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Dedicated to Ukrainian Warriors

who helped the Ukrainian Sun to rise:
Their paid price is enormous;

the enemy’s crimes are unpardonable.

Where are you now, oh torturers of nations?

Where is your Majesty; your power — where’s it gone?
You will no longer have the quiet, sacred places

To lay unholy waste upon.

My nation is! My nation lives eternally!
And no one will destroy my nation’s life!
It constantly grows young internally,

Its soul with tenderness and fury rife.

Vasyl Symonenko
translated by Andriy Chyrovskyi






TABLE OF CONTENTS

Introduction . ... ... 9
I. Theoretical prerequisites . . ....................... 13
1. Comparative studies of religion, history and translation:
three disciplines meet at one crossroad ......... 13
2. Liturgical translationintheory...................... 21
2.1. Dogmatic equivalence as a key to liturgical
translation....... ... . o i 21

2.2. Sacred languages, celebrants and laypeople . 33
2.3. Musical dimensions in liturgical translation .. 44

3. Titles of liturgical books as the problem of correspon-

dence: acomparativetable................... 54
Il. Historyandpraxis..................coiiiiiinn.... 65
1. 10*-15*% centuries: Europe’s medieval East in matters

of ecclesiastical civilization and textual praxis.... 65

2. 16™-18™ centuries: Early modern time in Ukrainian
and Polish histories . ............... ... 82

3. Long 19* century: stateless nations and translations .. 108
4. Turbulent 20" century and afterwards: ecclesiastical

independencies, exile, prospects............... 123
4.1. Turbulences and Tranquillity of the Roman
Catholic ChurchinPoland ..................... 123
4.2. Polish Orthodox translation............... 133
4.3. Ukrainian liturgical translation in exile (1921-
199]) .t 141

4.4. Ukraine’s Restored Independence and its
impact on liturgical praxis (1991-2021) .......... 160



8

lll. Case studies of textual analysis.................... 178

1. Feminist motifs in liturgical translation: the case of the
Feast of the Nativity of the Mother of God ... ..... 178

2. Emotion terms in the Office forthe Dead ............ 187

2.1. The Byzantine/Slavonic perspective: modest
grief in the translations of the Orthodox
Funeral Vigil ................ ... ... ... 187

2.2.The Roman perspective: Ancient emotionsand
their translation into modern languages ... 199

3. Triduum as a text and cognitive space: the problem of

translating its entire symbolicalness . ........... 213
4. Linguacultural histories of texts: the Creed ........... 223
Afterthoughts . .............. .. ... ... ... ... 232
References

Liturgical sources (in chronological order) ....... 235

Theoretical literature ... ..................... 267

Dictionaries .. ..., 288
Indices

NameindexX..........ovuiiiiiiiinnnnnan., 290

Subjectindex........... ..o i 300

Place and stateindex........................ 302

Bionote........... ... . ... 307



Introduction

Liturgical translation has received much less attention than
biblical translation. Its origin defined this status: liturgical texts are
mainly secondary to biblical prototexts, their phrasing and symbols.
Although liturgical books have been revered with great piety, their
presence and visibility in national cultures have been influenced
by ecclesiastical rules on the use of languages, the dynamics of
book writing and printing, and the challenges of nation-shaping
and state-building. The progress made in considering religious
translation as a specific field of translation studies has stimulated
the extension of this field to include liturgical texts. In general, it is
helpful to divide religious translation into three branches: biblical
translation (or the translation of sacred texts of the highest
authority, given the large amount of existing literature), liturgical
translation (covering the linguistic, cultural and social issues of
poetics and reception), and catechetical translation (sharing many
theoretical issues with sci-tech translation). Liturgical literature is
sometimes understood broadly: from the material of the Liturgy to
catechism and religious instruction, i.e. prayers, the canon of the
Mass, offices and so on [Briickner 1904:89]. However, this book
focuses more specifically on euchographic and hymnographic
texts, i.e. prayers and hymns, which can act with the same
emotional and evangelising power. The cultural experience of
this type of translation is illustrated by the ecclesiastical history
of Ukraine and Poland, which are neighbouring countries but
borderlands for Eastern and Western Christianity. In this book,
we will confine ourselves to Orthodox and Catholic areas, even
though the Protestant liturgical heritage is also fascinating from
the viewpoint of genre, since, in some Protestant texts, it is even
more challenging to draw the line between prayer and religious
poetry.
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The structure of the book mirrors the most obvious division of
translation studies into theory, history and criticism. The first part
deals with theoretical principles and ideas that are fundamental
to liturgical translation and essential to the comparative study of
liturgical traditions. It opens with the general idea of comparison
in research and the ways in which it can be used to explore specific
dimensions of religious histories and texts from the perspective
of translation. The theoretical parameters for assessing a
liturgical text are derived from the possibility of identifying the
components of equivalence, understanding pitfalls of the status
of languages, and appreciating the appropriation of paratextual
features in liturgical practice. The chapter on the titles of liturgical
books clarifies how the titles themselves can contribute to an
understanding of liturgical translation and how they should be
translated in today’s publishing industry.

The second section offers insights into the cultural, literary
and ecclesiastical history of Ukraine and Poland. Covering the
period of a millennium, the study shows how different periods
shaped different attitudes to and reception of liturgical texts and
their role. Language was a crucial factor in the Middle Ages: the
comprehensible Church Slavonic language stimulated the rise of
Early Ukrainian literature, while Latin had no similar effect on
Early Polish literature. Conversely, the advance of printing in the
Catholic world had a positive effect on Polish religious writings,
which were later copied in the Ukrainian Orthodox environment.
For centuries, Ukrainians and Poles lived in the same countries:
the conditions of the “long 19" century” made these nations
stateless and helped them search for their identity through
liturgical translations. The emergence of independent or semi-
independent Ukrainian and Polish states created various — more,
less or no favourable — milieus for the development of liturgical
translation in the two countries or pushed its development
beyond the borders of one country.

The third part demonstrates how different linguistic tools can
be applied to interpret and assess the quality of the translation of
specific liturgical features. The texts represent both the Byzantine
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and Roman rites: the Office for the Dead (emotion terms in the
Funeral Vigil and in “Dies irae”), the Creed (two versions and their
interpolation of political history), the Byzantine Marian Hymn
(feminist reading of religious texts) and the Roman Passiontide
(Cognitive Poetics and the believer’s perception).

This book is the outcome of the project which, was made
possible through Scholarship Grant No. 52110864 from the
International Visegrad Fund. The project was implemented at the
Maria Curie-Sklodowska University (Lublin, Poland) from October
2021 to July 2022 under the supervision of Prof. Magdalena
Mitura.

Several chapters of the book have already been published in
previous editions:

1. Shmiher T. Comparative studies of history, religion
and translation: three disciplines at one liturgical crossroads //
Translation Studies in Ukraine as an Integral Part of the European
Context. Bratislava: Veda, 2023. P. 123-130.

2. Shmiher T. Dogmatic equivalence: a key to liturgical trans-
lation? // IHo3emHa ¢inonoris. fibsis, 2022. Bun. 135. C. 100-112.

3. Shmiher T. Musical dimensions of quality judgements
in liturgical translation // Haykosuit yaconuc. Cepis 9. CydacHi
TeHAEeHUiT po3BUTKY MoB / Hau,. nea. yH-Ty im. M. 1. [lparomaHoBa.
Kwuis, 2022. Bun. 23. C. 88-96.

4. Shmiher T. Titles of liturgical books as the problem of
correspondence in religious translation // Studia Philologica.
2022. No. 18/19. P. 80-91.

5. Shmiher T. Liturgical Translation in Europe’s Medieval East:
Matters of Civilization and Textual Praxis // East/West: Journal of
Ukrainian Studies. 2023. Vol. 10, no. 1. P. 137-154.

6. Shmiher T. Early modern time in the Ukrainian and Polish
histories of liturgical translation // Kultirne dejiny / Cultural
History. 2022. Vol. 13, no. 2. P. 199-225.

7. Shmiher T. Rev. Henryk Paprocki’s Contribution to
Poland’s Orthodox Translation // Translation Studies: Theory and
Practice / Yerevan State University. Yerevan, 2022. Vol. 2 (1 (3)).
P. 83-90.
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8. LWmirep T. NitypriiHnii nepeknag Ykpainn 1991-2021 pp.
/ T. Wmirep // IHaukTioH: KaneHgap-anbmaHax 2023. b.m.:
Ceatoropeup, 2022. C. 94-103.

9. Shmiher T. Garden or branch: Feministic motifs in the
translations of the Feast of the Nativity of the Mother of God //
BicHuK. Cep. IHo3eMHa dinonorisa / Kuis. Hau,. yH-Tim. T. LLieByeHKa.
Kuis, 2021. Bun. 53 (1). C. 74-78.

10. Shmiher T. Modest grief in the Office of the Dead: a case
study of emotion terms in translations of the Orthodox funeral
vigil // East European Journal of Psycholinguistics. 2022. Vol. 9 (1).
P. 240-251.

11. Shmiher T. Ancient emotions and their translations into
modern languages: Latin Office for the Dead in Modern English,
Polish and Ukrainian // Antika v kontexte storo¢i/ eds. A. |. Kozelova
a J. Drengubiak; PreSovska univerzita v PreSove, Filozoficka fakulta.
Presov, 2022. S. 194-210.

12. Shmiher T. Translating the Symbols of Triduum //
Translation Studies: Theory and Practice / Yerevan State University.
Yerevan, 2022. Vol. 2 (2 (4)). P. 39-47.

13. Shmiher T. The Creed for the Ukrainians and Poles:
linguocultural histories of texts // BonuHb ¢dinonoriyHa: TekcT i
KOHTeKCcT. JlyubK, 2022. Ne 33. C. 194-207.

14. Wmirep T. MNoTpebu KpUTUKKM AiTYprintHOro nepeknasy
B Ykpaidi // Tonocu # BigayHHA aHTMuHOCTI. Donum natalicium
Andreae Sodomorae: maTepianun BceyKp. HayK. KOH®. Ao 85-pivun
npod. A. Comomopwu (/1bsis, 16 rpya. 2022 p.). /ibsis: JIHY im. IBaHa
®paHKa, 2023. C. 243-250.

This book has come about thanks to the help of many people
who have advised me on various issues and problems. | am par-
ticularly grateful to Prof. Magdalena Mitura, Prof. Monika Adam-
czyk-Garbowska, Prof. Christopher Garbowski, Archbishop Prof.
lhor Isichenko, Rev. Dr. Vasyl Rudeiko, Rev. Andriy Dudchenko,
Mykola Duplak for their constant support and inspiration. A word
of gratitude is to the late Peggy Elain Duly. May this written word
be an eternal prayer for her and for all the other benefactors of
this book.



I. THEORETICAL PREREQUISITES

1. Comparative studies of history, religion and translation:
three disciplines meet at one liturgical crossroads

A Ukrainian apocrypha tells how man learned from nature
by comparison. Abel had been lying dead and unburied for 30
years when Adam, grieving, observed that one dove had died
and another had buried it. So, Adam buried Abel and stopped
mourning [Anokpion 1896:9]. This story, extracted from a
seventeenth-century manuscript, may have recalled and reflected
what cognitivists traced much later: a tremendous mental capacity
for conceptual comparison and blending, which occurred 50,000
years ago, developed an unprecedented power to evolve and
innovate [Fauconnier, Turner 2002:v]. This cognitive revolution
drastically changed the historical dynamics of human progress and
civilisation.

This chapter aims to reckon how comparative studies can
advance the exploration of liturgical translation in the domains of
translation theory and history.

Comparison and contrast

In linguistics, the view has been stabilised that comparison
covers only similarities and is suitable for typological purposes
[cf. Totosy de Zepetnek 2006:352], whereas contrast studies
both similarities and dissimilarities and thus fits the systematic
description. When examining a particular language pair (or culture
pair), it is possible to identify and interpret the convergent and
divergent features of phenomenal systems.

The epistemological value of comparison is recognised as an
essential tool for studying the discipline and its tendencies. So,
comparative/contrastive studies are known in the humanities



14

and sciences. Comparison itself is viewed as an immanent part of
cognition and a primary logical means of recognising the external
world [Cangos 2006:1-2]. The need for classifications generates
the ability to be more critical towards the objects compared and
deepens the interpretation of these phenomena, their relations
and statuses, as well as their viable and hierarchical systematicity.

In history, comparative studies trigger the debate about the
disadvantages and limitations of the national focus: “To limit the
subject of historical study within national boundaries is always to
invite the charge of narrow perspective and historical nationalism”
[Comparative 1997:3]. The perspective is generally not more
comprehensive but more enlightening by revealing neglected,
forgotten or assumed minor facts, which, conversely, are the small-
est detail to complete the solid puzzle. In historical studies, even
terms such as “nation” and “national” are often misinterpreted
and misused, deliberately or accidentally. Convenient definitions
of the word “nation” — such as “a relatively large group of people
organized under a single, usually independent government; a
country”, “the territory occupied by such a group of people”, “the
government of a sovereign state”, “a people who share common
customs, origins, history, and frequently language; a nationality”
[American 2018: 1173] — are rejected because it turns out that
some historians see everything related to a “nation” through the
lens of different historical and political concepts: “nation-state”,
which is, in fact, an extremely definitive formation, but it should
not overshadow geographical, ethnic, linguistic associations that
apply to research beyond modern times.

