered the scene and when the clandestine Cyrillo-
Methodian Brotherhood evolved and was uncovered. This was also the time when the Galician
Ruthenian national movement gradually became a mass movement, particularly during the Revo-
Iution of 1848—49. All of the texts analysed in this paper were written or published in the 1840s.
Personal names and bibliographic titles in this article are transliterated according to the Inter-
national Linguistic System.

Limited space does not allow me to discuss Transcarpathian or Bukovynian Ruthenian mat-
ters here. The Bukovynians joined the Galicians in their efforts only in the last decades of the
nineteenth century, while the Transcarpathians stayed apart until the interwar period.
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The Secular Canon of the History of the Ukrainian
Language in the Russian Empire

According to the master narrative, the formation of MSU was initiated in 1798,
when the first three parts of Ivan Kotljarevs'kyj’s Enejida, a burlesque travesty of
the Aeneid, were published. Although Kotljarevs'kyj had studied at the Poltava
Theological Seminary from 1780 to 1789—this experience surfaces in the language
of his work, especially in the students’ jargon—he was above all a secular person:
Born into the family of a chancery scribe in 1769, he worked as a tutor at rural
gentry estates while writing Enejida, took an active part in the military defence
against Napoleon Bonaparte’s troops in 1812, and was a director of several civic
philanthropic agencies (see Petrenko 1989).

Hryhorij Kvitka-Osnov’janenko, the next important protagonist of the master
narrative, entered the Kuriazh Monastery at the age of twenty-three but soon return-
ed to secular life. Kvitka, who descended from a family of the Cossack elite (star-
shyna) and was highly engaged in several philanthropic and cultural organizations,
worked above all as a loyal official of the Russian imperial government in Kharkiv.
His Ukrainian works typically have a secular village setting. As with Kotlja-
revs'kyj, the described milieu of Kvitka’s works is perfectly reflected in his lan-
guage, which is firmly based on the peasant vernacular. In Kotljarevs'kyj’s case it
was the language of the Poltava region, while in Kvitka’s it was the language of
Slobidska Ukraine (see Koshelivets 1989).

Taras Sevéenko, whose oeuvre was beyond doubt a true milestone in the history
of MSU, was born into a serf family in Right-Bank Ukraine. He learned to read and
write from a church precentor, and during his childhood he occasionally read from
the Bible at funerals instead of the precentor. Consequently Sevéenko was intensely
exposed to the Church Slavonic language. He was delivered from serfdom in 1838
thanks to his outstanding talent as a painter, and in the following years he estab-
lished his fame as a writer, also mostly in a secular setting (Antokhii et al 2004). In
Sevéenko’s later works religious motifs play an increasingly significant role; this is
also reflected in the linguistic make-up of his poems, with their increasing amount
of Church Slavonic elements. Sevéenko also wrote an adaption of the Psalms, and
in his small primer of 1861 some fragments of the Psalms play a leading role, in
accordance with century-old methods of alphabetization in the Orthodox world (on
Sevéenko’s language, see Moser 2008b).

Mykola Kostomarov, another prominent member of the Cyrillo-Methodian
Brotherhood, was the premarital son of a Russian owner of a large estate in
Voronezh Gubernia and his former Ukrainian female serf. According to the laws of
the Russian Empire, he was thus a serf until his father’s early death. Kostomarov
led the life of a secular intellectual, and he earned his reputation above all as a
historian—for some time he was a renowned professor of Russian history in St.
Petersburg—but also as a writer and journalist. Kostomarov authored the pro-
grammatic texts of the Cyrillo-Methodian Brotherhood, in particular the so-called
Books of the Genesis of the Ukrainian People. Whereas he wrote most of his
theoretical and political studies in Russian, he composed this work, which dates
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from late 1845 and early 1846 but was not published until the twentieth century, in
Ukrainian. Here is a transcription of the first few lines of the handwritten text:’

Borb coTBoprBb cBLTH HEOO U 3eMIIIO U 3eMITIO0 HACENUBD BCIKUMH TBapsSMH H
0CTaBMBH Hamb ycéio' TBapbio Lapemb uonoBbka M Kasah oMy Bwmberh
TUTOJIUTHCS. 1 MHOXKUTBCS, M TOCTAaHOBUBB, 00 poab doioBbueckkiit moxbiuscs
Ha KorbHa ¥ Hape# IIIeMeH4, U He65 KakIoMy® KOIBHOBU U IUIeMeHY® s Hio-Ha
JIapOBaBb 3eMiHO KpauHy XUTH H—HOBEAIBb WO00b Kaxae KoabHO M miemMeHo
nrykano bora, KOTpelli OTh ka¥Ae 4oioBbKa HeAaneko, U MOKIOHINCH Obl EMy
Bch srou 1 110661 BbpoBanu Bs Ero u mrodunu Ero u Oynu 65 ycll cuacTiinsi.

Ane poap vonorbueckiii 3a0yBb bora u Bebmu mpenaBcs MiaBONy, U KaKIe
ieMeHd BeIMBICTINO'Y coGb HOBBIXH GOrOBL'' M CTanu ToaM GHTHCS 33 CBOMXD
GoroBb, M Iouana'’ 3emis TONMBATHCS KpOBilo M ycebsarhcs koctamm u
3apaHepato—Hax3emsteto BoBchbMb cBbTh cramuck rope u 6baHocts u xop06a13
HECYacThsl U HE3roAa.

W Takp mokapaBb MXb CIpaBeAIuBHIM ['OCHOns Hcmepury MoTonoMb, MOTOMbB
BOMHAMHM, IOTOMB HEBOJICIO.

Boenuns ects bors UCTUHHBIN, 1 €UHD LAph HaTb POLOMD yonoBbueckums, a
nmoze Kb nopobmim cods MHOro 60rdBH, TO MOPOOHIH 36 TUMS |...]| (Kostomarov
1845-6, 252)."

> The facsimile fragment was published in the three-volume edition of documents pertaining to

the trial of the members of the Cyrillo-Methodian Brotherhood (Kostomarov 184546, 252): The
entire text is published there in a version largely adapted to MSU.

* The diacritic sign covers both “e” and “rp”. This might have been Kostomarov’s way of
rendering MSU yciero.

> The word is written above crossed out “xaBb.”

®  The letters “omy” are written above an unreadable letter, which should read “e”. Kostomarov
apparently wanted to write: “[...] mo0b kaxe korbHO ¥ TuIeMs xuio Ha [...].”

7" The “u” of the ending has to be reconstructed. Kostomarov wanted to replace “xoxbno u”
with “xorbHoBH 1", but instead of “Bu” one finds a sign similar to “B” only, written above “0”.
Cf. the footnote above.

8 The letters “eny” replace unreadable “s”, the “a” is written across “s1.”

The letter “b” is written above another letter, probably “n.”

The word is written above crossed out “ropo6uno.”

Above the line some words are added in smaller script. Without the original text I cannot
decipher them.

"2 The word is written above crossed out “crana.”

B The word “xopo6a” was added later above the line.

4" Kostomarov’s text is also extant in a handwritten copy made by Mykola Hulak, another
prominent member of the Cyrillo-Methodian Brotherhood. The tsarist police found the manu-
script among Hulak’s materials. The facsimile fragment was published in Kostomarov 1845—46a,
153: The text there is based on an orthography largely adapted to MSU. The transcription of that
facsimile reads: “3akons Boxiii. / mepenucano KoctomMapoBbiMb HaiineHo Bb Oymaraxs [yiaka.
1. bors co3naBb cBbTH, HEOO M 3eMITIO M HACEIHBD YCAKMMH TBAPSMHU, H MOCTABUBD HAb YCCIO
TBAapbIO Hapemb—40JI0BbKa U Ka3aBb €My IUIOJUTHCS M MHOKHTHCS M IIOCTaHOBUBB, II00B POIb
yonoBbuechkiit nogbnauBes Ha *korbHa n* ieMena, u Ko>kHOMY KoibHOBD u miemeHy mapoBaBb
Kpail *KuTH, 100b KOXKHE KOmbHO M KOXHE IuleMeHO urykano bora, korpelii ofp donmosbka

9
10
11



44 Michael Moser

All edited versions of Kostomarov’s texts reveal deviations from the original
text beyond the orthographic level.”” What can be noticed immediately is that
Kostomarov’s orthography is still far from MSU inasmuch as it follows, above all,
the so-called Maksymovycivka, the “learned” Ukrainian etymological orthography
of the time as developed by the Ukrainian historian Myxajlo Maksymovy¢. This
includes the spellings omv'®, daposaew instead of dapysasv'’, cuacmausi instead
of wacnusi, but is counterbalanced by the spellings ycii or 35 mums. A closer look
reveals some more inconsistencies, such as the spelling vorogmuecsxii along with
401081 UeCKill, Y0108 YecKUMb; 100U along with nrode; ecre along with ycii (both
referring to sir0du/e); and so on. Some of these features might have been removed if
the work had been prepared for publication, yet inconsistent forms such as these are
quite typical of many printed Ukrainian texts of the time.

Apart from that, we find some other forms deviating from MSU, e.g., kasxcoe
instead of xoorcne; naemeno and naemeny (dat. sg.) instead of nzem’s and [...]
nnemeni; 6v Eeco instead of 6v» Hwoeco; and xopoba instead of xeopoba. Some
deviations might result from the conservative orthography and some inconsisten-
cies with regard to diacritics: cf. yaps instead of yapw; 6rooHOCcmb, nomomws,
sotinamu instead of 6re0n6cmob, nomoms, eotinamu; or unspecific emy, Eco, which
could be interpreted as jeho, jemu, but perhaps also as joho, jomu. The spelling of
the preposition in oscrmb cermm is seemingly archaic,' but 6o was apparently
used in some conservative orthographic systems for rendering the preposition with
a syllabic value, that is MSU y.

Hesaneko, u nmoknansuuch 061 Emy Bch moau u BbpoBanu Bb Ero, u mobumu 65 Ero, u Oynu 65
ycb cuactiusil.

2. Ane poxs vosnopbuiit 3a0yeb Bora u oTnascs giaBoiny, M KOXKHE IUIEMEHO BBIMBICTHIIO cO0b

00rdBb, Bb KOXKHOMY IUIEMEHY Hapoibl IOBBIIyMyBainHu co0b GOroeb, W CTaiM 3a THXH OOrOBbH
OUTHCSI, U ITOYalIa 3eMJIs HOJIMBATHCS KPOBEIO [...]” (Kostomarov 184546, 153).
"> This is the same text in the edited version: “[1.] Bor coTBOpHB CBIT, HEOO 1 3EMITIO, i 3EMITFO
HACEJIMB BCAKMMHU TBAPSIMHU, i IOCTABHUB HaJl YCEIO TBAp’10 LAPEM YOJIOBiKa, i Ka3aB HOMY IUIOAUTHCS
1 MHOXKHTBCS, 1 TOCTAHOBHB, 11100 PO YOJIOBIYECHKHUI MOAIINBCS Ha KOJIHA 1 IUIEMEeHa, 1 KoXK[Ho My
KOJIIHOBI 1 IJIeMeHy JapoBaB KpaiHy >KHUTH, 00 Kak/ie KOJIHO i IuieMeHo mrykaio [blora, korpuit
OT YOJIOBiKa HENAJICKO, 1 MOKIOHINCH OM oMy BCi JIIOAHM, 1 BipoBajH B HOro, i MoOWIHN #oro, i
Oyiu O yci 1aciuBi.

[2.] Ane pon wonosiuecbkuii 3a0yB [Blora i mpenascst AusABONY, i KOXKHE IUIEMEHO BHUMH-
cito cobi HoBHX OOTiB, 1 B Ka)XXIOMY IUIEMEHI HapoJ BUMHCIN[B] coOi HOBUX OOriB, 1 cTanu Toi
OHUTHCS 3a CBOiX OOTiB, 1 MOYaTa 3eMJIs TOJUBATHCS KPOBIIO 1 yciBaTHCSA KOCTSAMH, i BO BCIM CBITI
CTaJMCh rope i OiHOCTH 1 XOpoba, HeLaCTs 1 He3roa.

[3.] I tak mokapaB ix cmpaBemmuBuii [I]ocroap, icnepiry moTomnoM, HOTiM BOHHAMH, MOTIM
HEBOJICIO.

[4.] Bo enun ecth [B]or icTHHHMI 1 eAnH Lap HaJ POJOM YOJOBIUECHKUM, a JIIOJE SIK IOPO-
OmH co61 MHOTO O0TiB, TO opodwin 3 ThM 1 napi” (Kostomarov 184546, 251 and 253).

' In Hulak’s copy 00w occurs along with omw.

7" In Hulak’s copy -oea- occurs along with -ysa-.

'8 Here the vowel in the preposition is the regular outcome of the back jer in front of the next
syllable with original front jer (vo veséxs, West Slavic vo vbiéxwn); cf. also Russian 6o scex [...]
and Polish we wszystkich.
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Particularly striking is the abundance of Church Slavonic or archaic elements:
cf. Comeopuev," eounw, kposiio, poow, npedascs, wonosmuecwkiii.”® But even more
striking is the general tone of this political manifest, which ostentatiously leans on
the style of the Bible not only in the cited parts of the texts but also in those
passages where Ukrainian national matters and Ukrainian-Polish and Russian-
Ukrainian historical political relations are discussed.?' Although the text’s code was
Ukrainian and not Church Slavonic, Kostomarov apparently believed that the
political message about the Ukrainian nation could be best delivered to the com-
moners in a language that would remind them of the traditional language of the
church and its “eternal” religious messages. But Kostomarov did not invent this
sacralization of the nationalist discourse: it suffices to mention that “the title of the
work and its literary style, especially in the first half, are reminiscent of Adam
Mickiewicz’s Ksiggi narodu polskiego i pielgrzymstwa polskiego (Books of the
Polish People and of the Polish Pilgrimage)” (Zhukovsky 1989a).

Like that of his contemporaries, much of Kostomarov’s Ukrainian national con-
sciousness was based on his knowledge of early modern Ukrainian history, in
particular of the Cossack traditions. He carefully studied older Ukrainian texts as a
historian, but the language of his literary works primarily reflects the vernacular of
his time and the language of Ukrainian folk songs. Apart from the conservative
orthography, relics of older stages of written Ruthenian traditions do not play an
important role.

Much greater importance for the history of MSU can be ascribed to another
member of the Cyrillo-Methodian Brotherhood, whom at least non-Soviet scholars
have rightly included in the Ukrainian master narrative: Pantelejmon Kulis. He was
born into an impoverished Cossack-gentry family and worked as a writer, historian,
folklorist, translator, and for some time as a tsarist official in Russian-occupied
Poland. Along with his important orthographic contribution—the so-called Kul/isiv-
ka, an immediate predecessor of MSU orthography—Kaulis’s outstanding role as a

19
20
21

In Hulak’s copy another Church Slavonic word is used: coz0ags.

In Hulak’s copy the word appears along with wozogruiii.

Unfortunately these other fragments are at that point available to me only in versions with an
adapted orthography, and the adaption in fact reaches beyond orthography. Here are some fragments
of the more concrete nationalist part of the text: “[76] I ne mobuna Ykpaina Hi maps, Hi 1maHa, a
3KOMITOHOBaJIa 001 KO3aITBO, €ECTh TO iCTeE OPAaTCTBO, KyIH KOXHHM, MpUcTaroun, OyB OpaTom
Ipyrux — 4u OyB BiH IPEX TOrO IAHOM YU HEBOJIBHUKOM a0 XPHCTUSHHH, i OyJIM KO3aKH MDK
co0010 Bci piBHI, 1 CTApIIMHA BUOMPAIUCE Ha PaJii 1 HOBUHHI Oy CIIyrOBAaTH BCIM IIO CIIOBY XPHCT-
0BOMY, 1 ’KOIHOT MOMITH MAHCBKOI 1 TUTYJa He Oyno Mk ko3akamu‘* (Kostomarov 1845-46, 164),
“[89] Ane cxopo mobGaumna YkpaiHa, 10 MONajgach y HEBOJIO, 00 BOHAa MO CBOEH MPOCTOTI HE
mi3Haa, o TaMm OyB I[ap MOCKOBCHKHH, a I1ap MOCKOBCBHKHUI yce piBHO OYJI0, IO i7I0JT i My4YHTeIh”
(Kostomarov 1845-46, 164), “[96] A nimka mapuns KarepuHa, KypBa BCECBITHS, 0e300XKHULS,
yOIfHMISL My>ka CBOTO, BOCTAHHE JOKOHAJa KO3aLTBO i BOMIO, 00, 0AibpaBiH THX, KOTpi Oyian B
VYkpaiHi crapuMmy, Haginuia X MaHcTB[oM] 1 3eMiIsIMHM, OHAaBayia iM BOJIBHY OpaTiio B sIpMO 1
nopoOmita OHNX MaHaMH, a Apyrux HeBonbHuKaMu~ (Kostomarov 1845-46, 167), “[109] Ykpaina
Oyze Heromiernioro Piyuro IocmonuToro B coro3i ¢ioB’sTHCBKIM. TO/Ii CKaXyTh BCI SI3UKH, TIOKa3Yy-
04U PYKOIO Ha Te MicTo, /ie Ha KapTi Oyze HamanboBaHa YKpaina: «OT KaMeHb, ero e He Operoria
3Ky, Toi 6ucTh Bo riaBy».” (Kostomarov 1845-46, 169).
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person who significantly broadened the functional domains of Ukrainian can hardly
be emphasized enough. In our context it is most important that it was Kulis, a
layman, who prepared the first full modern Ukrainian translation of the Bible (see
Luckyj 2004). But this happened only in the late 1860s. Kulis, however, worked
together with the Galician Ukrainian Ivan Puljuj, an internationally recognized
physicist who contacted Kuli§ while studying theology in Vienna. Their co-oper-
ation was cemented as a result of Kuli§’s command, albeit limited, of the classical
languages.