History studies can benefit from understanding the great
contradiction: on the one hand, every history is unique and
distinctive; on the other hand, it shares many common and
universal civilisational features that constitute the human race.
This contradiction does not elucidate issues that remain on the
borderline between parochialism and cosmopolitanism. However,
strictly epistemologically, it helps to combine uneven knowledge
from different domains of research to demonstrate the fluidity
and continuity of a unitary civilisation.
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A number of comparative cultural studies [e.g. Chrisomalis
1993; Hodgson 1993; Dream 1999; Bynbdcon 2003] have helped
to shape visions of what researchers are welcome to explore in
our civilisational history, and they can be interpolated onto the
comparative viewpoints of translation practice:

1) stable correspondences are demonstrably efficient criteria
for describing the material under study, although their stability
needs to be studied in a dynamic way when different historical
periods require different axiological categories for assessing
reception;

2) in the existing system of the historical progress of nations,
symmetrical and asymmetrical oppositions equally identify
parameters for the juxtaposition of translation milieus and
products, while asymmetries are even more thought-provoking
for the search of the profound factors of civilisational progress;

3) acceptance can be seen as a value for identifying a specific
set of historical phenomena whose status is temporarily canonised
by a longer tradition or a shorter public appreciation;

4) all phenomena contain a culturally specific sense, but if the
majority of the readership does not recognise the awareness of
this sense, the imbalance of power in two traditions becomes an
additional point of attention;

5) liminality and centrality are parameters that can explain
how flexible and changeable power is in the dynamics of
civilisational progress;

6) the object of research is the topoi of historical —in our case,
religious — experience, the continuity of which is witnessed in the
context of interregional cooperation and change.

Any comparison is not an end in itself without the limits set
by other methods [Cangos 2006:8], and its goals are within the
partial methods of a discipline. In translation studies, they strive
to discover the multifacetedness of translation phenomena: their
agents (personalities and institutions), their products (direct and
indirect results), their targets (individual readers and reading
communities), their modes of implementation (such as texts
and paratexts, levels of introspection), their temporal limits
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(effective here and now or in the medium and long term), their
spatial locations (milieus and their hierarchies). James Holmes’
map of translation studies will provide further ideas for partial
comparative studies.

Comparing histories and societies

History is often confused with chronology (which is part of
history) and interpreted as a collection of facts (which is only partly
true). Summarising the studies of history in general and those of
translation history in particular, researchers have identified the
following theoretical lines of investigation

1) the nature of change: each translation is produced for a
reason and has agents whose qualifications determine the textual
changes of a translation and the linguopoetical fluctuations of the
literary process; there are also different ways in which a translation
influences its readership;

2) activity: who and how can participate in these trans-
formations (gender, social or ethnic groups as creators; contro-
versies between an individuality and a group):

3) teleology: this point helps to penetrate the asymmetry
between the aim and the result of a specific translation;

4) prognostication: each text can generate transformations
for some similar or dependent texts in spatial and temporal
dimensions;

5) producers and consumers: in the social hierarchy, the role
of translators can be an essential factor in shaping a literary canon,
but they also transmit the values of their authorities to manipulate
reading communities;

6) histotainment does not apply to this area of history, but the
market may soon demand everything.

These parts of literary history can undoubtedly contribute to
writing the history of a national literature, which includes original
writings and translations, social categories, as well as lines of
perception and reception.

The plurality of approaches and topics means that histories
can be written and interpreted in various directions. One of these
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directions is comparative, which is both a source and a goal of
study since it is comparison that draws attention to neglected
facts and makes us reflect on why differences have arisen during
phenomenal progress in two different national traditions. From
this perspective, this approach should be called “contrastive”, but
the term “comparative” still dominates.

Mark Bloch distinguishes two types of comparison for
historical purposes [Hill, Hill, 1980:830]:

1) universal comparison (when the societies under study are
separated by time and distance);

2) historical comparison (when the historian focuses on
neighbouring and contemporary societies).

Liturgical traditions are better explored through the example
of societies in contact with each other because the differences
illuminate the dynamics of civilisational progress. The Ukrainian
and Polish liturgical traditions are a suitable object of comparative
research because, on the one hand, they represent the same
geographical area — Central/Eastern Europe — and, on the other
hand, they have inherited the opposite branches of Christianity
— Eastern and Western. In a way, this comparison takes us back
to a millennium-old discussion about “whose faith is better”, but
nowadays, scholars have no need to simplify this historical and
theological complexity, and they have the opportunity to observe
the dynamics of civilisation in order to build a larger picture later
on. In Milan Kundera’s ironic words [Kundera 1984:33], “the part
of Europe situated geographically in the centre — culturally in the
West and politically in the East” — is the focus of attention.

The prospects of the comparative history of liturgical
translation can be structured according to the following areas or
lines of research:

1) the Liturgy and the development of Language: the
sacredness of a language is perceived as a cultural and theological
value; a language was designed for liturgical and evangelistic
purposes (Church Slavonic); liturgical texts need retranslations
which reflect the current religious experience of a reading
community;
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2) the Liturgy and the development of Literature: religious
writings replaced the system of a national literature in some
periods of its development; they easily and quickly filled in for
some genres of meditative poetry and prose;

3) the Liturgy and the development of Music: the rise of
ecclesiastical chants impacted the advance of national musical
cultures; singing and instrumental arrangements contribute to
peculiar ways of religious hermeneutics, and they can generally
be regarded as instances of intersemiotic translation;

4) the Liturgy and the development of Book Culture: the
liturgical text had a high status in the system of national book-
printing histories; the role of some liturgical book types (like
prayer books) supported the dissemination of literacy;

5) the Liturgy and the development of Ideas: Christian lexis
changed people’s worldview; it helped them move from a physical
mentality to more abstract forms; Christianity interacted with the
elaboration of national Law and Aesthetics;

6) the Liturgy and the development of Social Mentality:
historical, ethnic and national milieus were shaped around
religious values; liturgical texts strengthened national identities
via translation in imperial contexts and in circumstances of exile,
minorities and newly independent countries.

The civilisational changes orchestrated by religious praxis
reflect the supranational and interregional evolution of world-
views, cultural practices and artistic forms. The unity of synchronic
sections with diachronic excursuses ultimately reveals the beauty
and richness of a nation’s spiritual life, encoded in translation
phenomena.

Comparing religions and texts

On average, religion is always connected or arranged in the
Word or via the Word; it is, thus, practised in the text and via
the text. The importance of the text for religious practices also
means that this text has its identity, which is determined by its
functionality, communicative efficiency, intertextuality and even
ethnicity, along with sacredness. This is why, from the translation
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perspective, the comparison of religions coincides successfully
and fruitfully with the comparison of texts.

The identity of liturgical texts is constructed around their
being the object of sympathetic responses and evangelical praxis.
Its core lies in the interpretation of hymns and prayers as texts
for spreading evangelisation and sharing sympathy. This factual
symbiosis has shaped the unity that appeals to the classification
of the functions of the liturgical text when historical and dogmatic
informativeness, aesthetics, psychological intentionality and even
magical aspirations are expected from the same text.

The rhetoric of prayers and hymns embraces the ways of
managing Transcendence when the whole system looks like a
triangle or a tripartite channel connecting God, the Self and the
liturgical text. In all religious texts, immediacy, visual clarity and
effective emotional appeal are linked to a typical verbality that is
easily remembered and often reproduced by believers through
their language. Language serves the foundation of Christian
thought through the use of insightful rhetorical figures [e.g.
Edwards 2017:57-60, 149-153 etc.] or ars oratoria bordering on
music [Slusarczyk 2009:192-195].

Religions can be imaged as spaces, memories, emotions, but
all these visionary programmes are encoded in texts, which are
welcome to be studied by applying the various methodologies of
translation quality assessment. A dual cosmology or two-world
model empowers most (or all) religions: this inspiration to see the
“other world” permeates all levels of hierarchical ecclesiastical
texts. At the lowest — intimate (individual) — level, liturgical texts
help the believer to recognise his or her existence between here
and eternity; at the highest — societal (public) — level, they reveal
the eschatological value of entire institutions, such as the Warring
Church on earth and the Triumphant Church in heaven. The most
significant power of liturgical texts is that they translate great ideas
for private use. All the methods of analysis fermented in cognitive
and communicative linguistics [see more: Lmirep 2018:166-304]
are applicable to uncover the intricate nexus of dogmatic truths
and emotional states encoded in a single liturgical text.
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History is usually interpreted in the two-stage mode: every
religion has a prehistory, so Christian prehistory is paganism.
Meanwhile, the collective experience of a reading community also
has a history, but it is outside the focus of research. The cultural
and axiological models of translation analysis borrowed from
ethnography, postcolonial studies and sociology help to reveal
the historical identity of liturgical texts [cf. Modnicka 2009:217-
226]. Impressive but quite logical was the interpretation of Roman
Catholic texts as symbols of Western hegemony. Historically, this is
true when countries in Latin America or Asia are meant. It was not
only the very religious ideas but also the musical decoration that
provoked resistance and colonial associations. A similar case can
easily be found in Eastern Orthodoxy. Several Slavonic Orthodox
and Greek Catholic churches still use the Church Slavonic liturgy,
pronounced according to the phonetic rules of the local vernacular.
The Russian pronunciation outside Russia is an example of Moscow’s
hegemony: the Polish Orthodox Church uses the Russian recension
of Church Slavonic in the territory that used to be part of the former
Kyivan Metropolitanate, and accordingly, the Ukrainian recension
and chants were practised. Meanwhile, the Slovak Orthodox Church
and the Slovak Greek Catholic Church have retained the Kyivan
liturgical heritage due to different historical circumstances.

In the history of knowledge, everything commences with
empirical work and data collection. Further work on classifications
ismore experimental: descriptive observations are notalways clear-
cut, and fuzzy boundaries can create grey areas. For this reason,
the isolation of the phenomena to be analysed is complemented
by the non-isolation of their interpretation in comparative
contexts. Comparison (albeit contrast is epistemologically a better
term) is neither a replacement for the earlier “collection” — i.e.
positivist — methodology nor a stage of the same paradigm, but
offers an additional productive source of analytical knowledge
that has different values at various stages of the investigation of
historical — and not only — phenomena.

Like cultural history, ecclesiastical history deals with
questions determined by its global context and the history
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of the sacred world. These preliminary remarks suggest that
supranational religious projections share recurrent patterns of
religious translation. The history of translating the Bible and the
Quran shows a similar shift in the acceptance of sacred texts in
national languages. This state of affairs leads us to hypothesise
that this process occurs at different speeds in all the Abrahamic
religions, depending on the degree of discrepancy between
sacred languages and contemporary vernaculars. Hypothetically,
the same processes can be observed in other religions.

Traditionally, liturgical texts have become jewels of high
culture, as great prayers and hymns are samples of the splendour
of verbal worship. The beauty, reverence and inspiration given and
received in liturgies transform believers and their worldview. For
this reason, the liturgical word is so precious that all these features
transform human senses and language. These originals continue
to produce translations of new quality, and this is the greatest
divine mystery, how religious poetry can be better understood and
practised through interlingual comparison.

2. Liturgical translation in theory
2.1. Dogmatic equivalence as a key to liturgical translation

In the 20" century, the emergence of translation studies as
an academic subject and the post-Vatican Il liturgical changes
created an opportunity to collect information and establish a
fresh field of study: liturgical translation. Liturgical translators
face complex challenges in interpreting religious texts due to
the variety of linguistic and hermeneutic patterns, as well as the
stylistic, poetic and musical parameters of the text [OrieHko 1922;
Chupungco 1997; Taft 1998; Venturi 2001; lanagsa 2017]. As a
result, liturgical translation has become a part of ecclesiastical law
and is discussed in official church documents [Kaminska 2015].
Meanwhile, researchers concentrate on how texts change and
differ, but they pay less attention to how the words themselves
transform due to the absence of thorough linguistic analysis tools



22

[e.g. Svagrovsky 1999; Novakova 2010; Zivéak 2017; cf. Octanuyk
2017].

What theory is available, and what is needed?

The contemporary culture of publishing religious books in
translation does not provide publicity for a translator’s reflections,
though the existing body of knowledge in this sphere would greatly
benefit from such reflections and shared practices. Rarely do
translators devote a small part of the preface to translation issues.
Rarely do they write about translation principles, but instead, they
dwell on the edition of the original, other translations, the aims of
the translation, and so on. The translation principles applied are
mentioned in passing, which helps to locate the text within the
range of mainstream translation tendencies, but almost nothing is
said about translation norms and strategies that other translators
can be share in the future.