Kulis’s predecessor as a translator of the Bible in the Russian Empire was Pylyp
Moracevs'kyj, a pedagogue, poet, and philologist who was born into an impov-
erished noble family in the Chernihiv region and graduated from Kharkiv Uni-
versity’s Faculty of History and Philology in 1823. Moracevs'kyj worked as a
teacher of mathematics, logic, and Russian literature, and he was a school inspector
in various regions of Ukraine, including in the towns of Sumy, Lutsk, Kamianets-
Podilskyi, and Nizhyn. In the early 1830s he had several poems published in
Ukrainian. In 1853 Moracevs'kyj, who was apparently a deeply loyal subject of the
tsar, sent a dictionary of “Little Russian”—“CnoBaps Manopocciiickaro si3pika”—to
the Russian Imperial Academy of Sciences for evaluation. But the dictionary was
not published. By the end of 1861 Moracevs'kyj had translated the four Gospels
into Ukrainian; subsequently he also translated the Acts of the Apostles, the
Apocalypse, and the Psalms; and he also wrote a textbook about biblical motifs for
elementary schools. Unfortunately Moracevs'kyj’s heritage has been insufficiently
researched, and the fate of certain of his manuscripts is unknown. Moracevs'kyj’s
translation of the Bible was one of the immediate triggers for the 1863 Valuev
circular that prohibited non-belletristic publications in Ukrainian, and his trans-
lation was not published until 1906 (on the Ukrainian translations of the Bible, see
Nimcuk 2005; on the history of Moracevs'ky;j’s translation, see Vulpius 2005, 125—
34).

It is true that virtually all major figures in the earlier development of MSU in
the Russian Empire up to the turn of the twentieth century were laymen, including
even those who organized the translation of religious books and such later anti-
clerical figures as Myxajlo Drahomanov. “Little Russian” clerics in fact contributed
very little to the development of MSU up to the interwar period. This can at least
partly be explained by the persecution of the Uniate (Greek Catholic) Church in the
Russian Empire and its abolition there in 1839. Unlike in Galicia, no Ukrainian
national church functioned in the Russian Empire after it had long before been
subordinated to the Russian Orthodox Church and subjected to increasing Russi-
fication beginning in the latter part of the eighteenth century, when Samujil
Myslavs'kyj was the rector (1761-68) of the Kyiv Academy and the metropolitan
(1783-96) of Kyiv (see EUU, s.v. “MucnaBcekuii, Camyin”). From that time on,
the Russian Orthodox hierarchy also tried to expunge the use of the Ukrainian
pronunciation of Church Slavonic (on Myslavs'kyj, see Archaimbault and Wakou-
lenko 2010, 23-24).
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Bishop Vasyl' HrecCulevy¢ and His Contribution to the
Development of MSU

There are, however, some isolated examples of Orthodox clerics who should have
a place in the canon of the history of MSU (although they in fact do not). The most
outstanding example is Vasyl' Hreculevyc. The son of an Orthodox priest in Podillia,
he studied theology in St. Petersburg and worked there as a teacher, Orthodox priest,
and archimandrite before returning to Ukraine in 1879 as Bishop Vitalij of Ostrih.
From 1882 to his death in 1885 he was the Orthodox bishop of Mahilioli and Mstsi-
slati in Belarus'. Along with several works in Russian, Hreculevy¢ published his
Sermons in the Little Russian Language in St. Petersburg in 1849 (see Hreculevy¢
1849). His book of sermons became so popular that a second edition, prepared by
Pantelejmon Kulis (see EUU, s.v. “I'peuysneBny, Bacunp”), was published in 1857. In
1852 another religious work by HrecCulevyc, a catechetical study, was published in
Ukrainian (Hreculevy¢ 1852).

Why did Hreculevy¢ become the exception to the rule? One answer is provided
in the following fragments of the Russian-language preface (dated 9 December
1848) to his collection of sermons. Though he does not name him, Hreculevyc¢ ex-
plains there why his collection is addressed to Hedeon Vysnevs'kyj, who directed
the Podillian Theological Seminary (where HreCulevy¢ later studied) from 1828
and became the Orthodox bishop of Poltava in 1838. Hreculevy¢ states that it was
an “undeniable truth” that for sermons to be effective it is mandatory that they be
entirely “understandable and close to the hearts of the people” (“mapons”). He
emphasizes that “this very truth” should have been taken into account long ago
“particularly in Little Russia.” Yet the Orthodox priests there, who had by that time
become accustomed to speaking in “pure Russian,” were, according to Hreculevyc,
either unable or unwilling to abandon that language despite the fact that it was “if
not completely not understood, then at least little understood” by their parishioners.
According to Hreculevyc, the priests had thus “neglected the mother tongue of their
flock, a language spoken by millions of Orthodox believers.” Consequently they
had in a sense become “barbarians” (1 Cor. 14, 11) to their church audience, and
therefore their sermons were of little use.”

2 e
“BricokonpecocBsiineHab N BIIAJBIKO,

Boromyaperit lepapxs!

Hctuna HeocmopuMasi, yto s ycmbxa mpormosban — enBa-mu He Bcero BakHbe m HEoOXo-
numbe, co CTOPOHBI Hallleil, TOBOPUTH HApOLy Ha SI3bIKb U1 HEro COBEPIICHHO NMOHATHOMb, OJIH3-
KOMbB Kb CEpJIILy, POIXHOMb.

U cis-to uctuHa, ecnu rab, TO 0COOCHHO Bb Manopocciu, JaBHO-ObI y)Ke JOJDKHA OBITh MPHU-
BeJICHa Bb UCIIOHEHIE, ¥ IPUHOCUTH BOXKIEIbHHBIE IITOIBL.

Ho, x» coxkanbriro, gocenb eme, ckonpko mMab u3pberHo, Hurab mouTo He BHAHO OMBITOBB
nponoban Ha Manopocciiickoms si3bikb. Hatm ciysxurenu Cnosa boxisi, nmomydast oOpa3oBaHie Bb
CeMuHapisixs U AKaJieMisiXb, ¥ TIPUBBIKAsl Bb HUXb Kb YHCTOMY PYCCKOMY SI3BIKY, HEMOTYTH, WU
HE XOTATH, Bb NMOCTBICTBIN BpeMeHH, OTBBIKHYTh OTh 3ayYCHHAr0 UMHU 00pa3a BEIP)XCHIS; U BOTH
uable m3b [II:] HUXB mpomoBbayroTH Hapomy cioBo bokie Ha s3pIkb IS HETO eciy HE BOBCeE-
HEMOHATHOMB, TO IMO-KpaiiHeli-mbph BecbMa ManoBpa3yMuTenbHOMB, Kakb-Obl mHpeHeOperas
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Hreculevy¢ goes on to say that that he had always been aware of the need for
sermons in Ukrainian during the twenty-nine years he served as a priest in Podillia
Eparchy, and that is why he had decided to publish some of his own homilies. He
then points to the fact that in light of the novelty of this enterprise among “us
Orthodox,” he needs a high-ranking patron, who would not only enhance the
general standing of his work, which Hreculevy¢ himself felt was inadequate in
literary terms, but would also bestow upon the Little Russian language itself “a
certain importance and substance.” Because this language was, according to the
author, poorly known within “the fatherland’s [Ukraine’s] educated stratum,” the
support of such a high-ranking person would demonstrate that this very language
did not lack the dignity to serve as the voice of high Christian truths.”® Hredulevy¢
adds that the native inhabitants of the Podillia region were, in fact, linguistically
related to the bishop of Poltava,* and he imparts a modest national message
through his pastoral work: according to his preface, the inhabitants of both Podillia
and Poltava gubernias belonged to the same nation of “millions of Orthodox
believers.” In order to actually reach them, one would have to speak to them in
their vernacular, which Hreculevy¢ unequivocally calls a separate language and not
a dialect of Russian.

Here are the beginning and the end of the first sermon in Hreculevyc¢’s col-
lection, which (the sermon) was originally issued in 1823:

IIponosban nHa PoxkaectBo Xpucroso
Bo ums Otna u Ceiaa u Cesitoro Jlyxa.

KyﬂI)I HC O6epHeTI>C$I, KyJbl HC HAIIPaBbITh CTOIIbI CBOU Hapb 3eMHLII71, BCJIMIDb 3a
HpiMb BCcH BeNbIKM TIaHBI U CCHATOpU MICCTBYIOTH; BCHU BEJIbIYAalOTh IOFO, u

POIHBIMB SI3BIKOMb I1aCOMBIXb, S3BIKOMB, Ha KOTOPOMb TOBOPSATH MIJUTIOHBI MPABOCIABHBIXb.
OTTOro-T0, Takie MpomnoBbIHUKH, MOYTH BCerna ObIBas /sl CBOMXbB Ciymiareneid, HbKOTOphIMb
o0pazoms, ,,uHOsI3BMHNKaMH (Kop. 14, 11.), — He moy4aoTh, MOXKHO-CKa3aTh, HUKAKON MOJIB3BI
oTh cBoero mnpomoBbaaHis, — He MOCTUralOTh TNaBHOM WhiIM CBOEro BBICOKAro CIIy)KeHis”
(HrecCulevy¢ 1849: 1-11).

2 “Ho, Bb ceMb HOBOMb U HEOBIBATOMB €lle, Bb HACTOSIIEE BpEMsl, Y HACh-IIPABOCIABHBIXb,
bk, s TOYyBCTBOBAITE HEOOXOMUMOCTD OTJATh CEOS MOIb MTOKPOBHUTEIBCBO BBICOKOW OCOOBI, KO-
TOPOI OJIArOCKIIOHHOE BHIMAaHie BHYIIHIIO-ObI MHB 00APOCTE, 8 3HAMEHUTOE UMSL, YKpaIasi COO0r0
MOCUJIBHBIN TPYAb MO, CBOMMB BEINYi€Mb BOCIIOIHAIO-ObI €0 MajoCTh M HEIOCTaTOYHOCTb, U
49pe3b TO HE TOJNBKO dTOMY ObJIHOMY BB JIMTEPAaTypHOMB OTHOIICHIN TPYIY, HO H CAMOMY, MAJIOU-
3BBCTHOMY — BB KPYIy OTEUECTBEHHAro OOpa30BaHHATO COCIOBiS — MaJIOPOCCIHCKOMY SI3BIKY
npuaano-0el HEKOTOPYIO Ba)XKHOCTh M 3HAYMMOCTb, KaKb HEHEJIOCTOWHOMY OpraHy BBICOKHXb
xpuctianckuxb uctuab” (Hreculevyc 1849, I1I).

24 “[...] cb HpirbmHHECIO BAIIEIO mactBoro, IlonrtaBckoro, Mbl, I1omoiblibl, HaXOAUMCS Bb
poxceth, no s3pIKy Manopoccitickomy” (Hreculevy¢ 1849, IV-V). Cf. the concluding words of the
preface: “Kb BANIMMB-TO cTOmaMb, BBICOKOMPEOCBALIEHHBHUIIIA BIAJBIKO, ocmbinBarocTh
MOBEPTHYTh CBOW CKYIHBIA TPYIb, H OTh BAIIE[O-TO OTEUECKAr0 BHUMaHIS M MOKPOBHTEIHCTBA
OKHJIat0 HE TONBKO ceOb, HO M BChbMb MpaBoCIaBHEIMB, MAIOPOCCIICKUMB TIPONOBhIHHKAMB 000-
[V]npenis Bp nbik obmenonstHaro 6marosbcBoBanis cioBa cnacerist! — A Ml ycyryoums o BACH
CBOM YCEpIHbII MOJMUTBBI Kb HeOecHoMy Ilacthipenauanshuxy u Comepumrento Hames: Bbpsl,
Tocniony Iucycy Xpucty!” (HreCulevy¢ 1848, 1v—v).
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CTaparoThesl POOBITHI BCe, MO TWILKO Bunb ckaxe. Takb sxb [laps HeOecHslid, ['o-
cnogs Hamb Iucycys Xpucroch, CoiHb BOXBIH, KOJBI MO HECKa3aHHOMY CBOMY
MBUTOCEPpI0 U HEUCOBUABIMBIMBGTill cympbaMb CBOMMbB, 30CTaBbIBL Hebeca u
3IHIIOBD HA 3eMJII0, POABIBLIBICH 0/1b OE3U3BUCTHOM U IpeubicTon JuBel Mapiu; To
BCIUIB 32 HBIMB BCH CHUTBI HEOSCHH, BCH AHTeNbI U APXaHTelbl ABBITHYIIBICS, BCH
IpbIciTyKoBaibl loMy, U NMPEACTOs] CO CTPaXOMb, BBIXBASUIBI [0ro mpecBsre UMbs,
BOCITMBAaIO4bI Cﬂaﬂ‘{aﬁﬂlblel TOJI0CaMBbI: ,,CﬂaBa Bb BBIIIHUXDB BOFy, U Ha 3€MJIHU
MUpB, Bb uenoBbirbxp Onarosonenie™ [...]

TopxxectByiiMo U nbikyiimo! Panyiimocs u Becemumcs! HempeicTynHslii bors,
oTce BXKe Tenephb ISl Hach MPbICTYNHbIA, OTelh 4a101r00bIBbIH, a MblI [oro mobe3Hu
mutel! U st Toro, Bo BCsIKiM Hamiii moTpeOu, Bo BCsKii Hamiii Hyxau 1o Héro
Enpinoro mpeiburaiiMo, IIpocums Bo BcéMmy loro neGecHOM HOMOYBL YMOIAHMO
Ioro ycepatoro MombITBOIO. BUHB Hach BhICiIyXae, U IOMOXKE HaMb, BO BCIKUMb JI0-
Opumb aunu. Te Bxke BCH 3HAIOTH, L0 HUXTO 0€3b Ipuxa, THIBKO OAbIHG borb. Mbl
He OOTBI M HE SIHTOJIH [sic], a JIfo/ie HeMOIIIHI; OCeMY 3pOOBIBIIEI SIKE 3JI¢ IO, HE
0T4aeBaitMOCsi, He TIOKBIAARMOCS Ha i, — 3HAWMO Te, 10 OUIIBILIE €CTh MBIIIOCEP/IbE
Boxxe, HMXKB TpUXBI BCETO CBUTA, MPOCHMb 3b ILIBIPBIMBb HMOKasHbEMBb loro mo-
MBUIOBaHbS, 1 BUHB NMOMBUIye Hach, M MPOCTHITH HAMb BCH BOJIBHM U HEBOJIbHU
IIPErpUIIEHbs HAIM, SKO IMIEAPBI U MBUIOCTBIBBIN [ 0CTIONb, MOJITOTEPIUIIBIBBIN U
MHOTOMBIJIOCTBIBBIA M HE 0 0€33aKOHBSIMb HAIIBIMb COTBOPBITH HaMb, HIKE IO
rpyxaMb HallIbIMb BO3JACTh HAMb. AMHUHb.

T'oBop. Hdexabps 25 1823 r. (HreCulevy¢ 1849, 1 and 4-5)

The published title of the sermon is in Russian, but already the formula Bo ums
Omya u Coeina u Cesmoeo [yxa shows a sign of a switch to Ukrainian because
of -0eo in Csamoeo instead of the Church Slavonic and pre-revolutionary Russian
written form —aeo. (Note, however, the use of Omya with a hard y, which is not of
dialectal origin and incompatible with the use of soft 4’ elsewhere.)

Like many of his contemporaries, including Sevéenko, Hredulevyé uses the
Russian alphabet to render Ukrainian phonology. Despite widespread myths, this
works quite well if one simply applies the rules of Ukrainian, and not Russian,
phonology while reading out loud: e.g., no consonants should be palatalized before e,
and o should not be pronounced as Russians do. Altogether, the Russian spelling in
HrecCulevyC’s publication is quite close to a phonetically based orthography. There
are, however, some exceptions, which result from a certain lack of courage: Hrecu-
levy€ writes 3» wwipvimn noxkasuvems although he most probably pronounced it and
wanted it to be pronounced as it is in MSU, noxasunsam. Moreover, he does not
express the change of [v] to [u] (6ciuos 3a Hoiuw ecu [instead of: ycu]), but he does
write eorce instead of yorce. Elsewhere he writes 6o where in MSU we would expect y,
€.g., 80 8CAKIL Hawlitl nompedu, 60 CAKIN HAWLIT HYHCOU, 80 BCAKUMD 00OPUMDb OUTU.
However, as with Kostomarov, 6o might have served as a tradition-based spelling for
a variant of the preposition with a syllabic value (cf. n. 17).

Apart from some other less convincing spellings (cenamopu, auneonu instead
of -»1) and some inconsistent spellings and forms, such as the use of both uus and
umbsi, Omya (in 6o umsn omya [...]) and Omeup, Ancenvt and sawneconu, and
npedcmosn and eocnusatoust (see below), HreCulevycC’s text is still full of forms that
are not acceptable in MSU.
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This also applies to some regional variants: ecm®s with the hard ending, which
probably has to be interpreted as a Podillian Polonism; #esorvnu with the retained
Polish o; and munwvko (the latter two forms are however widespread and are also
characteristic of Sevéenko’s language). It applies even more so to some Church
Slavonic elements, which are, however, partly Ukrainianized; e.g.,the fragment
npedocmos co cmpaxoms (which could be interpreted as the result of a switch to
Church Slavonic) and the words 6e33akoubsams, Ooncomepnunvigviii (note the
etymological spelling with 7), go3z0acme, wecmsyoms, HeucnosuovIMvIMG, Oe-
3U3BUCMHOU, BOCNUBAIOUbL, CNAOYAUUBIMbL, YAOONIOObISHIU, HEMOWHU, 0dude-
satimocs (note the spelling -esa- instead of -r06a-), npecpuuienss, and comeopvims
(the Ukrainianized elements are in bold). At the syntactic level, the frequent use of no
with the dative case, which is often interpreted as a loan from Russian, is worth
mentioning.