In 1922, Ivan Ohiyenko published his translation of the Liturgy
of St John Chrysostom, to which he added a separate section of
comments, including “Methods of translating liturgical books into
Ukrainian” [Orienko 1922]. He formulated the following principles
of translation, which reveal the historical and cultural links between
the original and the translation, the principles of reproducing stylistic
functions and adhering to specific translation strategies, namely:

1) translating from the original, but taking into account the
tradition established by the Church Slavonic biblical and liturgical
literature (this principle is defined by the diverse liturgical
practices in various Orthodox Churches, so the original is always a
“surprising” point in Orthodox translation);

2) attention to the specific features of the text which is sung,
spoken or recited in silence (this principle also implies the possible
use of another language which is pronounced by a priest but not
announced to the public, and this is important in defining the
priority of translation of texts for official liturgical use);

3) taking into account the Jewish-Hellenistic poetics (biblical
and liturgical texts are mostly poetic and poetic, and these features
immensely shape the verbal beauty of the Liturgy);



23

4) avoiding one’s amplifying exegesis (this principle places the
translator in the hermeneutical tradition of the Church when the
translator’s licence is balanced by dogmatic accuracy);

5) comparing the liturgical language with the text of the New
Testament (a translator has to remember the lexicon and formulae
transferred directly from the Bible, and they should be the same
as in the official translation of the Bible, otherwise believers will
not decipher the direct contact and associations with the Bible);

6) employing the “high” style of the Ukrainian language,
paying attention to its melodiousness, purity and accessibility for
the general reader;

7) translating the Divine Liturgy into Ukrainian means
commemorating Ukrainian saints, the Ukrainian Church, the
Ukrainian authorities, as well as adding prayers and litanies that
are national in content.

These principles apply to the translation of all liturgical
texts. Although he did not use some basic translation terms
(such as equivalence, translatability, etc.), he established three
cornerstones of liturgical translation: semantics (including
dogmatic exegesis), poetics (taking into account the specific
poetics of each original text and the poetics of the expected
target reception), and performability (including musical patterns
and specific features of aural perception). Over time, Ohiyenko’s
views were only “supplemented” by other researchers but not
radically changed: biblical phrases should be properly referenced
and quoted in liturgical texts [Szymanek 1978]; liturgical
translation should be doctrinally correct and free from ideological
influences [Subardjo 2019: 23, 25]; liturgical poetics is realised
in the multiplicity of translations and will always need a new
interpretation and translation [Lash 1998; O’Loughlin 2019]; every
translator has to solve the problem of the correlation between the
poetics of the original languages and that of the target language
[Ware 2000-2001; Ugolnik 2000-2001]; the sound and musical
qualities of the text should also remain within the scope of the
translator’s attention [Bailey 2000—-2001].
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However, the person whose views are regularly referred to is
Eugene Nida. In the 1960s, he built a very successful opposition
between formal and dynamic equivalence, reflecting a form or
content orientation. In the 1990s, he claimed that this dichotomy
was outdated and needed to be reconstructed in the direction of
functional equivalence, covering more communicative and cultural
dimensions [Nida 1995]. This later motivation reached few liturgical
translators, but in various milieus, the drawbacks of the simplistic
dichotomy of form versus content were discussed [Chupungco
1997:389; lanaasa 2017:353-354]. Keeping in mind the division
of liturgical translation problems into three groups — semantic,
poetic and performative, the researcher can easily attribute the
profitability of verse translation for solving — or searching for
solutions to — poetically based problems. Viewing liturgical texts as
poetry opens the way to applying the rich literature in this domain
to religious texts and deepens the insightful observations of
liturgical translation criticism, which is desirable in all translators’
routine work. The group of performative problems calls for inviting
rhetoricians and musicologists (especially ethnomusicologists)
to reconcile foreign and native speech melodies. The group of
semantic problems focuses on the interpretative nexus of verbal
signs, and the translator has to scrutinise the lexical, cultural,
dogmatic and even grammatical information encoded in a sign.

At the heart of the debate on liturgical translation is the
attitude to language as a means of disseminating information
and, thus, evangelisation. Linguistic codes are the signs speakers
exchange to convey their messages. This is why it is indispensable
to remember that “each language has its own way of thinking and
its unique network of signs” [Subardjo 2019:25]. A sign is valid
when it is decoded and encoded by the speakers, otherwise it
loses its validity. Some clergy underestimate the power of signs,
believing that believers can — or should? — somehow know what
is in the priest’s sign, whereas the content of the believer’s sign
may be drastically different. The choice of wrongly attributed signs
builds the wall of misunderstanding between the priest and the
faithful, as well as the gap between the Gospels and the faithful.
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Every language is also a historical formation. It is understood
and appreciated in the same way —in a more or less similar way —in
a particular place at a particular time. In English-language religious
discourse, David Crystal has observed the radical change in forms
of religious verbal expression over a reasonably short period: “A
generation ago [in the early 1960s], liturgical linguistic norms
in much of the English-speaking world involved a large number
of low-level lexical and grammatical usages that were plainly
idiosyncratic to this genre. ... Today [at the turn of the 1990s], many
of the most distinctive features have gone, in the revised formal
Christian liturgies. There is no doubt that modern liturgical styles
use far fewer distinctive grammatical features” [Crystal 1990:122-
123]. He notes somewhat archaic features of grammar, lexis and
idioms such as “thou”, “livest”, “brethren”, “whence”, “praise
be..”, “he, having eaten, went”, and so on. These features were
not used outside religious and legal discourse, making liturgical
speech quite peculiar. Nevertheless, their functionality was not
very productive among the broad masses of the public, and this
understanding determines other ways of searching for tools to
express sacrum and profanum in a language while preserving
concinnity with the original text.

Macro criterion and micro criteria

Liturgical translation criticism has a solid basis for in-depth
textual study. However, analysts must deal with the most apparent
textual discrepancy and error: omissions. Omissions are marginally
permissible—not sanctioned, but tolerated—in interpretation; they
are exceptionally rarely called “zero equivalence” in translation;
they are generally regarded as a sign of the inferior quality of
a translation and the very low competence of a translator. It is
not clear why omissions are not so rare in liturgical texts [Malloy
2014:377; Pskit 2019:54-57]. The excessive liturgical creativity
of priests can explain this fact. However, this case is simple from
a theoretical point of view. More complicated is the qualitative
assessment of a word, its meaning and function in the source and
target texts.
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It makes sense to place the so-called “dogmatic equivalence”
at the centre of the assessment of the quality of liturgical
translations and consider it a multi-component or multi-leve
phenomenon. What is important in liturgical translation is
not “formal”, “denotative”, “stylistic”, “pragmatic”, “cultural”,
“cognitive”, “associative” or similar equivalence, but “dogmatic”
equivalence, which includes various semantic components that
are essential for the relevant interpretation of a religious text. The
translation analyst can identify several levels of such equivalence:

1) at the level of terms

2) at the level of lexical, cultural or theological interpretation;

3) at the level of grammatical interpretation;

4) at the level of phonetic prosody.

Terms should be understood in their broadest sense. In
Catholic-Orthodox comparison, the terms “Virgin Mary” and
“Theotokos” refer to the same person: Mary, the Mother of Jesus
Christ. At the same time, they draw the faithful’s attention to the
dogmatic value of this name: the Catholics emphasise her chastity,
while the Orthodox appeal to her status as the Mother of God,
making her the Protectress of all Christians.

The question of common words used as terms is part of the
terminological line of thought. “Bread”! and “wine” should be
considered as terms because their ingredients and preparation
are so strictly regulated that there is reason to be suspicious when
we speak of the same object in different liturgical traditions. In
reality, this is similar to the old discussion about denotative
meaning: butter has different names in different languages, but
its taste and consistency vary from country to country, so different
names denote different objects.

In 16%™-century catechisms, theologians were very careful with
the dogmatic lexis: in the case of the Creed, they considered the
term “ocOpPoAov” untranslatable and preferred the transliteration,
otherwise they would have to write the whole phrase as the

! Bread was the subject of a special study by Thomas O’Loughlin [O’Loughlin
2004].
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Confession of Faith [Kop3o 2007:268]. The term itself meant a lot,
from a sign to a text.

Inthe Ecumenical Prayer of the Melkite Greek Catholic Liturgy of
St John Chrysostom, an invocation contains the lexeme “Orthodox”:
“Again, we pray for the blessed and ever to be remembered founders
of this holy church (or monastery,) and for our Orthodox Fathers
and brethren who have gone before us and who here or elsewhere
have been laid to pious rest” [Byzantine 1969:272]. Both the Eastern
and Western Churches use the terms “Orthodox” (dogmatically
correct) and “Catholic” (universal, ecumenical), but in the general
perception, these nuances are not well known or well remembered.
It is even more true in the aural perception when the faithful pray,
meditate and do not recognise the clear distinction of the nature of
the Church of Christ but confuse it with the more frequently heard
names of the earthly institutions in Constantinople/Istanbul and in
Rome. This is why translators try some experiments. The relevant
text in the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Liturgy is the Insistent Litany
with the following words: “We also pray for the people here present
who await Your great and bountiful mercies, for those who have
been kind to us, and for all orthodox Christians” [Apxuepelicbka
2012:65]. Avoiding capitalisation in the spelling of the word is
a good option for a written text, but it is not perceived correctly
in speech. Moreover, the lexeme is completely ambivalent in the
Ukrainian text [Apxuepelicbka 2012:64], as no changes have been
made here.

The lexical interpretation of any liturgical word will undeniably
enter the realm of cultural and theological hermeneutics. The
indispensable term of Christianity is “Adyog”, most often quoted
according to the Gospel of John (1:1). The “Greek-English
Lexicon” by Henry George Liddell and Robert Scott fixes 34
senses of this word in semantic groups of reckoning, calculation,
relation, explanation, debate, oration, utterance, saying, subject,
expression and the wisdom of God. The same complexity is found
in G. W. H. Lampe’s “Patristic Greek Lexicon”, which points to the
integral dominance of the spirit over verbal expression. Thus, the
translation “In the beginning was the Word” could have sounded
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like “In the beginning was Mind / the Idea”. The theological choice,
which has influenced all contemporary biblical and liturgical
contexts, derives from the Vulgate. However, modern theologians
see the sign of “the Word” much more broadly, encompassing
the ideas of life and those of reason, conscience and prophecy
[Commentary 1978:774]. This collection of rational and theological
interpretations stimulates the search for a different and similarly
semantically and dogmatically voluminous word, but the accepted
theological tradition is already perfectly balanced and blocks
further search. We only have to admit that in Christian history, a
lot could have changed for the better if people had been taught to
think more before believing and acting.

In the Ukrainian Christian space, i.e. the Orthodox and Greek
Catholic liturgical traditions of Ukraine, there is a regular debate
about the phrase “servant of God”, whose Ukrainian equivalent
is “pab boxkuin” (literally: a slave of God). The problem lies in the
Old Greek formulation “6o00Ao¢ Tou OsoU” where “6oUAo¢” was “a
born bondman” and experienced different kinds of relationships
with his masters, as well as in the Church Slavonic heritage, where
“pabb” derives from “work” and means a servant who could be a
prisoner, a serf, a slave, and also a subordinate subject doing the
work of an employee and servant. In New Ukrainian, the difference
between “pa6” and “cnyra” is similar to that between the English
“slave” and “servant”, where the former is “completely deprived
of freedom and personal rights” (according to the Oxford English
Dictionary). In theological parlance, the deprivation of freedom
and choice can lead to the heretical concept that a Christian is not
responsible for his or her sins so human salvation is God’s will but
not human choice or work. For this reason, voices are being raised
in favour of the lexeme “cnyra”. Meanwhile, the Ukrainian clergy
is not ready to change this status quo [e.g. lanag3a 1998:39],
though some support can be seen in the Ukrainian translations
of the Bible (Romans 6:22). The “Orthodox”? translation uses the

2 The Ukrainian Churches do not have an officially recognised translation:
lvan Ohiyenko was an Orthodox Metropolitan whose translation is preferred in
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lexeme “pab” (slave): “A Tenep, 3BiNbHUBLUNCA Big, rpixa i CTaBLK
pabamu boroBi, MaeTe nAig Ball Ha OCBAYEHHSA, @ KiHEUb KUTTA
BiuHe” (translated by Ivan Ohiyenko), while the “Greek Catholic”
translations leave some room for experimentation: “Tenep e,
3Bi/IbHMBLUNCA Big rpixa i cTaBwuK cayramm borosi, maete Baw
NAig Ha OCBAYEHHSA, a KiHelpb — KUTTA BiyHe” (translated by Ivan
Khomenko). The lexeme “cnayra” (servant) gives more room for
associations with the citizenship of God’s people that is given to
believers as a result of the Sacrament of Baptism.

The search for theological justification sometimes leads to
over-interpretation. This is the case of the Greek phrase “gic toUg
ai®vag t@v aiwvwy”’, whose Old Hebrew structure for denoting
greatness has found its way into European languages: Latin “in
sacula saeculorum”, English “into the ages of ages”, Polish “przez
wszystkie wieki wiekdw / na wieki wiekdw”, Church Slavonic “Bo
BbKM BbKOBB”, etc. In the Ukrainian linguaculture, this phrase
has two possible and well-accepted translation variants: “Ha
Biku BiKiB” (taken from the Church Slavonic pattern) and “Ha
BikM BiuHii” (shaped by Ukrainian poetics). The latter was used
in some older religious texts, by classical Ukrainian authors
(such as Hryhoriy Kvitka-Osnovyanenko, lvan Nechui-Levytskyi),
and it resembles the well-known Ukrainian poetic means such
as “BonbHasn Bona” (literally: “free freedom”; as cited by Taras
Shevchenko). The root of the debate over the choice between the
two options is the foreignisation or domestication approach, and
there is no need to invent an additional theological motivation
for emphasising the meaning of eternity in the stable system of
the target language (for the religious dimension, see [[anaa3a
2002-2004]).