In Hreculevyc¢’s text all quotations from the Bible are in Church Slavonic. Al-
though it is not entirely clear how they were meant to be pronounced, after Samujil
Myslavs'kyj’s initiatives, they were likely to be read according to the Russian rules,
that is, [e] and not [i] for 7, the retention of etymological [i] and [y], and the like.

Altogether, Hreculevy¢’s sermons are clearly in Ukrainian, but they are not
much closer to MSU than many works by his Galician and Transcarpathian con-
temporaries whose language has traditionally been labeled as “jazycije” (cf. my
criticism of this very concept in Moser 2004). It is striking that in his preface
Hreculevy¢€ does not refer at all to the rich early modern Ruthenian traditions in the
fields of homiletics and catechization.

Despite Hreculevy¢ and a few other isolated counter-examples, the observation
that the “Little Russian” clergy contributed little or next to nothing to the develop-
ment of MSU up until the Revolution of 1905 is apparently not an unjustified exag-
geration. Moreover, one should not overlook the fact that HreCulevy¢ was born in
1791 and his native Podillia region was integrated into the Russian Empire only two
years later, in 1793. Another rare cleric who delivered sermons in “Little Russian”
was loann Babcenko, whose [loyuenis na manopocciiickomv azvixre, CeswyeHHUKa
loanna babuenx” was published in Kharkiv at the eastern periphery of Ukrainian-
speaking territory, in 1863 on the eve of the Valuev circular (Vulpius 2005, 301).

It was obviously not only the tsarist prohibition of publications in Ukrainian in
1863 and again in 1876 (the Ems ukase) that caused the role of clerics in the history
of the Ukrainian language to remain very modest in the Russian Empire until the
revolution of 1905. Yet their share in the fostering of Ukrainian changed sig-
nificantly with the cancellation of the bans, with the rise of the Ukrainian Auto-
cephalous Orthodox Church, and with the appearance of leading Ukrainian clerical
figures such as Ivan Ohijenko.

Greek Catholic Clerics as Ukrainian Language and
Nation Builders

During the past decade, I have challenged some traditional canonic views in
Ukrainian linguistic historiography by demonstrating that the developments in
Galicia were different from those in the Russian Empire in very many ways and
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were no less important (see Moser 2008). One of the most striking differences is
the fact that almost all protagonists in the history of the Ukrainian language in
Galicia up until the Revolution of 184849 were clerics, and that until the 1860s
they were still clearly the majority. It should be emphasized that virtually all of
these clerics, regardless of their orientation, were perfectly aware of their common
history with their “Little Russian” brethren in the Russian Empire. Therefore they
more often than not referred to their language and other matters as “Ruthenian or
Little Russian” or “Ruthenian (Little Russian)” (see Moser 2011), and they never
intended to forge a separate “Galician Ruthenian (or Rusyn) language.” As opposed
to Belarusian or “Belorussian,” they never saw Russian or “Great Russian” as part
of that “Ruthenian or Little Russian” world, and even the Russophiles did not do
so. Disagreement was in fact limited to the question of the relationship between
“Little Russian” and “Great Russian” (and, partly, “Belorussian”) matters. That is,
was there an overarching “all-Russian” identity, was the Russian standard language
“Great Russian” by origin and destination? And was the Russian language in fact
“all-Russian” and even originally forged primarily by “Little Russians”?

The Galicians were perfectly aware of the achievements of Ukrainian language
construction in the Russian Empire. Ivan Mohyl'nyc'kyj, the Greek Catholic canon
from Peremyshl (Polish: Przemys$l) who began his fruitful work around 1815 and
can be regarded as the first true “awakener” in Galicia, knew Ivan Kotljarevs'kyj’s
Enejida, and his successors knew the most important “Little Russian” writers. Yet
the Galicians usually had quite different intentions than their brethren in the
Russian Empire: they composed primarily texts of very different sorts both due to
their inclinations and to the demands of their Greek Catholic clerical and Austrian
imperial context. It thus comes as no surprise that their language was usually based
on different foundations than that of the Little Russian authors, and not only in
terms of dialectal distinctions.

Many of these texts were of a primarily clerical or at least religious character:
Ivan Mohyl'nyc'ky;j’s earliest publications were a catechism in 1815 and a primer in
1816. Both of them were re-edited several times and revised in an increasingly
vernacular direction; both works played an enormous educational in Galicia’s
Greek Catholic parochial schools. In the early 1820s Mohyl'nyc'kyj composed a
secular scholarly grammar in a language that he obviously regarded as a model for
the literary “Ruthenian” language. In this respect he remained a pioneer for several
decades. In his scholarly works, and particularly in his quite influential preface to
the grammar, which was published in Russian and Polish translation, Mohyl'nyc'kyj
maintained on a scholarly basis that Ruthenian (“rus’kyj jazyk,” which still included
Belarusian) was a language distinct from both Polish and Russian as well as Church
Slavonic. Mohyl'nyc'kyj based a great deal of his scholarly insights and Ruthenian
consciousness on his study of early modern traditions of written culture. His
argumentation in support of the independent status of Ruthenian was firmly based
on early modern texts such as Francysk Skaryna’s adaptation of the Bible or the
Lithuanian Statutes (both of which primarily belong to the Belarusian sphere of
early modern Ruthenian territory; see Moser 2009).
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It should be emphasized that Mohyl'nyc'kyj’s scholarly treatise was in fact the
outcome of a dispute regarding Metropolitan Myxajlo Levyc'kyj’s pastoral letter of
1821: Austrian officials had refused to permit publication of the letter because of its
“Cyrillic” (i.e., Church Slavonic) language and urged the metropolitan see to issue
the letter not in the liturgical language, but in a language that would be under-
standable to Galicia’s Greek Catholic believers. Mohyl'nyc'kyj argued that Church
Slavonic was perfectly understandable to the Greek Catholic public—which is
highly doubtful, and Mohyl'nyc'kyj was certainly aware of that—and he also
maintained that Ruthenian was an independent language with regard to the Slavic
languages with which it was time and again lumped together—Church Slavonic,
Russian, and Polish (see Harasevy¢ 1862, 1000-1007). It thus turns out that
Mohyl'nyc'kyj’s treatise on the Ruthenian language, a text of major significance for
the national discourse of the time, was not only written by a cleric but also gen-
erated by a debate of clerical matters.

Like Mohyl'nyc'kyj, his followers in Peremyshl Eparchy still do not have the
place they deserve in the history of MSU. The master narrative still tells us a story
about so-called jazycije, a backward mixture of Church Slavonic, Russian, Polish,
and local linguistic elements. Jazycije allegedly predominated across Galician
Ruthenian written culture, except in the works of the heroized Ruthenian Triad and
their literary miscellany Rusalka Dnistrovaja (Buda, 1837). But the master
narrative is not at all convincing: the Galician Greek Catholic clerics not only wrote
pastoral works (see Moser 2005) but also composed classical high-style texts such
as odes to Greek Catholic hierarchs and hymns in a language that was often clearly
based on the vernacular (e.g., Josyf Levyc'kyj; see Moser 2006). Moreover, quite
early on Greek Catholic lower clergy of Peremyshl and Lviv Eparchies began using
virtually the same language for secular works of various genres: translations of
poems by Goethe and Schiller (Josyf Levyc'kyj), their own secular poems
(Markijan Sagkevy¢), folklore studies (Josyf Lozyns'kyj), farming manuals (Josafat
Kobryns'kyj), and so on (see Moser 2011a). In the course of the Revolution of
1848-49 Galician Greek Catholic clerics got increasingly involved in questions of
secular politics, and most of them maintained their orientation toward using the
vernacular until the spread of Russophilism in Galicia during the 1850s.

It is true that religious matters also played quite an important role in the Gali-
cian process of language construction: Rev. Markijan Saskevy¢ was the first person
to work on a translation of the Gospels into MSU, but he and other Greek Catholic
clerics in Galicia, unlike their Orthodox brethren in the Russian Empire, also
contributed much to the forging of a written Ukrainian language for secular topics.

An outstanding example is Josafat Kobryns'kyj’s Hayxa w oynpaers miomiony
ona eanuyianoew (1847). Already in 1842 Kobryns'kyj, who was born in Kolomyia
in 1818 and had studied theology in Vienna and Lviv, had anonymously published
two of the best primers of their time: Bykeapb Ho6bLMb CROCOOOMB OYN0MHCEHDL OIS
domawrou Hayku and “Cnocdédw 6opszo evryuumu yumamu” (see Levyc'kyj 1888,
21; Dovidnyk 1993-99, s.v. Kobryns'kyj; cf. Wendland 2001, 379-81). Although
Kobryns'kyj is said to have been a Russophile (Wendland 2001, 379-80), he wrote
all of his works of the Vormérz period in a language that is clearly based on the
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vernacular. His booklet Hayxa w oynpasrs miomiony ona eanuyiandew, which
stands in a tradition of various works on tobacco cultivation beginning with
Rieselbach’s Unterricht fiir die Tobakbauer der Konigreiche Hungarn und Galizien
(1790, 2nd ed. 1807),% is printed in traditional Cyrillic letters, and its orthography
is based on etymology. Although it thus looks very old-fashioned, it is not.