The grammatical interpretation also had a dogmatic value.
History knows the case of St Maximus the Greek, a monk,
philosopher and translator active in Moscow in the 16%™ century.

Orthodox and Protestant congregations; lvan Khomenko was a Greek Catholic
priest whose translation is more commonly referred to as the “Roman Bible” in
the Greek Catholic milieu. However, there is no prohibition on the use of other
translations in the Churches.
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Given the task of translating and correcting liturgical books,
he substituted the Greek aorist tense for the Church Slavonic
perfect tense and was accused of heresy: Moscow theologians
claimed that the aorist denoted Christ’s eternal nature, and the
perfect tense signified the end of His Kingdom [Ckab 2020:427].
Fortunately, today, we do not use grammar for such exegetical
judgments, but sometimes, the dogma rules grammar.

In the Sign of the Cross, the formula “In the name of the Father
and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit” has problems in finding the
right shoulder for the part “Holy” and for the part “Spirit”. This
issue arose in the Polish translation. The Polish Catholic formula
reads “W imie Ojca, i Syna, i Ducha Swietego” when “Duch” is on
the left shoulder and “Swiety” is on the right shoulder. This is the
Roman pattern. The Byzantine pattern is reversed, and the Polish
Orthodox formula reads “W imie Ojca, i Syna, i Swietego Ducha”,
violating Polish syntax. Surprisingly, the English translators did not
change the grammar, but the symbolic marking of the shoulders:
the same formula is used for Catholics and Orthodox, though in
different liturgical traditions, a different shoulder marks the other
part of the phrase.

The phonetic level can become a musical challenge for
translators and musicologists. The main idea here is to push the
melodies elaborated by the relevant chants (such as Gregorian
chant in Western Christianity; or, more specifically, Ukrainian (Kyiv
and Halych) chants for translation into other languages). However,
the phonetic level is primarily theoretical, but the Ukrainian history
of religious translation can illustrate even this kind of dogmatic
equivalence. This is the spelling of the Sacrament of Baptism,
which sounds more like the name of Christ: “xpuueHHs” instead
of the more popular and regular “xpeweHHs”. Although lvan
Ohiyenko does not accept this spelling as the standard, he followed
the idea of his Protestant advisors-editors. From the viewpoint of
Ukrainian pronunciation, the non-accentuated sounds [e] and
[u] are pronounced identically. Only the written spelling and the
nominal form clearly show the similarity between “Xpuctoc”
and “xpuweHHs”. This linguistic experiment is interesting from a
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dogmatic standpoint, but it is instead an etymological coincidence
that makes this fact exceptional.

Dogmatic equivalence even depends on the technical
conditions of the search for the original. In translating the Orthodox
Pentecostarion [Festal 1969], Mother Mary and Kallistos Ware
revealed their translation technique: they translated from Greek
but introduced some corrections according to the Church Slavonic
text. In this way, the translation was supposed to represent two
liturgical traditions — Greek and Russian — but it does not represent
either since each tradition will find deviations from its liturgical
praxis. Rationally, this approach is flawed since the translation
produced does not correspond to a true original in any existing
liturgical tradition and should hence be regarded as incorrect.
On the other hand, the Church Slavonic text is also a misleading
concept because different Orthodox liturgical traditions have
different Church Slavonic Textus Recepti in the same language for
their liturgical use.

The translation critic should be cautious to identify the very
original since a single liturgical tradition can introduce numerous
changes within a short time. A good example is the alternating
or combined use of the words “rest” (“cnokiii”) and “memory”
(“nam’atb”) in the Ukrainian Orthodox Office for the Dead:

—Ukraine, 1646: “w pask Boxitms, HMApeks: H BAAKEHHOMD
nokon erw, T'ocnopy nomoanmea” [EyxonoriwH 1646:1:[589]];

— Canada, 1954: “3a paba Boxoro (abo: paby Boxky), im’s, i
3a 6naxKeHHUI cnokiit noro, focnoay nomonimocs!” [EBxonorioH
1954:132];

— USA, 1963: “3a Hes3abyTHboro paba boxoro (paby
Boxy) (im’s), 3a cnokin i pobpy nam’atb ioro (ii) focnoaesi
nomonimocb” [TpebHuk 1963:68];

— USA, 1976: “3a He3abyTHboro paba Boxkoro (paby Boxky,
nomonimocb” [TpebHuk 1976:136].

These changes reflect the vibrant life of religious communities
and milieus: all the changes have been officially introduced
and supposedly approved by the Synod of the Church. This
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discrepancy is essential when translations are used in different
denominations of the same liturgical group, and the whole text
can be a translator’s false friends.

Christian liturgical translation is a millennium old, but it
was only in the 20™ century that researchers began to include
it in the scope of their academic interests. This inclusion is also
explained by the development of translation studies itself, which
simultaneously emerged as a discipline in its own right.

From the very beginning, the problems of translation, which
translators and critics had to deal with, included lexical exactness,
cultural accuracy, dogmatic correctness, poetic expressiveness and
performative functionality. This set of linguistic and theological
relationships has been experienced by every liturgical translator
and considered by scholars. However, the difference between the
attitudes of linguists (who bring into the discussion the question of
the relationship between a sacred text and a reading community)
and theologians (who recognise the authority of a sacred text
at the expense of cultural historicity) could be observed. These
tensions reflect the multifaceted nature of liturgical translation
and demonstrate the inescapable need for new translations, even
when previous translations are not bad.

At the core of translation activities is the value of dogmatic
equivalence, which legitimises a translation for public use. At the
same time, it can be seen as a complex linguistic phenomenon
that benefits and contributes to both theological interpretation
and linguistic understanding. Thus, dogmatic equivalence is a
structural phenomenon that can be divided into different levels,
components or dimensions. The nexus of translation problems
must apply the approved solutions from sci-tech, poetry and
literary translation. The most important principle to be duly
acknowledged is that every translation is an act of creation and
experimentation, and linguistic experiments can help design
a dogmatic translation option in the future that will be readily
accepted according to the dogmata of theologians and the
sensations of believers.
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2.2. Sacred languages, celebrants and laypeople

The sacred status of languages has always been a myth,
invoked by various ecclesiastical and political authorities for
various meritorious and despicable purposes. The Christian myth
goes back to the act of Christ’s crucifixion when the inscription
in three languages was placed on the execution cross. The three
languages were mentioned because they reflected the real
linguistic landscape of Judea; the Jews spoke Hebrew; Latin was
the official language of this Roman province; Greek retained a high
status in Roman civilisation.

This myth is essentially anti-Biblical and anti-Christian.
According to Mykhailo Kobryn, God bestowed on the apostles
the gift of knowing other languages, but not the opposite gift of
understanding Hebrew [KobpuH 2004:16]. Actually, this gift was
meant to signal that the Church of Christ is not exclusive (oriented
towards only one ethnic group) but inclusive (open to the
whole world). This openness was fully implemented in Western
Christianity after the Second Vatican Council, while in Eastern
Christianity, these processes began much earlier.

The aim of this chapter is to reconsider the role and values
of Latin and Church Slavonic as sacred languages for today’s
believers. It also demonstrates how contemporary believers can
misinterpret a key sacred text.

Pros and cons of the sacredness of some languages

Before the Second Vatican Council, the Apostolic See
sanctioned the use of three languages: Latin was the principal
language, and Church Slavonic and Old Armenian were tolerated
in some areas [Jougan 1928:28]. Liturgical manuals explain the
importance of using Latin as the liturgical language [Jougan
1928:27-28], and their arguments can be treated as values that
may have lost their value today:

1) the unity of the Church when any priest can celebrate the
Liturgy in any part of the world. This statement is formally correct,
but linguistically, Latin has the same ethnic variations as Church
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Slavonic: each nation pronounces texts according to its native
phonetics, and a priest from a different local liturgical community
may have very distinctive formal signs of Otherness;

2) gratitude to Rome, from where the light of Christianity
spread. If Ukraine accepted Christianity from Constantinople, it
should celebrate the Liturgy in Greek, but nobody does. Besides,
the New Testament was written in Greek, so it is logical to use
Greek as a liturgical language to express gratitude to the Greek-
speaking Orient;

3) the permanence of the faith, which is guaranteed by the
dead status of Latin. Linguistically, this is only partially correct.
Latin was a living language, and its semantic space (the system
of meanings of all its words) was different at different stages of
its development. When it fell into disuse at the expense of the
Romance languages, the academia and the ecclesia maintained
and developed Medieval Latin according to new needs and
challenges. This history is entirely consistent with the history of
Church Slavonic, which changed according to changing perceptions
and theological specifications [cf. Orienko 1921:4-71];

4) the enhancement of the respect and beauty of the
Holy Sacraments, which remains at the level of very subjective
perception and can lead to a further shift towards considering
prayers as mysterious magical incantations that are not tolerated
by the Church and have no evangelising power. This applies
especially to Latin since a large number of European magical books
contain only Latin incantations and charms, and these books have
shaped a peculiar attitude towards Latin as a language of magic in
various European cultures;

5) communication with God, when priests speak to God
on behalf of the faithful and do not need the language of the
faithful. This assertion is paradoxical since there is no factual
evidence that God can speak Latin, but the gift of Pentecost
means that God knows all languages. On the other hand, the
value of common prayer is negated: if communication is quite
exclusive, believers can stay at home and pray without going to
church.
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Rev. Wtodzimierz Misijuk claims that 95% of Orthodox liturgical
texts are literal quotations or paraphrases of biblical verses or
their explanations [Misijuk 2009:358]. This corresponds to the
fourfold interpretation of biblical texts: literal (as it is formally
and historically written), moral (as it is aimed at the behaviour
of believers), allegorical (as it is implied for faith) and anagogical
(as it is used prophetically). All these functions are nullified if the
average believer cannot interpret it at will because of the lack of
in-depth knowledge of Church Slavonic or Latin.

Another argument in favour of Latin was that Latin was a
developed and refined language, and its dead status ensured its
stability, while national languages would require a lot of effort
for elaboration and would be constantly changing [Kowalewski
1921:27]. As Latin was once a living language, it underwent all
the processes that any living language has undergone or will
undergo. Moreover, as we have seen above, the glorification of
the dead and stable status has nothing to do with reality. Church
Slavonic had more claim to this status because it was never a living
language but always a written — and partly artificial — standard.
So, the Roman Catholic Church had more reason to accept Church
Slavonic as its liturgical language, but no one ever tried.

Translation is generally feared because of hypothetical
mistranslations, which have been greatly exaggerated. Ivan
Ohiyenko insisted on the contrary: Ukrainian is one of the Slavonic
languages closest to Church Slavonic, and some Ukrainian dialects
have preserved millennium-old features, so translations from
Church Slavonic into New Ukrainian retain all those features
for which we praise Church Slavonic [Orienko 1921:24-25].
Unfortunately, this is not the case with Latin-Polish translations.

By and large, Church Slavonic is regarded as a museum object
and part of the cultural heritage, and its preservation can be seen
as part of the Church’s policy of remembrance. Today, this balance
between past and present is well defined, whereas a century ago,
it overlapped with nation-shaping and state-building. In 1938,
Viacheslav Bohdanovich reacted negatively to the attempts of
the Ukrainians and the Belarusians to create their languages that
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were closer to their spoken vernaculars but farther from Church
Slavonic [BorgaHoBmub 1938:19-20, 25]. This invective reveals
the author’s poor knowledge of the millennia-old history of the
Ukrainian language, whose New Ukrainian form as a system had
been formed by the mid-18™ century, and of the general history of
languages, in whichthe processes of language formationare loosely
dependent on the deliberate intentions of speaking communities.
This was a hegemonic or imperialist statement in favour of the
previous status quo in the Russian Empire, where Church Slavonic
(actually its Russian recension) dominated in ecclesiastical life
and supported the primacy of Russian in social life. This is why
Mykhailo Kobryn, in 1935, explained in great detail how Church
Slavonic was manipulatively used to cover up Ukrainophobia
among the clergy and public figures [KobpuH 2004:115-119, 160-
166]. Accusations of Latin as a language of Roman Catholic or
Western hegemony are heard, and on the contrary, translations
into vernacular languages mean both the acquisition and the
alteration of the shared memory [cf. O’Loughlin 2012a:251-253].
In today’s world, where liturgical traditions have mostly coincided
with national states, the call to memorise Latin in the Liturgy is an
act of working on heritage.

A further argument against the stability of the sacred status
can be added from translation studies. Latin only became a fully-
fledged liturgical language in the late 4" century, before which
it had all the problems that any language has in the process of
translating the entire corpus of liturgical books. Even in his
translations, St Jerome allowed for some anachronisms, which
are generally treated as translation errors; so, we cannot take the
Latin text as the ideal truth [O’Loughlin 2012b:345-346]. The same
questions must be asked about Church Slavonic texts, for in both
cases, the absolute truth lies in the Greek, Hebrew and Aramaic
originals.