The fragments below from Kobryns'kyj’s Hayxa clearly demonstrate the mod-
ernization efforts behind this brochure for readers “among us in Eastern Galicia.”

From the preface:

[Ipenocnosie. HaBukimuemo 1o 3BMYar0 Hamuxb Abaoeb u npaabaoBs a HE MbIC-
JIAYM YM TiM 3BbIYAH 3raKAlOTCA 3’ PO3YMOMb, M 10OpO HaIlle MHOXaTh, Crbrioca
UXb TPUMAOTB. [...] Yack Oyke MOMBICIUTH HaJb THIMb &Kb KOJIO TIOTIOHY XOJHUTH
HAJIOKUTh, a0bl TpalA Haiia BelUIaTHiIa ca. [Ipemnexame mbemo [!] oyuuTs
HETOJIbKO &Kb IOOpBIH TIOTIOHB 3bICKATH MOXKHA; alie HaATo, BCh poOOTHI WKOJIO
TIOTIOHY, NPUYUHBI ThIXb POOOTH WIIHCYE. PO3yMHBIM TIOTIOHHUKDL MOTpadurh
WCYAMTH, II0 B’ €ro Kparo 3aCTOCOBATH, B’ YHMb 3aCh IPH JaBHOMB 3BbIYAIO TI0-
30CTaTH MOXKHA; ¥ €CITOBI IEKOTPBIN MOUTYT'h TOM HaYKH, KOJIO TIOTIOHY MOXOJUTH
xoThnu, npexoHanu Obl CA M JAPYTid BUAAYH, K€ THIMB CHOCOOOMB, ¥ JIbMIIl 1
OOubIIIe TIOTIOHY 3BICKATH MOXKHA; a OyNpaBa TIOTIOHY, TENEPh TaKb TAXKKA IpallA
6orato Obl MOXXUTKY HPHHOCHJIA; KOTPBI TO 3BICKH OYyX€ IAaBHO IPUHOCUTH B’
KpasXb, TJIe aHU TaKb TEIUIO, aHU IPYHTAa TaKb CIIOCOOHBIM, &Kb Oy Hach B’
BoctouynO [anmumin (Kobryns'kyj 1847, without pagination).

From the main text:

Ha 4Omb 3a5eXbITh OynpaBa TIOTIOHY. THOTIOHB pocTe 3’ HackHA, KOTOPOTrO Ha-
chbHA, He W pasy checa Ha poJIro, A TIOTIOHY HPU3HAYCHHY, alie Tpeba ro B’ nepeab
Ha PO3CAZHHUKY OYMBICT HE 3pO0JICHHOMB PO3CchATH; Ha TAKOMDB PO3CAAHUKY, POCTE
po3cana Oop3eH’kK0, mpu Harogb MHOXBITCE JHCTA M OONbIIE; a KOIH OYyKe
JocbIThBeNuKa [sic, instead of noceITh Benuka], caguTca Ha IpyHTh npu-
cniocobsenHoms (Kobryns'kyj 1847, without pagination).

If some Galician clerics managed to write odes to Greek Catholic hierarchs in a
language that was clearly based on the vernacular, it is no surprise that they suc-
ceeded in keeping a pragmatic text such as Kobryns'kyj’s tobacco-farming manual in
the vernacular. His language is, apart from the question of the alphabet and
orthography, not identical with MSU above all for the simple reason that its south-
western dialectal foundation is different from that of Ukrainian authors in the Russian
Empire: for example, the reflexive verb ending cmweca without -¢' (-¢); hard endings in
the third person present tense (e.g., mpumaroms); personal preterital endings (e.g.,
Hasuxnucmo); mobile reflexive particles (e.g., casnoca uxv» mpumaioms and
npexonanu 6wl ca); long adjectival and pronominal endings (e.g., miu, oexompiu);
the oblique form of the personal pronoun €20 with its enclitic counterpart co; and the
conjunction orce. Nevertheless this language is quite consistently based on the
vernacular, it is beyond a doubt suitable for use in writing, and it may be regarded as
a quite successful example of how a Galician variety of MSU would look.

» Kobryns'kyj’s text is not a translation of this German-language work.
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It should be added, however, that the orthography of this work is certainly not
perfect, as demonstrated by the concurrence of nasuxnucmo, 36unaro, and 3evtuau;
6" uumv and na uémsn, dexompwiu and 2de; and by the inconsistent rendering of 4,
e.g., 8’ 6ocmoundu [anuyiu but na maxoms poscaonuxy. Moreover, the printed
version oscillates between etymological and “phonetic” spellings without a con-
vincing ratio: e.g., 3” posymoms on the one hand and W pasy instead of odpazy on
the other. Why we find w1 after sibilants (3azesrcotms, muoscvimece) or nrscmo in-
stead of nucmo despite the predominating etymological orthography is not entirely
clear. Nonetheless, the rather traditional orthography reflects the phonetic reality of
the depicted language quite well, and the spelling nmcmo in fact reflects the
pronunciation [p’ismo], which points to the foreign—in this case Polish—origin of
the word (despite its all-Slavic character). Owing to the quality of the orthography,
we can also be quite certain that 3" nacrena was meant to render the exact south-
western dialectal form, the reflex C'V, and not C: 'V < CsjV. For merely traditional
reasons, past preterital participles show the spelling -#r- in accordance with Mele-
tian Church Slavonic traditions, e.g., npusnauenny, ane 3poorennoms. We know
from other sources that the orthography of the printed version of Kobryns'kyj’s
work did not coincide with that of the original text: Several other people and insti-
tutions intervened. As usual, they did so not only for the sake of the text.

Another Polonism in these fragments besides nrscmo is npexonanu 6vi ca without
the pleophonization of the prefix; the same might apply to npedrescawe, which in
fact seems to be Slavonicized Polish przedlezgce. Both prefixes reveal the metathesis
as it is known from the Church Slavonic traditions, but in both forms we are dealing
with Polonisms. Slavonicisms are represented, however, by npedocrogie (notably not
npeoucnosic, as in Russian) and the adjective socmounwiii, as in oy nacv 6’ 6oc-
mounou I anuyiu.

It is thus true that there are some more Polish and Slavonic loans in Ko-
bryns'kyj’s text that were not integrated later into MSU. But this does raise any
doubts that Kobryns'kyj’s manual must have been perfectly understandable to
Ukrainian peasants—in particular to those in Galicia—and that it could be taken as
yet another convincing proof that the Galician Ruthenian vernacular could be
successfully used in writing particularly for them. In his tobacco manual Ko-
bryns'kyj anticipated an approach toward the language question in Galicia that
proved to be typical in the following decades. Even the most ardent Galician
Russophile clerics of the second half of the nineteenth century, such as Ivan
Naumovy¢, wrote their farming manuals in the vernacular not only because farming
was probably the sphere where the vernacular could most easily be used quite
consistently, but also because it was the vernacular—and no high language whatso-
ever—with which they could best reach commoners (see Moser 2012).

The Greek Catholic priests of Galicia understood this fact as well as their
Orthodox counterpart Vasyl' HreCulevy¢ in the Russian Empire. Yet, beginning at
least from the 1830s, an increasing number of them drew much farther-reaching
conclusions than Hreculevy¢ and a few other isolated clerics in “Little Russia.”
They not only preached in that language, but they also used it in writing “high”
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literature as well as merely pragmatic texts. By doing so, the Greek Catholic clerics
actively worked on forging a language with all modern standard qualities.
Moreover, Greek Catholic clerics (and not only of the Ruthenian Triad) sent out

national messages. They did so not only when they “mapped” out the Ruthenian
linguistic space in their grammars and referred to the glorious past of the Ruthenian
language in early modern as well as medieval times (see Moser 2011 and, regarding
the Ruthenian Triad, Moser 2006a). Along with that, in their panegyrical poems for
Greek Catholic bishops the priestly poets often created a relationship between the
bishops and the Ruthenian nation. In that case, however, the nation’s frame of
reference was usually reduced to the Greek Catholic church or, in the case of the
Greek Catholic bishop of Przemysl, in fact only to his eparchy. As an example, here
are some fragments of Josyf Levyc'kyj’s 1841 panegyric about Hryhorij Jaxymovyc¢:

O myxy! BbpeHs Llapio u Bbpk,

TBoa 1O HBIHE TOOpOTA

Bo pyccko ramuuiiickoms krbpb

Cia€ &Kb HOBa 3B’]53,Z[a.

Bo To6% kpaii u LlepkoBs pyccka

Teneps Hagbio 3pUTH CBOIO,

Tomy nepxaa Tu paI(YCKa26

JocroiindcTs BBbpuia cito.

CMOTpH Ha CrPOMaJPKEHBI CTaHBbI,
CMOTpH Ha pyccKiun nuna,

To6% cepaua uxs Bch npuaansl,
Cb ToOoBb ciTydeHHa UXb AyIa.
Onu Bb TBObiI1 oyxe ocoob

Ha 6yaywiiu To yacel,

K® Hapoaa pycckoro 03100%
BragpIKy BUOATD BBICOTL.

HesbpcerBo, TemHoTa M 3pana,
Kotpwu 3aBasioBs K0 100pY,

Hait cue3nyTs, Hall Bcs cuila ana
To6oB®b 30Tpeca A0 3HAKY.
Harombers momuaxaii Bch IIHOTEHI,
Hankro B Pycunaxs kpbmmy,

Ko BBIIIHUM®B J0/1aBail OXOTEI,

Ta npuknaoMs CBOUMB CBBTH.

Xpanu u Bbpy, 3axoBaii 3Bbryan,
Kotpu Ortibl npeniasiu Ham®b;
JlnBY @Kb B3HECTUCH MHIIHU Kpaw,
Benu u Hach 10 MXb CTONAMb;

Bo 3naemrs TaMb sika MoO0KHOCTE,

26 . o
Levyc'kyj remarks: “Paxycka, To ecTh: AvcTpsiiicka.”
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Jle Guctpb JlyHaii, kpaca Bchxb phxs,”’
Haii 6yne naas JJnbcrpomb BO3MOXKHOCTB
Bo roitke nepedytu Bb BbKkb (Levyc'kyj 1841, 7).

Ivan Holovac'kyj and His Significance in the
History of MSU

The only Galician Ruthenian lay intellectual of the Vormérz period was the
historian Denys Zubryc'kyj. He was also the first (and initially, isolated) prominent
Galician Russophile and played no role in the Ruthenian movement at least as far
as questions of the elaboration of MSU are concerned. Another representative of
the few secular intellectuals is of much greater significance in our context, namely
Ivan Holovac'kyj, the brother of the much better-known Slavist Jakiv Holovac'kyj.
Ivan was a prototypical example of the early Galician Ruthenian secular intellectu-
als inasmuch as, though he was not a priest, his father was. As a student of
medicine in Vienna, Ivan contributed much to the organized Galician Ruthenian
cultural and literary efforts in the imperial capital. In 1846 and 1847 he made his
major contribution by publishing two miscellanies in Vienna, both under the title
Brsnox Pycunam na oboxcunku (Holovac'kyj 1846). Later on he translated Austrian
official texts into Ruthenian and worked as a journalist of the Viennese
Brscmuuxw,” the first newspaper explicitly addressed to all “Ruthenians of the
Austrian state,” including those from Transcarpathia. Like many of his Galician
contemporaries, including his brother, Ivan Holovac'kyj became a Russophile
around 1849, and later he became the first instructor of Russian at the Institute for
Slavic Studies at the University of Vienna (see Moser 2008a, 30).

Holovac'kyj wrote the preface to the first volume of Bruox Pycunam ua
obxcunku in the typical tone of the Herderian “awakeners” of that time and using
their typical metaphors. In it he states that it is high time for the Ruthenian people
to awaken after so many other peoples had already done so and mentions that even
in the Slavic periodicals of the time much too often “we the Galician Ruthenians,”
a people of about “three times five million,” have been overlooked.”® Yet he
expresses his conviction that the Ruthenian people, which is also “mapped” in this
text, would never die. The miscellany was meant to be not only a symbol of the
vitality of the Ruthenian language and culture. The income from sales of it was
earmarked for aiding the victims of the floods of 1845 that had inundated so many
places in Galicia.

ITpurosop uuraTensiMm

3BbcTHAs Bennub OyIeBHOTO KUThs “HUHbIIHOW CIIOBEHIMHBL: KY/bl OKOM I10-
BepHelb, Tak MO Bchx ycromax OesumcienHu 30pouku mpbioor m mphior Gna-
TrOHOCHBIM cBbTiioM, ax’ 000 B3MIITHYTH Ha IposicHeHHe HeGo. W Haj Hamioro
Pychbro 3a0BIKHYTH, MOBB 30pst Ha po3cBbTh, M mopaoBany HaC AEKyAbl caMOpOIHH
TO YMHOTBOpHH IBBTOUKH. A onHaKoX’ Jy4Wsio Cb’ HE pa3, B YaCONHUCSX CIIOBEH-

7 Levyc'kyj remarks: “Po3ymbecs Bbnens, ne Bceavrycrbiimas pomuna mbcapcka cBoero

mo60XKHOCTII0 BChbMB mOmnanHbiMb AvcTpsiiickou Imnepin npucebuye [«vorleuchtet»].”
28 . .
In this regard little has changed.
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CKHUX W Ty)KES3bIUYHBIX C JKAIbOM y4YyTH IOMOBKY 3a Hac ['ammuan PycunOB, mio,
MOBJISIB TOM, 3apbMain *cbMO Csl — TSHKEHBKO XporieM’ — 0a JMOOHb Ui He co BChM
ro3aBmepaiu!

He nb3s u He TyT MbeTie, 1OX0auTH *Kepena U po3depaTH MPUYMHBI CHX KPHU-
BOBSI3BIX MHBHIN: HE HaM TO ¢’ JEKOTPBIMH OCYXKOBaTH oMo [ anmnukux PycuHOB 1
HX S3BIKA: ajie TIITHBMO JIMOI' Ha MPOCTOpoHb Hamoil Pycu, BOn CsiHa, Buciner u byra
ax' o J161 u Jlonens, a 3 no 3a beckuna, Anbcerpa it YopHomops ren-ren ropb mo
Ipuneus u lecny — BauBbM’ cs B ce 310poBe YKUCTE AAPO Oe3Mallb He TPUUH IIATh
MILUTIOHHOTO Hapo/a — IPHUTISIHBMO Cs1 B 3epKairh ero BennuecTBeHHbIX AbsHIl U He-
JIoNe, cpOBHAHMO €r0 IIyOOKOYMHOE, TaK Pa3yMHUTENBHO PO3BUHYTE YKUTHE M 00pa-
30BaHbE€ HApPOJHE: a C PaJOCTHBIM BO3XHIIEHBHEM 3romocumo: Cel Hapdn KuBe B
ubnoctn Hapoawbil, ¥ HUKOJIM HE 3ayMpe, a €ro oy — TO BOJA3eMHast MapocTh
BceMipHOH cyib0bI ipeiBbuHoi CroBeHIMHBI!

TpyAaaMud W TOMOYBIO HAIIMX POJONIOOMBBIX KPAsHOB MPHIOAB sI HEBEIHYKY
cobpky mbcHoTBOpEHIl U po3npaBok y notounbit 6echab; Bo umenn Bchbx PycuuOB
MoYTeHieM Oaro/iapro 4eCTHbIX fonucarenb, KOTpu CKUHYIH b’ 110 kBbTouirk, mo
KOJIOCOYKY 10 cero BbHKa, a mo xwbOoBu u 1o rpyaub coiu s Hamumx mnoOpa-
TUMIBB, KOTPBIX MOBOAHEI0 M HEB3rOJOI0 TaK TsHKKO Bor moObmue — u mepenaro
o0bnomy cBbTy oTCrO mepBy uacTh, HUOBI TO Ha TOKa3 U oOpasenb cuM PycuHawm,
KOTPY 3QJIOKUBIIM PYKH, TOJOBOHBKY NOXWIWIA, M MOBb AbBHIS Yy IrhcHH
3aayMainch’, Oyirbm To xoThiau 6’ cka3atu: Cro 3eMIII0 HaM MBICIICHbKaMH 3achsTy,
u Bbnas ax’ y wbii >xyp0Obl Ha Bbku mo30yruc’! —

Hu, muniu xpasue!
He B 3emi110 — @ B )KUTBE, B CBET
MBpiciero ObicTpoB B3neThT’:
lNagka rajky 340TOHHT,
lNanka ragku n3ponwuT!
CnaBa bory, a 100OpbIM JITOASM 4ECTh
ox Msnarens
VY Bbnauu B nenp Ycnenis [Ipecsarou boropoauirk 1845
(Holovac'kyj 1846, 7-10).

Compared to the earlier Pycanxa /[nrscmposas(1837), to which his brother had
contributed, Holovac'kyj’s orthography is rather conservative, although he does not
use the hard sign at the end of words (e.g., Ilpucosop, uumamensim), as did Kosto-
marov, Hreculevy¢, Kobryns'kyj, and, in the second volume of Bruoxw, Holo-
vac'kyj himself. The etymological orthography of the text, which is confirmed by
the etymological spelling of ¢, ¢- (¢ acarvom, cposnaiino) and co (co écroms), is
counterbalanced not only by the phonologically oriented spelling of y and 6 (e.g.,
noszaemepanu, but saympe), and the spelling of 860 along with 00, but also by the
form ‘nunrewmnoi instead of ‘muinrewmnou and the inflectional endings y nomounmti
becro0rs O 68 YrloCMU HAPOOHIBUL.