Mentality changes
Historians have observed a significant shift in general and
religious mentality during the Enlightenment when secular
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rationality came to the fore in academic and cultural evaluation.
Gradually, this led to a re-evaluation of stable and generally
accepted ideas. The use of Latin was not so revered from the mid-
19t century, partly because of the shift from Latin to German as
a language of instruction in theological institutions. For instance,
the provincial council of Vienna in 1858 sanctioned the use of
German for teaching pastoral theology, homiletics and catechism;
other provincial councils followed this example, and the number
of subjects increased [Beneit 1929:258]. Later, the Holy See had to
intervene and encourage the use of Latin in the religious life of the
faithful. However, as can be seen today, Latin is more a language
of mystery than of catechisation.

A similar attitude to Church Slavonic emerged after the First
World War when the rise of national republics and the growth of
ethnic nationalism demanded more rights for national languages.
The role of Church Slavonic was reconsidered from the standpoint
of its ability to awaken human aesthetics and emotions, to stop
them being “deaf to beauty and dumb to love” [Kosu 1932:5].
Blessed Omelian Kovch rightly resented the fact that the Pacific
cannibals were converted to Catholicism by being made to learn
the Lord’s Prayer in their mother tongue, while the Ukrainians,
who were a cultural nation, persisted in the mass self-deception
of using an incomprehensible language for praying [Kosu 1932:3].
His resentment concealed the more profound truth that the desire
to preserve the oldest forms of ritual was to help preserve the
old forms of national life and state-building, where the struggle
for supremacy meant changing the dominator, but not equal
democratic participation in religious - and hence political - life.

Kovch emphasised the interdependence of understanding
and perception. He illustrated the case of funerary texts that were
aesthetically refined and ideologically enriched but remained
beyond the appreciation and proper use of believers: such an
inappropriate combination had no catechetical and psychic impact
on a believer who attended a funeral but not a lecture on Church
Slavonic [KoBuy 1932:12]. This idea is reiterated a century later by
Orthodox priests, who point out that a good understanding of



38

Church Slavonic can be formed during special language classes
at school [Misijuk 2009:371]. In any case, the value of Church
Slavonic became its anti-value or obstacle.
Once, Taras Shevchenko, Ukraine’s Poet-Prophet, remarked in
his poem:
Well, mere words, it seems...
Words, the voice — and nothing more.
The heart, however, races — it revives
With hearing!.. To know, the
Voice derives from God, and words
Disperse among the people! (Translated by P. Fedynskyi)
[Shevchenko 2013:252].
This importance of the connection between God and
humans through language has a theological interpretation that
God identifies Himself with humans, with each one of us, and
thus shares and respects the gift of our native language [Misijuk
2009:367-368]. However, Church Slavonic did help to shape the
specific religious and poetic style of the New Ukrainian language:

Bce ynoBaHie moe O my shining Paradise,

Ha Tebe, min npecsitamin pato,  All my hope | place in You,

Ha munocepgaie Tsoe, And on Your mercy, Mother.

Bce ynoBaHie moe O sacred power of the saints,

Ha Tebe, MaTu, Bo3narato. Immaculate and Blessed!
[LeBuyeHKo 2003:311] [Shevchenko 2013:252].

The lexemes “ynosaHie” and “Bosnaratn” have different
correspondences in today’s speech: “Hagia” and “noknagaTn’”.
The word “munocepgie” is phonetically slightly modulated:
“mmnnocepaa”. The sum of lexical and phonetic features constitutes
a specific pseudo-Church Slavonic flavour with a limited currency
but is powerful in emotional expression.

Latin influenced Polish mainly in the domain of research, and
this scientific style formed excellent samples of academic poetry:

Jeslim Autor w czym zbtadzit, choé ostrozny, raczy
Dyssymulowaé Madry, Nieuk nie obaczy.



W Druku tez bez erroréw nie iest Ksiega zadna:
Te madremu poprawié, lub przebaczy¢ snadna.

[Chmielowski 1745:b2rev]
If 1, the Author, has erred in something, though being cautious,
Let the Wise One dissimulate, as the Ignoramus will not see.
In the Print, there is no book without errors, either:
The wise one must correct, or forgive easily. (My translation).

In this piece by Benedykt Chmielowski, three Latin words are
obvious, and only one (autor) is now widely used. Yet, the use of
Latin can create a sense of pompous style.

In both Ukrainian and Polish culture, there are a number
of texts based on the macabre use of different languages. The
satire of extreme verbosity, based on learned words in colloquial
contexts, symbolises a certain desacralisation of sacred languages
through laughter: if a word or phrase from a sacred language can
provoke laughter or smile instead of piety and reverence, it is no
longer sacred.

Grey zones of understanding sacred texts in sacred languages

In the Slavonic world, the issue of understanding Latin is
straightforward: if one knows the language, one understands it;
if one has never learnt it, their understanding is zero. The case
of Church Slavonic is much more intricate: the common linguistic
heritage of all the Slavs can play deceptive tricks on modern
Ukrainians or Poles.

When the Church Slavonic language was being designed
as a literary standard for all Slavs, their lifestyles and languages
were much closer and similar than nowadays. During the
last millennium, Slavonic nations built and developed their
identity, culture, history, and they had to alter their languages.
Church Slavonic varied within these linguistic communities as
well, and today, researchers identify several variants of the
Church Slavonic language: they are called recensions — the Old
Bulgarian recension, the Middle Bulgarian recension, the Serbian
recension, the Ukrainian recension, the Russian recension etc. The
difference between Latin and Church Slavonic is that Latin was
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a living language, and Church Slavonic was partially “artificial”.
After Latin disintegrated in local dialects, which developed into
separate Romance languages, the understanding between them
is complicated by a great amount of faux amis du traducteur.
The same problem exists between Church Slavonic and modern
Slavonic languages. The disruption between Church Slavonic and
Ukrainian took place in the 15™ century [Cka6 2020:538], and
this fact encouraged the appearance of translations from Church
Slavonic into Middle Ukrainian.

In New Ukrainian speakers’ mentality, the perception of
Church Slavonic has a lot of pitfalls. The most formal pitfall is the
“melismatic quality of liturgical language” [Hughes 2003:37]: the
Liturgy was written originally to be vocalized, and the tone and
quality of the enunciation merge with the semantic values of
the text, and they all shape the meanings which are conveyed.
The phonetic misunderstanding of the Church Slavonic Liturgy of
St John Chrysostom? is traced by modern Ukrainian speakers in a
number of its fragments:

What is said What is heard

BXOAALWMX B OHb (Who enter it) BxogAwmx B BOroHb (who enter

BoHbmim (Let us be attentive) Bﬁl-::())my (In him/it)

6e3bonisHeHn (peaceful) 6esbonicHuUl (painless)

Imamu Ko Tocnoay (We have laemo ao locnoaa (We go to
[our hearts] to the Lord) the Lord)

Mpuiimite, apite (take, eat) Mpuiimite, aitn (take, children)

The break between the spoken text and the written text
diverts the worshipper’s attention from the primary intention
of the text itself, and the suggestive structure of the Liturgy is
destroyed. Instead of delving into the depths of the liturgical
expression, the faithful have to decipher the general content of
the message, and a newly heard phrase distracts their attention
from the previous one.

3 The text in Civil Cyrillic and its English translation are taken from [Icyce 1962].
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Nevertheless, the problem of understanding arises even
when an utterance sounds superficially comprehensible, such as
“cBMWHIA mup” (peace from on high), “Tebe 6narocnosum” (we
bless You [the Lord]), “Topi imiim cepaua” (let us lift our hearts).
Translators have observed that the original text does not always
explain much to a believer who is expected to decipher biblical
guotations, think in theological coordinates, and quickly recognise
symbols [CepakoBa 2017:10]. All ancient texts require profound
commentaries, and the main canons of the Liturgy (Byzantine,
Roman and many others) are monuments of the poetics of
antiquity.

The rest of the misleading lexemes can be divided into
three categories: conventionally undecipherable, decipherable
because of knowledge of dialects or archaic norms, and the very
“false friends” of the translator. The first group includes words
and phrases such as “rpaguini” (who comes; although Ukrainian
has preserved the verb “rpactu (rpsay)”), “isapsaHo” (especially),
“npisxom” (we received), “AopiHOCMMA aHTENbCKMMMU YMHbMMK”
(accompanied by the angels), “B BoHt0 6naroyxaHia gyxoBHaro”
(as a fragrance of spiritual perfume), “puite bory” (say to God).
In the latter case, the form “pujte” is not recognisably connected
to its infinitive “pektn”, which developed a different grammatical
paradigm in New Ukrainian. In the phrase “cnoknaHsemocs i
cocnasuma” (together worship and glorify), the grammatical
component of co-action, encoded in the prefix “c-/co-”, is usually
lost in perception.

A good knowledge of dialects and archaisms can help to
understand the phrases “Bo3siwaTti 3ayTpa” (to proclaim at dawn);
“c mupom isnagem” (let us go in peace), “6naroninie” (beauty;
easily confused with “6narogmaTb” (grace)). The existence of the
Russian language in the cultural space of Ukraine before 2022,
as well as the new Ukrainian senses, cause the misinterpretation
of utterances due to the misunderstanding of “false friends”,
i.e. words or even their separate senses, which are replaced by
current semantic components:
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Misinterpretation  Correct interpretation

comKkyT Tebi deceive You bow to You

MBOT HenocTngHu shameless belly blameless life

nog, Aepasoto by Your state by Your might
TBoOElO

noneveHie alimony earthly cares

61aXKUTU TS satisfy you bless you

cobnoam Hac observe, respect us preserve us

The idea of falsehood should be extended to include the
situation where the general meaning is well understood, but
the deep contextual meaning and theological reverberation
are lacking. The part of the meaning of a word can be called
a grey zone of its meaning, which is not diverted from the
attention of a believer by another linguistic obstacle (from
the present linguistic system in one’s mentality), but it is not
reached by their attention due to the incompetent command
of the ancient language (especially its polysemantic richness).
The phrase “npeaeprkawi Bnacti” does not only imply “the
present government” but also underlines strong and political
power. In “octaBneHie rpixos” (remission of sins), forgiveness
is accompanied by “deliberately not seeing”, “allowing” and
“stopping”, which emphasise the enormous mercy of God and
even reveal His help in averting sins. The mysterious expression
“6naropactBopeHie Bo3ayxos” is better understood not as “good
weather” but as “weather promising a good harvest” (in the
Ukrainian translations, the lexeme “nonitra” is ideally used). The
expression “Tebe noem, Tebe 6narocnosum, Tebe 6narogapmum”,
which is usually interpreted as “Lord, we praise You with songs,
we bless You, we thank You”, actually means “singing, chanting,
hymning”, and the questions such as “ Am | entitled to bless
God (invoke my divine favour upon Him)?” become irrelevant.
Similarly, the synonymic verbal series “notowe, BonitoLle,
B3MBawwe, rnarontowe” is intended to contextualise praise
and glorification. Its English translation “singing, crying aloud,
raising voices, saying” as well as its Ukrainian interpretation
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have problems with the second member “Bonitowe” (crying
aloud), which mainly refers to negative situations with tears,
pain and sorrow and whose emotionally neutral semantic sense
is overshadowed by negative experiences. In the Ukrainian
translations, the variants “Buronowytoun” or “BuKNMKytoun” are
much more in keeping with the glorifying mood of the relevant
part of the Liturgy.

The essential rivalry between the sacred languages and the
vernaculars was resolved by the victory of the rational approach
that the service was planned as a meaningful act and should
remain so. Indeed, public worship has partly lost its significance
as an evangelising act because of the availability of numerous
printed catechetical sources. However, the suggestive mediation
of one’s moral behaviour, psychic states and future expectations
depends to a great extent on informative triggers which will
involve the cognitive contexts connected with God’s salvation and
the eschatological dimensions of the present age and earthly life.
The rupture between the meaning of the Liturgy and ideas for
rethinking everyday problems determines the secularisation and
atheistic mood of the faithful.

In the history of liturgics, the Liturgy was viewed as a
text expressing Otherness: the difference was between God
and people, and it stimulated people to move towards God.
Gradually, the archaisation of the once-accepted language (both
Church Slavonic and Latin) and the secularisation of the everyday
mentality moved the Liturgy beyond the circle of immediately
needed commodities. The gap became so great that people
resigned themselves to overcoming it. This state of art motivated
the ecclesiastical authorities to search for a change of approach
to make the Liturgy their Own. The sacred vocabulary built on
the means of sacred languages has mostly lost its value as a
style of extreme piety, gratitude and mystery, while the sacred
vocabulary built on the means of everyday language and living
vernaculars arouses emotions and feelings in today’s believers,
who appreciate above all the values of understanding and
emotional receptivity.
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The shift to living languages has shaped another value of
liturgical texts, namely the value of the sense of communion that
can only be ensured through complete and mutual understanding.
In general, the Church has lost its fear of the different identities
of different nations following the same liturgical tradition. It
resembles the separation of ecclesiastical and political matters
that Jesus Christ deserved: “Render therefore unto Caesar the
things which are Caesar’s; and unto God the things that are God'’s”
(Matthew 22:21). The native language is a means of successful
evangelisation, and these are manipulations of mysterious phrases
that can cause heresy and promote atheism.

2.3. Musical dimensions of quality judgements
in liturgical translation

In translation studies, musical problems were not a frequently
considered topic, but they were addressed, too. Its scope remained
within the limits of solving problems of poetic translation, where
translators tried to reunite — and compromise — meaning and
melody. These ideas were not always constructive for religious
singing, but it is good to review how today’s theory of musical
translation is applicable to liturgical practice and how it can be
used to assess translation quality.

The main principles of musical translation overlap significantly
with poetic translation since its essence is the problem of
transferring “beauty” — i.e. aesthetic categories of the poetics
of a genre and a text — from the source culture to the target
culture. Researchers have contributed to the study of musical
rearrangement in translation [Apter, Herman 2016], the social
function of music in interethnic relations [Susam-Saraeva 2015],
the interpretive significance of music in translations [Desblache
2019].

Current theoretical views help to reassess the relations
between liturgical practice and its musical realisation. The
basic questions that need to be answered in the context of the
retranslation of any liturgical text may be as follows:
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1) What is a singable translation in liturgical praxis?

2) If the original represents the Other for target readers, is it
the same in liturgical praxis?

3) Where is the space of a translator’s individuality in liturgical
translation?

4) Do different musical patterns evoke the same feeling for
the same text?

5) What is the role of historicity in religious hymns?

6) Are there any “unimportant” words which can be omitted
in translation?

7) Can liturgical verbal culture allow taboos, forbidden words
and political correctness?

8)ls the liturgical melody an artefact of a national culture or a
commodity of theological expansion?

9) Is the role of vocal music the same in the Byzantine and
Roman Rites? If so, is it the same in originals and in translations?

Singability and melody

The singability of earlier liturgical texts did not typically
depend on rhythm and rhyme, since the aesthetic power of these
chants was created by melisma instead of strict syllable repetition.
The combined prosody of language and text produced a unique
melody favoured by the local liturgical tradition of a given
language, but a new melody usually emerged in another local and
linguistic liturgical tradition. This is why religious singers know
many musical patterns of the same hymns (such as Byzantine/
Greek, Bulgarian, Ukrainian (Kyivan and that of Halychyna),
Georgian, etc.). The Paschal Troparion itself is sung in different
languages according to different melodies, and rarely is it sung
in two languages according to the same musical score (although
there are occasional attempts).

Historically, the text was first adapted to the original Greek
melody, but isosyllabism is impossible to maintain in different
languages. The Paschal Troparion can be divided into lines
according to our contemporary idea of a stanza. This stanza will
look like this:
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XplotOg Avéotn £k vz—:Kp(T)v 3 stresses 8 syllables
Gavatw Bdavatov matnoag, 3 stresses 9 syllables
kall TOIC £v TOIC MVAHAOL 3 stresses 9 syllables
{wnv xoploduevog! 2 stresses 7 syllables

The Greek pattern has a structure of 8+9+9+7 syllables (=33
syllables), with three accents per line and two accents in the last
line. The number of syllables differs drastically between the Greek
text and its translations:

Greek pattern 8+9+9+7=33 syllables
Church Slavonic pattern 8+6+6+5=25 syllables
Ukrainian pattern 7+6+5+5=23 syllables
Polish pattern 6+6+6+3=21 syllables
English pattern 1 6+6+7+4=23 syllables
English pattern 2 6+6+6+6=24 syllables

It is easier to compose a separate melody for the translations
guoted, and a difference can be regulated melismatically, although
it is surprising that the Polish text is the shortest.

The tonic system of versification triumphs in the Octoechos,
where eight tones, composed by St John of Damascus and
crystallised in the Middle Ages, help to interpret the meditative
power of ecclesiastical hymns according to melodies whose
essence is majestic (Tone 1), modest (Tone 2), tempestuous
(Tone 3), combining joy and sadness (Tone 4), tranquillizing for
atonement (Tone 5), generating attentiveness and mourning
(Tone 6), asking for mercy (Tone 7) and glorifying (Tone 8). This
system became the basis for the plainchant of Eastern Christianity
and the Gregorian chant of Western Christianity. In translation,
tonic versification allows for changes in the length of the melodic
phrase by adding syllables. For this reason, melismatic singing
and repetition are always good options when the original textual
structure is less important.

So, what could save the situation in the translation of the
Paschal Troparion is the number of accents if it were identical in
all texts? However, this is not the case:
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Greek pattern 3+3+3+2 stresses
Church Slavonic pattern 3+3+2+2 stresses
Ukrainian pattern 3+3+2+2 stresses
Polish pattern 3+342+1 stresses
English pattern 1 3+3+3+2 stresses
English pattern 2 3+3+2+3 stresses

Tonic singing fails because a lost stress stands for a few
syllables in the structures of the translations, and in real time, it is
an easily detectable audible sensation. In Ukrainian liturgical texts,
the two-stress syntagma was well accepted, creating conditions
for the emergence of a new melody.

To thisday, in both the Western and Eastern Churches, religious
melodies are mainly regulated in graduals and hirmologions. Thus,
if the aim is to transfer the entire local liturgical tradition into
another language, isosyllabic and equirhythmic issues play a role.
From this perspective, the foreign-language listener will “hear”
the implementation of the foreignisation strategy. The culture of
ecclesiastical singing itself is seen as a cultural good of a particular
church. It is popularised among believers who no longer speak
the original language of that national or local liturgical tradition
(such as the Orthodox and Greek Catholic diasporas in the USA
and Canada who still wish to preserve the national traditions of
their churches and liturgies).

The historical tradition of liturgical praxis shapes a new social
attitude of a religious community in the dichotomy of “Own”—
"Other”. The overall mission of Christian evangelisers was to create
an “Own” world (read: mentality) out of a myriad of ethnically
“Other” worldviews. The musical history of the Liturgy provides
enough data to draw quite contradictory conclusions: on the
one hand, the centralised ecclesiastical authorities endeavoured
to maintain the singular standard (the “typical edition” of the
Gradual in Western Christianity); on the other hand, they could
not control and limit the efforts directed at the faithful who were
to popularise the Liturgy. In the social parameters, the inability
to limit control led to the emergence of local chants (in Eastern
Christianity). In individual parameters, it left enough space for
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a unique and original perception of the Word of God and its
translation into musical scores.

The Eastern hymns were favourably received in the Slavonic
world, while in the Asian countries, there are facts of poor
acquisition of Western hymns [Arrington 2021:2-3]. The musical
problem even caused difficulties for the mission of evangelisation
itself, as its primary Christian meaning was transformed in favour
of Western hegemony. Introducing local musical melodies into
Christian hymnography solved the reception problem. Conversely,
Gregorian chant was sought to be preserved as an integral unity in
translation. Attempts have been made to localise it, but the success
is only partial: “The adaptation of Gregorian chant into common
languages does not quite imply a local culture’s unfettered control
over the arrangement of translations, especially because the
Catholic Church seeks to preserve the integrity of the chant” [Cho
at al. 2021:13]. The approach of closely following the melodies
of Gregorian chant means that the translator has to treat it as a
poetic text rather than a strictly dogmatic piece. The experience
of Polish translations of Roman Catholic hymns proves the
inevitability of lexical substitutions and the play with synonyms
[see more: Bodzioch 2015:57-67].

Historicism

Two fundamental principles of approximation and
compensation, often associated with poetic translation and
considered successful principles, can be rejected by theologians
and liturgists. Any substitution can lead to heresy, which happened
in the past. In the 4™ century, the general philosophy of the liturgy
changed: the eschatological focus on the future resurrection and
salvation shifted to the historical focus of commemorating Jesus’
entry into Jerusalem, the Last Supper, crucifixion and resurrection.
In this way, symbolism became narrative and didactic [Taft
2014:43]. Not only does the Liturgy bring hope, but it also teaches
through historical examples.

In the earlier period of liturgical translation, domestication
never played a major role. However, at the same time, it was
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always present not only at the prosodic level but also at the lexical
level. However, this presence is not overt but, on the contrary,
hidden in the spheres of perceptual substitution. The lexeme
“uvijua” is an example of hidden realities: on the one hand, it
denotes very abstract “graves”; on the other hand, funeral rituals
and things are highly conservative and genuine. Indeed, there is
a great dissimilarity between Byzantine and Israeli “tombs”: the
numerous ideas of a coffin, a lot, and a place shape the originality
of each national funeral culture.

For this reason, what the average listener thinks of as a
coffin, a tomb, or a burial place is a dubious option. In Ancient
Greek, the lexeme denoted both a burial place and a coffin, but
in Patristic Greek, as well as in Church Slavonic and Polish, it is
known as a tomb (a place with possible constructions above it). In
Ukrainian, on the other hand, “rpi6” denotes both a tomb and a
coffin. Thus, although the Paschal Troparion refers to the dead, i.e.
those in their graves, the luminous image of the deceased lying in
coffins easily catches our eye and immediately evokes a number
of additional associations. Replacing “rpi6” with “mormuna” would
not change the melody much, but the veneration of the particular
ecclesiastical style prevents the use of a less dubious variant.

It is astonishing how different interpretations can emerge
from how music is performed. The Last Judgement has been
depicted in various ways, either to emphasise people’s sins
and deserved punishment (as in the Book of Zephaniah) or to
emphasise God’s mercy and give people more hope (as in the
letters of the Apostle Paul). The sequence “Dies irae”, whose first
lines are taken from the verses of the Book of Zephaniah, is part
of the Office for the Dead and some commemorative Masses. In
the official Gregorian chant, it is sung in a sighing manner, giving
the faithful an opportunity to reflect on their sinful behaviour
on earth. The musical variations of the Requiem by Wolfgang
Amadeus Mozart and Giuseppe Verdi contain stormy fragments
designed to frighten the faithful and exhaust their emotional
strength. The main instrument of manipulation was not language
but music. In Western Christianity, Latin existed to guarantee a
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common basis and way of perception: “In sacred music, a long
tradition of translation into Latin [was] controlled by the church
establishment, which only changed in the 1960s. The texts were
essentially intended as instruments of support for this liturgy”
[Desblache 2019:184]. For this reason, Gregorian chant performs
the official functions, while other variants are tolerated but not
allowed to enter into liturgical use.

The generic names of hymns — such as antiphons, katabasias,
responsories, and all the others — are also historical, and they
used to denote a particular practice associated with a hymn: an
antiphon was sung by two sections of the choir in alternation; a
katabasia was sung when two sections of the choir were about
to meet for a final hymn; a responsory was a refrain from the
Scripture reading. The word “troparion” itself means a repeated
hymn: the Paschal Troparion is sung three times and many times
during the Liturgy and the festal season. Most of these meaningful
names are just names of hymn genres, though it is difficult to call
them “genres”. In historical reconstructions of the Liturgy, these
hymns expand their meaningful load, but these practices are
exceptional and rare cases.

Liturgical reforms entail the revision of familiar and
authoritative texts. In the sequence “Dies irae”, the reform of the
Second Vatican Council (1960s) replaced the generic term “sinful
woman” with the proper name of Mary Magdalene. However, a
translation for the Anglican Missal (1921) had omitted the proper
name much earlier. This act of substitution may have been seen
as a translation licence, but in the text of this religious authority
and in the post-Vatican text, it is already a deliberate change of
historical attitude with catechetical consequences (meaning the
all-encompassing mercy of God).

Phonetic and semantic prosody

The musical sphere of liturgical translation is not free from
subjectivist prejudices. In the private discussion about the choice
between “Bikm BiKiB” and “Biku BiuHi”, | have heard that the
sound combination “4n” is not harmonious. Meanwhile, no one
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guestions whether the same combination in the phrase melody
“BiuHas nam’atb” (equivalent to “requiem aeternam”; literally:
“eternal memory”) is harmonious or not. This judgement reveals
the space of subjective intentions and manipulations.

The subjective aural capacities of the faithful motivated
the ecclesiastical authorities to react in order to avoid heretical
misjudgments: “In the fourteenth century and right through the
Counter-Reformation period for instance, the Roman Catholic
Church pushed for bans on vocal compositions that obscured the
intelligibility of the words in sacred music. This led to a stricter
polyphonic style, characterised by two or more voices singing
simultaneously and epitomised by Roman Renaissance composer
Palestrina’s religious pieces” [Desblaces 2019:147]. Indeed, singing
is an integral part of the participation in the Liturgy, but different
combinations of musical voices contribute to the interpretation.
The Orthodox prayer for the dead, “Aiwvia I pvAun” (“Eternal
Remembrance”), sounds more solemn and even fearful when
sung by adult men, while the voices of young boys and women
give it a less fatal tone.

The relationship between text and music in Slavonic hymn
translation has not escaped the attention of researchers. Antonina
Filonov Gove remarks: “This might be called the “semantic” or
“expressive” relationship between music and text. Itis a vast realm,
in modern music encompassing such things as musical climaxes
(crescendoes, high notes, large intervals, melismas, and the like)
written to coincide with the high points of the text (key words
or significant names, exclamations, words with strong affective
properties, the resolution of suspense in a narrative, poetic
images, etc.); or shifts to the minor mode coinciding with dolorous
utterances; or staccato rhythms representing excitement; or
strong downbeats — emotional force, and so forth” [Filonov Gove
1988:214]. This observation refers to the above-mentioned tonal
system of the Octoechos but the amount of data is still daunting
to make any suggestions about the actual implementation of
the emotional power of songs. Thus, according to the Triodion,
the Paschal Troparion is sung in Tone 5, which should evoke a
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desire for atonement, while the Easter mood triggers much more
majestic reverberations and interpretations.