Unlike Holovac'kyj’s later works, his preface of 1846 is altogether still clearly
written on the basis of the vernacular. Apart from some markers that are not
encountered in all other Galician Ruthenian texts of the time, such as o after the
sibilant in wawor, pos- and not pasz- in ua posceérsmre (cf., however, pazy-
mumenvHo), or the form wo and not ymo, this is confirmed by word forms such us
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Mrscmye, eadka, genuysb, xcepena (gen. sg.), coropxy (acc. sg.), nomosky (acc. sg.),
Heg32000i0 (instr. sg.), acypdul (gen. sg.), kpasnés (with the vernacular ending in
this paradigm), sdpouxu, no ksremouyrs (along with ysremouxu), no xonrocouxy,
2010680HbKY (acc. sg.), muicaienvkamu (instr. pl.), no ecrex ycrooax, Hesenuuxy (acc.
sg. fem.), maswcenvko, mpuuu, yuymu, Mproiom, 3a01bIKHYIU, NO3ABMEPATU, NO3-
oymuc', npuobas, pozeuryme, ¢’ dexompuvimu, 2oprs (adverb), nuxoau, 6esmans,
2eH-2et, Kyobl, 0eKy0bl, aie, uu, axc' 11060, Hubvl mo, Oyyrsm mo, MO8b, MOBIA8, 04,
and auboms. As for syntax, the use of 3a + accusative, as in nomosxy sa Hac
T'anuyan Pycunos, is of particular interest.

The text is clearly written on a Galician basis (although it is certainly not written
“in the Galician dialect”). See, for example, the personal preterite ending and the
mobile reflexive particle in 30premanu ‘como ca; the hard endings in the third-person
present forms z0ozconmum, uzponum and in the imperative form ezzemrem’ (the
apostrophe does not mark softening, but the “omission” of a letter); the shortened
feminine instrumental singular ending of 6wsicmpog (along with Muicaer); the
generalized hard ending in the instrumental singular of ¢ ocanvom; the hard stem in
‘nunrowinou [Cnogenwyunni]; the verb form nosepnewn instead of nosepunewncs, the
authentic Ukrainian reflex i of o in rapdo, the spelling poszbepamu instead of pozou-
pamu, the use of ceu instead of yeu (cf., however, omcro, which is equivalent to oyro)
and of mo instead of ye in €20 dorss — mo 6603emHnas napécmo cemipHol CyObObI
npeosrounoi Cnosenwunnl. The form ezo is widespread in most Galician Ukrainian
dialects. Therefore we have no reason to assume that it stands for zioco. Some
lexemes used in the text are typically Western Ukrainian or Galician too, e.g. npoc-
moponw, napécms.*’

As is to be expected, particularly with regard to texts from Galicia, in Holo-
vac'kyj’s preface some Polish loans occur; e.g., posnpasox (gen. pl.) and no-
mouynmi (loc. sg. fem.), with both lexemes belonging to the “learned” vocabulary.
The form mpucosop in the meaning of ‘preface’ might be one of Holovac'kyj’s
neologisms. (I have not found it anywhere else among my [quite rich] excerpts
from Galician Ruthenian texts of the time; it seems to be coined from German
Beiwort (in the meaning of ‘Geleitwort,” or it might simply echo Polish prze-
(without d) in przemowa).

Of interest also are the shortened forms of the reflexive particle, such as ayuuro
cb’, because they are not at all typical of Galicia. Notably, they are likely to have
been inspired by Ukrainian texts from the Russian Empire. In fact certainly not all
deviations from MSU occur only due to linguistic conservatism. Cf. 3epxaio as
well as arcepena; ocyacosamu with possibly dialectally based 3, orc instead of 03,
0oic; 300conum instead of the other paradigmatic form of the imperfect aspect
300eanse; 68 yaconucax with the soft stem instead of y vaconucax; and nepgy uacmeo
without the suffixes instead of nepsury (> nepuwy) uacmuny as forms that were
widely used in texts from all Ukrainian-speaking territories of the time.

" The word has no entry in the Ukrainian normative dictionaries. Zelexivs'kyj’s two-volume

dictionary has only the entries napicms and napicmox (derived from napicmy).
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It is nevertheless obvious that Holovac'kyj’s striving toward the vernacular is in
fact by no means more consistent than that of his contemporaries from the Galician
Ruthenian clergy. In fact he uses a whole range of non-Ukrainian words and word
forms, such as (the phonological, orthographic, or morphological features are in
bold) vumamensm, oonucamenrse, 00 uzoamens, pazymMumenabHo, OaA2OHOCHLIM
[csromaom], 6nazodapro, noumeniem (instr. sg.), uzponum (cf. “poetical” MSU
sponumu, which can only in certain contexts occur in the form ispornumu), c [...]
so3xUMeHbEM, 60" uMenu 6crox Pycunde, npedsrunoii [ Crosenuumnst], ymHomeop-
Hu ysremouxu (along with no xeremouyrn), uyscesasviunvix (notably, with e after the
sibilant), ne n1v3s, nomouwvio (notably, with o and not 6 in the root), nposcnenne
[ebo] with -un-, kKpueoess3vix mueHIl [...] 6erudecmeeHtbIX OrpsHIlL, NIBCHOMEO-
peniii (note also the noun endings of the last three genitive forms), aryboxoymnoe
(the ending occurs along with predominating -e), 6603emnasn (the ending -as was no
longer used in common speech), o6pazosanve, obpazeysb, pooorrobuswix, nobreous,
scemipnoti (gen. sg. fem.).

The name of the Christian feast in ¢ deus Ycnenia Ilpecssamou Bocopoduyrs
stands apart. What is much more interesting is the fact that non-vernacular high-
style forms—all of them backed by Russian forms of the time—occur in a
condensed form precisely at the point where the national message of the text is
most strongly emphasized. For example (the Church Slavonic forms or forms with
Church Slavonic elements are in bold), “npurnsasmo cs B 3epkant ero [referring to
Hapoo] BejuvecTBeHHbIX AbsaHiil 1 HeoIeH, CPOBHAIIMO €r0 INIy0OKOYMHOE, TaK
Pa3yMHUTEJBLHO PO3BHHYTE J>KUTHE H 00Pa30BaHbE HAPOJTHE: a C PaIOCTHBIM
BO3XMIIeHbeM 3rojocumo: Ceiil HapOa xuBe B 1rhnoctu Hapoaubi, U HUKOIU HE
3ayMpe, a €ro AOJs1 — TO BOA3eMHAasi MapOCTh BCeMipHOi cyns0bl mpenBbuHoii
CnoBennunsbl! [...] Bo uMenn Bchx PycMHOB mouTeHieM 6Jiarogapro 4ecTHBIX
nonucareabp.” It thus turns out that the Galician layman Ivan Holovac'kyj also
employed features of the clerical discourse of the time as well as some elements of
the church language itself in order to sacralize the nation.

Conclusions

It need not be questioned that laymen from the Russian Empire took a leading
part in the earlier phase of constructing MSU. The Orthodox clerics’ share was
very modest and was limited to pastoral work, whereas laymen undertook the
translation of the Bible, and often tended to sacralize even their national message,
as Mykola Kostomarov did quite ostentatiously in “3akons boxii” in his Knueu
bumis yKpaincbko2o Hapooy.

But laymen in the Russian Empire were not the only protagonists in the history
of MSU, and their achievements have sometimes been exaggerated on the basis of
manipulated editions. An analysis of a facsimile of Kostomarov’s Kuueu oumis
confirms that early Ukrainian works written in the Russian Empire in fact reveal
considerably more deviations from MSU than the contemporary manipulated
editions suggest. On the other hand, an analysis of Josafat Kobryns'kyj’s brochure

% In this particular phrase 6o is still today pronounced in the Church Slavonic manner in MSU.
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on the cultivation of tobacco demonstrates that not only the so-called Ruthenian
Triad, but quite a few other Galician Greek Catholic clerics wrote in a language
clearly based on the vernacular and much closer to MSU than the master narrative
has made us believe. As opposed to their Orthodox clerical brethren, these clerics
not only wrote religious works in Ruthenian/Ukrainian, but also texts of a clearly
pragmatic character, and these latter works were particularly close to the vernacu-
lar. Galician laymen were scantly represented among the Ruthenian intellectual
elite until the 1860s, and most often they were in fact still the sons of priests.
Altogether, their contribution to the elaboration of MSU does not significantly
differ from that of the Galician clerics in the first decades of the nineteenth century.
In Galicia the national question was of course also sacralized, in terms both of
contents and language. The clerics there were also influenced by the spirit of the
time, according to which nationalism was understood as an emancipatory project
that would lead to the democratization of society and its public discourse.
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