The easiest way to judge the success of interlingual translation
is the structural coincidence of the high points of the text and the
scores. Otherwise, the reception is blurred by the typical folk or
popular melodies for various emotionally interpreted motifs. This
idea is reiterated by Filonov Gove, who states that “if it could be
determined that matching musical formulae to textual meaning
was a practice in the composition of Byzantine hymns and that such
relationships were perceived by the Slavic translators, we would
have the basis for yet another explanation regarding word-for-
word translation of the Slavic hymns” [ibid.]. Today, this question
is still unanswered, and it is logical to trace that foreign melodies
were brought to be acquired, but gradually, they failed, and new
local melodies began to serve the original emotional purpose.

Fromatheoretical standpoint, musicasamode of intersemiotic
translation could be a thought-provoking topic for research. The
sequence “Dies irae” is performed differently for ecclesiastical use
and musical requiems: in the stanza “Rex tremendae majestatis”,
the initial “Rex” is repeated in Mozart’s version, but not in Verdi’s.
The translation in which the first word is not a one-syllable word
will not fit the musical pattern of one composer but will fit that of
another.

Nowadays, all translation strategies depend on whether
the translator wishes to preserve and transmit the practice of a
particular local or national liturgical tradition. The fundamental
purpose of evangelisation has receded since most believers
who could ask for new translations are already Christians. The
translator thus faces the problem of transmitting the aesthetic
heritage of this liturgical tradition. From a cultural viewpoint,
rhythmic patterns have become an inseparable part of national
liturgical traditions, and they strengthen national presentations of
the identity of Christian texts, which have moved from “Other”
foreign literature to “Own” national heritage.

Melody is a valid point of consideration from the point of view
of textual translation assessment. It can be regarded as a macro-
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criterion, i.e. a very general focus of attention broken down into
numerous minor points of comparison and contrast. In translation
history, a hymn produced a melody, but its translation produced
a new melody, which will produce a new textual form of a hymn
if there is a desire to preserve the new melody. Musical history
knows a lot of cases of similar situations: in Eastern Christianity,
this is how local — or instead, national — hymns were produced
and became a genuine part of the national culture; in Western
Christianity, thisis the case of professional music, where composers
experiment with popular hymns, adding musical interpretations
to the well-accepted textual association and extending it.

Historicism is another macro-criterion for evaluating liturgical
texts. Sacred history is generally known, but it contains an
immense amount of hidden theological and historical realia. The
ethnomusical criterion for measuring the emotional power of
melodies in the foreign original and the local translation sounds
very good in theory, but it is easier for the practical critic to opt for
a reliable structural criterion (the pattern of textual and musical
high points).

Appendix: Texts of the Paschal Troparion

XpLotOg Avéotn €k vekpv, 3 stresses 8 syllables

Bavatw Bavatov natnoag, 3 stresses 9 syllables

katl Toi¢ £v TOIC PVApAoL 3 stresses 9 syllables

{whVv xaploduevoc! 2 stresses 7 syllables
8+9+9+7=33

XpicToch BocKkpece n3b mepTBbixb, 3 stresses 8 syllables

CmepTito cMepTb NOonNpasd, 3 stresses 6 syllables

N CyWMMDb BO rpobbxb 2 stresses 6 syllables

KMBOTb AapoBaBb! 2 stresses 5 syllables
8+6+6+5=25

XpUcToc BOCKpec i3 mepTBuX, 3 stresses 7 syllables

CMepTHO CMepTb NOA0/aB, 3 stresses 6 syllables

i TUM, WO B rpobax, 2 stresses 5 syllables

XKUTTA fapyBas! 2 stresses 5 syllables

7+6+5+5=23
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Chrystus powstat z martwych, 3 stresses 6 syllables

$Smiercig podeptat Smierc 3 stresses 6 syllables

i bedgcym w grobach 2 stresses 6 syllables

zycie daf! 1stress 3 syllables
6+6+6+3=21

Christ is risen from the dead, 3 stresses 6 syllables

Trampling down death by death, 3 stresses 6 syllables

And upon those in the tombs 3 stresses 7 syllables

Bestowing life! 2 stresses 4 syllables
6+6+7+4=23

Christ is risen from the dead, 3 stresses 6 syllables

Trampling down death by death, 3 stresses 6 syllables

And to those in the tombs 2 stresses 6 syllables

He is restoring life! 3 stresses 6 syllables
6+6+6+6=24

3. Titles of liturgical books as the problem of correspondence:
a comparative table

Everyone has heard the insightful observation that different
words for the same concept in different languages actually mean
different things: “butter”, “die Butter”, “le beurre”, “macno”,
“masto” should mean the same everyday thing — butter, but in
different cultures, even butter is different. So, different words for
butter mean different things that exist only in certain cultures.
The same is true in the area of religious translations. In various
denominations, the bread used for Holy Communion is a different
substance whose recipe is dogmatically and precisely described
and strictly followed. One of the most profound controversies
between Orthodox and Catholics is whether it is acceptable to use
unleavened bread.

The names of liturgical books are among the translator’s
false friends when the essence of these books looks identical
in different denominations. Yet, there are so many tricky
structural and dogmatic discrepancies that translators choose
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to transliterate their names, adding a lot of obscure words to
the lexicon of a language whose speakers do not practise the
denomination of the source text and do not clearly understand
its intricacies. The aim of this chapter is to analyse whether it
is possible to apply the common names of liturgical books of
the target religious culture or denomination to those of the
source culture and denomination. This problem is relevant
not only to intercultural communication, where a single
denomination dominates the whole culture of a nation but also
to interdenominational interpretation, where, within the same
national community, the readership is denominationally diverse
and may produce a superficial interpretation of the liturgical
practices of the celebrants and the faithful.

The main analytical tool is the informational analysis of the
content of liturgical books [e.g. Byzantine 1969; Graduale 1979;
Mszat 1986; Liturgia 1982-1988; Divine 2003; MonuTtsocnos
1990], encyclopaedic entries [CE 1913-1914; EU 1985-2001; EK
1995-2014; N3 2000-; NCE 2003] and theological and educational
sources [Agenda 1981; Harper 1991; Tunuk 1992] in order to
summarise the criteria and characteristics of types of liturgical
books under various titles and in two main Christian denominations
—the Roman and Byzantine Rites.

Depending on the denomination and lingual culture, liturgical
texts and books can be divided into four groups: lectionary,
euchographic, hymnographic and homiletic [[eHTKkoBCKUIA 2016;
Mypnaesa 2018]. It is advantageous to check whether this division
is valid when comparing two denominations. Catholic data can
explain the later appearance of Protestant liturgical books.

The material of this chapter unites three languages — English,
Ukrainian and Polish, which can also immediately show which is
the dominant strategy for translating titles into other languages:
domestication or foreignisation.

The sum of theoretical judgements, encyclopaedic taxonomies
and existing translations has prepared the ground for establishing
the comparative and approximate correspondence of liturgical
books in Orthodox and Catholic liturgical practices:
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The Comparative Table of the Books Used during Liturgies
in the Roman and Byzantine Rites

Roman Rite

Byzantine Rite

Lectionary texts

Evangeliary / Gospel Book

Ukr. €EsaHrenispin /
€BaHrenicTapi

Pol. Ewangeliarz / Ewangelistarz

Lectionary
Ukr. NekujoHapil
Pol. Lekcjonarz

Psalter
Ukr. MonuToBHWi Ncantup
Pol. Psatterz

Gospel Lectionary / Evangelion
Ukr. Borocny:xbose
€saHrenie /

Pol. Ewangeliarz

Epistle Lectionary / Epistle Book
Ukr. AnocTon
Pol. Apostot

Prophetologion
Ukr. NapemintHuK
Pol. Paremijnik

Psalter
Ukr. MonuToBHWi Ncantup
Pol. Psatterz

Euchographic texts

Roman Missal
Ukr. PumcbKunia Mecan
Pol. Mszat rzymski

Pontifical
Ukr. MoHTndikan
Pol. Pontyfikat

Ritual
Ukr. Putyan
Pol. Rytuat

Prayer Book

Ukr. MonuToBHWK /
Monutsocnos

Pol. Modlitewnik

Liturgicon
Ukr. NityprikoH / CnyxebHuK
Pol. Stuzebnik

Archieratikon / Book of Pontifical
Services

Ukr. ApxvepatukoH /
CBATUTENbCKMIN CNYKEBHUK /
MpaBunbHUK

Pol. Archijeratikon /

Stuzebnik archierejskij

Euchologion / Book of Needs
Ukr. TpebHuK
Pol. Euchologion / Trebnik

Prayer Book

Ukr. MonnToBHUK /
Monutsocnos

Pol. Modlitewnik
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Breviary / Liturgy of the Hours /  Horologion / Canonical Hours
Divine Office Ukr. Yacocnos / Yacnoseub
Ukr. Bpesispiii / Nitypria roand  Pol. Horologion

Pol. Brewiarz / Liturgia godzin

Hymnographic texts

Octoechos
Ukr. OkTOIiX
Pol. Oktoechos / Oktoich

Lenten Triodion

Ukr. Noctosa Tpioapb /
TpunicHeub

Pol. Triodion postny

Pentecostarion / Festal Triodion
Ukr. UgitHa Tpioab / KeiTHa
Tpiogb

Pol. Triodion paschalny

Menaion (pl. Menaia)

Ukr. MiHes

Pol. Minieja
Gradual Hirmologion
Ukr. Tpagyan Ukr. lpmonorioH
Pol. Graduat Pol. Hirmologion

Homiletic texts

Martyrology Synaxarion / Synexarion
Ukr. MapTuponor Ukr. CnHakcap
Pol. Martyrologium Pol. Synaksarion / Synaksariusz

Homiliary Gospel
Ukr. YuntenbHe EBaHrenie
Pol. Ewangelia uczytelna

The issue of the titles of books is even more complicated from
a historical perspective: books with the same title had different
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contents in different historical periods. This situation applies first of
all to the very Liturgy and various euchographic and hymnographic
collections. The liturgical reforms connected with the changes in
the order of the offices and the variable hymns in the Liturgy (the
introduction of the Stoudite and Jerusalem Typikons in the Eastern
Church or the Trent and Second Vatican Councils in the Western
Church). Thus, the title itself signifies a different essence, which is
typically noted by historians of the Liturgy but remains absolutely
unacknowledged by the laity.

The first group of books used during the Liturgy is the corpus
of the Holy Scriptures. During the Liturgy, the celebrants recite the
Gospels, the Epistles and the Psalms, as well as the prophetic books
of the Old Testament. The biblical texts are divided into separate
pericopes, recited throughout the liturgical year. The Roman
Church gradually came to use a single book containing all the
selected biblical texts used during the Liturgy: the Lectionary. The
Orthodox Church continues using the Lectionary of the Gospels,
the Lectionary of the Epistles and the Lectionary of the Prophets
separately as published books. Historically, the Psalter contained
the Book of Psalms and a series of votive prayers. This type of
liturgical books was very popular. In Western cultures, they were
used for learning to read (in the Ukrainian tradition, this function
is often associated with the Horologion); in Orthodox cultures,
they were also read during funeral vigils. From the viewpoint of
translation, the use of the specific titles of the books will directly
indicate the denominational division, which reflects the history of
adaptation and facilitation of liturgical practice. No informational
discrepancies (apart from the non-coincidence of some pericopes)
exist between the biblical texts used in both Western and Eastern
Christianity. What may differ is the basis of the translated Bibles.
Various smaller denominations may accept a particular translation
of the Bible as their textus receptus, and their liturgical books will
contain the vocabulary of that translation.

The second group of books is euchographic. Their primary
purpose is to pray and implore the Lord’s blessing during regular
worship (the liturgies of the daily and yearly cycles) or special
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offices (like sacraments and blessings). At the centre of liturgical
life is the liturgy, which has a long history and a vast geography.
In the first millennium, the number of rites was much more
numerous than it would fit into today’s understanding of the
Catholic-Orthodox division, and the liturgy has never been a stable
text for thousands of years. By the end of the first millennium AD,
the Orthodox liturgies were more or less shaped as we know them
now, and the Roman Rite was dominant over others in the Roman
Church. Nevertheless, the work of adapting and modifying the
texts of the Liturgy has never ceased in either Eastern or Western
Christianity. In the Roman Church, the most significant revisions
were made after the Council of Trent (1545-1563) and the Second
Vatican Council (1962-1965). Thus, the Roman liturgical tradition
was last codified in 1970, with revisions in 1975 and 2002. The
previous codified edition was approved in 1570 and last published
in 1962. As it has never been officially cancelled, two Masses and
two Missals (“Tridentine” and “Vatican II”) formally coexist, but
not to the same extent. The two main forms of the Mass are the
High Mass (solemn) and the Low Mass (ordinary). The Byzantine
liturgy exists in four forms: the Divine Liturgy of St John Chrysos-
tom (most commonly used on Sundays and weekdays), the Divine
Liturgy of St Basil the Great (10 times a year), the Divine Liturgy of
the Presanctified Gifts (on Wednesdays and Fridays during Great
Lent and the first days of the week before Easter) and the Divine
Liturgy of the Holy Apostle James (once a year, on his feast day). All
these texts make up the Liturgicon, i.e. the book of these liturgies
in Byzantine liturgical practice. A liturgicon can be called a missal,
and this explanation is quite popular among Anglophones since
both books celebrate the Eucharist.

Knowing the main informational discrepancies between these
books of two rites (while they have the same function), we must
also note the translation practices of domestication in Slavonic
liturgical traditions. While the original Greek term is usually
naturalised on the basis of the key Slavonic root term (thus the
liturgy name “Cny:x6a boxka” determined the title “Cny»kebHuk”),
Anglophone translators mostly prefer the original Greek title, even
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when the translations are not from Greek but from Church Slavonic
or another Slavonic language. This policy helps to preserve the
historical memory of the ecclesiological tradition and to partially
prevent non-Byzantine Anglophone believers from imposing
Catholic, Anglican, Presbyterian views on something that is not
universal but belongs to historical geography.

Liturgical offices are divided into two groups: those performed
by a priest (baptism, marriage, funeral, etc.) and those performed
by a bishop alone ((like the consecration of Holy Chrism and the
sacraments of Holy Orders). Previously, the first group was published
in the Roman Ritual or the Byzantine Euchologion; the second
group in the Roman Pontifical or the Byzantine Archieratikon.
After the Second Vatican Council, the Pontifical and the Ritual exist
as series: the offices are published as separate books. Thus, the
actual Byzantine book Archieratikon has no direct counterpart in
the Roman Rite. Another interesting question is whether applying
the term “pontifical” to the Byzantine offices is possible. One case
dates back to 1716 when the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Monastery
of Suprasl published “MNMoHTHdikan cu ect Cny>KebHUK CBATUTENCKIA”
containing the episcopal offices of the Eastern Church [[ToHTuikan
1716]. The English language, however, allows the use of “pontifical”
as that of a bishop, but without the reference to the Roman papacy
[OED 1989:12:97]. It should also be remembered that the title of
the Primate of the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate of Alexandria and
All Africa is “Pope and Patriarch”.

The Prayer Book is the most direct correspondence in all
traditions: it collects prayers according to the dogmata of a
specific denomination. Occasionally, the term “monutsocnos” is
applied to prayer books, and this may mean that it also includes
some litanies and offices. Large and thick prayer books may also
contain the Divine Liturgy of St John Chrysostom and the Office for
the Dead, so the practical difference between “monutoBHMK” and
“monuTtBocnos” is removed.

The Breviary is a further example of genre confusion. The
Breviary itself means a collection of prayers and hymns. That is
why the boundary between euchographic and hymnographic
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texts is blurred, as well as between the actual liturgical books
from the viewpoint of their historical development and publishing
practices.

In Byzantine monasticism (which influenced the liturgical life
of parishes), the daily and yearly cycles of prayers and hymns are
collected in several books, used even more by precentors and
singers than by laics:

1) the Horologion consists of the prayers used in daily worship
and refers to the changing liturgical hymns or chants (troparia,
kontakia) according to the daily liturgical cycle;

2) the Octoechos contains hymns for Matins, Vespers and the
Divine Liturgy according to the weekly liturgical cycle (each week
of the liturgical cycle has a specific tone or mode, i.e. a specific
troparion, kontakion and other hymns; in all, eight tones alternate
throughout the year);

3) the Menaion consists of the special prayers and hymns for
the fixed feasts of the Church, i.e. according to the yearly liturgical
cycle;

4) the Triodion contains the three-ode canons sung on ten
Sundays before Easter and on all the other days of Lent and the
Easter period.

The actual number of books is even greater. The hymns of
the Triodion were divided into those for the period before Easter
(the Lenten Triodion) and those for Eastertide (the Pentecostarion
or Festal Triodion). Similarly, the Menaion is a very voluminous
collection which may exist in different editions:

1) the Monthly Menaion consists of 12 volumes comprising
the services for each month;

2) the Menaion of Holy Days is abridged and contains services
for major holidays;

3) the General Menaion contains services in honour of
particular groups of saints and beati, as well as for particular
holidays.

Both divisions are well accepted in the canonical practice of
the Orthodox Churches. Beyond this practice, there are a number
of different titles and books covering the same hymns. At the
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same time, one title has departed from its original hymnographic
function: the Menaion for Daily Reading (“miHes-yeTbs”)
already belongs to hagiography and corresponds to the Roman
Martyrology.

The number of hymns in the Roman Rite is also colossal,
counting all the antiphons, responsories, propers, graduals and
other chants. After the radical reform of the Second Vatican
Council, they were rearranged and incorporated into the newly
structured matrix of the liturgical year. The book in which all
these chants are collected is called the Liturgy of Hours (or the
Canonical Hours) instead of the former official title “Breviary”.
The difference between the two titles lies in the selection and
structure of the hymnal corpus. Another peculiarity of this
book — like the Byzantine hymnal books — is that it is addressed
primarily to celebrants, precentors and monks (also, but not
especially, to the laity). Thus, this book is both euchographic and
hymnographic.

Purely hymnographic is the Gradual, which combines all the
earlier hymnals (antiphonaries, responsorials, kyriales and other
hymnaries). It used to denote the most important plainchant
sung by the choir at Mass, but now it contains all the texts and
music. The direct correspondence in the Orthodox tradition is the
Hirmologion, which contains all the hymns and prayers to be sung,
as well as musical notations for them. In the Ukrainian Church, the
paraliturgical hymnal with texts and notes for popular religious
singing is sometimes called the “BorornacHuk” (“Bohohlasnyk”) in
honour of its first edition in 1790 [BorornacHukb 1790].

Homiletical texts are customarily grouped as a particular
genre within liturgical literature. In the Ukrainian Church,
homiliary gospels propagated the knowledge of the Scriptures
in the vernacular, which boosted the nation-forming abilities
and ambitions of the stateless people. Yet, the essential book for
homilies in both rites is the collection of didactic parts from the
lives and works of saints. After the schism of 1054, the divergence
between the Orthodox and Catholic Churches was drastic, though
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the pre-1054 Christian heritage is remembered and venerated
with equal respect in the liturgical books of both rites.

Another similarity between the two rites is the need for
liturgical manuals to help organise the daily and yearly cycles of
liturgical worship. This instructional genre, which also incorporates
and explains the use of the above-mentioned liturgical texts, can
be considered a separate genre. However, it is manifested only in
a single book: the Typikon for the Orthodox and the Agenda for
the Catholics.

The titles of liturgical books, seen as objects of translation,
have revealed an extremely lively and dynamic essence of some
religious concepts and terms. All the conditions of historical
development and liturgical practice place the translator in a
tough position when the historical context plays a decisive role in
interpreting the text and the historical truth. A book with the same
title has different contents depending on the historical period, as
in the case of the Gradual before and after the Second Vatican
Council. Also, the Psalter refers to a different set of prayers and
offices in various manuscript and even printed editions.

The frequent changes in liturgical texts mean that these texts
are alive and that today’s readers can interpret them correctly. So,
the translator is not working with a distant ancient text but with
a text that represents the reality of at least the last century. Both
the Roman and Byzantine Rites periodically introduced changes
in the liturgical texts, but the Roman reforms are better known
because they were systematic and extensive. This conclusion is
all the more important for authors of historical novels: we easily
superimpose our contemporary views and visions on millennia-
old phenomena whose core was the same, but a large number of
details changed.

The Roman Church has experienced two major reformations:
the Council of Trent and the Second Vatican Council. The Kyivan
Church also experienced reforms, such as those connected with
the changes in the Rites of Order and the activities of Metropolitan
Cyprian Tsamblak and Metropolitan Petro Mohyla. In reality,
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adjustment never stops, but liturgical life is tightly connected with
spiritual intimate life, which affects religious poetry. This can cause
difficulty in interpreting allusions, as the translator should refer to
the liturgical text which was valid in a certain period.

The aftermath of the liturgical reform also influences the
perception of the languages of the texts, such as Latin and Church
Slavonic. Although it is an additional argument to consider them
as “living languages” and “ours”, the semantic space of these
languages can never reflect today’s reality. It is a false approach
to see these languages through today’s mentality. The systems of
these languages are distorted. Hence, translations into national
languages, of which the 20% century is rich, are a reliable bridge to
understand and feel the essence of Christian dogmata.

The question is how to solve the problem of denominational
perception. Itis not possible in general. Looking at the table above,
a believer of one rite can feel how different the other rite is and
how little we know about it. The use of Latin and Greek terms is
helpful because it creates a boundary of alienation, and the faithful
do not bring in their associations. The purely denominational
difference is between the Agenda and the Typikon: they have the
same teaching function in applying liturgical texts, and the books
are translated in the way known because of their historically
denominational nature. Our reality, however, is characterised
by an immense diversity of Christian denominations, and it will
always be misleading to use the same term and too complicated
to adopt a new one each time.

Another conclusion is drawn for the taxonomy of liturgical
books and their genres. Nowadays (unlike before the 20™ century),
it is efficient to group liturgical texts but not liturgical books.
The Liturgy of Hours is typically a four-volume edition because
this single book is supposed to contain everything and make life
easier for the faithful. For this reason, this grouping can be an
additional obstacle to helping a layperson interpret its essence
and functionality correctly.
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Il. HISTORY AND PRAXIS

1. 10*-15* centuries: Europe’s medieval East
in matters of ecclesiastical civilization and textual praxis

The medieval Polish and Ukrainian states were converted to
Christianity at about the same time: the Duchy of Poland (also
known as Civitas Schinesghe) in 966 and Rus (also known as Kyivan
Rus) in 988. Nonetheless, the outcome of these major events was
different for the two countries in terms of cultural development.
The influence on the establishment of national literatures, the
popularisation of literacy, the raising of cultural mentality was
different in Slavia Orthodoxa and Slavia Catholica.

Christianity brought literacy to the Slavonic lands and
stimulated the development of national literatures. The early
Bulgarian, Serbian, Czech and Ukrainian literatures depended
heavily on religious translations, of which liturgical texts were an
integral part (for a list of some existing texts see [OrieHKko 1929;
CBoaHbln KaTanor 1984; Inwentarz 2012]). The oldest sample
of Glagolitic writing is the 10™-century “Kyiv Missal” (or “Kyiv
Glagolitic Folios”) from Moravia, which testifies to the existence
of liturgical translations among Western Slavs. The recipient
language was Old Church Slavonic, and this manuscript must have
been one of many other liturgical books of the Roman Rite.

Old Church Slavonic (also known as OIld Bulgarian) was a
language easily perceived and understood among the Slavs, but
it stimulated the development of other Slavonic languages and
literatures where it was used as a language of the Church. In
Ukrainian territory, it immediately began to take on a local form
and was transformed into the independent written standard of
the state. From the 10" to the 18" century, the written language
developed parallel with the vernacular. The Old Ukrainian written
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form (up to the 13 century) heavily depended on Church Slavonic.
More vernacular elements appeared in Middle Ukrainian written
language (14™ to 18™ centuries).

Latin played a similar role in the Polish area. It paralleled the
development of the Polish language until the 18" century. Latin
also contributed to Polish literature, a large part of which (both
poetry as well as literary and non-literary prose) was written in
Latin. Despite the close contact between the two languages and
the borrowing of numerous terms from Latin, Polish was not so
much stimulated by the use of Latin. This partly explains why
religious translation, with various stages of linguistic orientation
and experimentation, was abundant and well-known in medieval
Ukraine but not in medieval Poland.

Repertoires of liturgical literature

The earliest mentions of liturgical translations in the
Slavonic world are recorded in the 9®-century Lives of SS Cyril-
Constantine and Methodius, Byzantine Christian missionaries
to the Moravians, who are also honoured as the “Apostles to
the Slavs”. “The Life of Constantine” reads: “As soon as all the
church offices were accepted [translated], he [Cyril-Constantine]
taught them Matins and the Hours, Vespers and Compline, and
the Liturgy” [Kantor 1983:69]. “The Life of Methodius” refers
to the same subjects: “Deriving threefold joy therefrom, we
considered the matter and decided to send to your lands our
son Methodius, an Orthodox man accomplished in mind, whom
we consecrated with his disciples in order to teach, as you
requested, and to explain fully in your language the Scriptures
and holy Mass, that is, the liturgy, as well as Baptism according
to the entire Church Office, just as Constantine the Philosopher
had begun through the grace of God and the prayers of Saint
Clement” or “For previously he had translated with the
Philosopher [Cyril-Constantine] only the Psalter, the Gospel
together with the “Apostolos”, and selected church liturgies.
And then he translated the “Nomocanon”, that is, the Rule of
the Law, and the Books of the Fathers” [Kantor 1983:69, 125].
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These quotations support the view that the translated Liturgy is
to be understood as a unity of all the liturgical books necessary
for yearly and occasional worship.

The liturgical life itself was not unified in this form, which was
stabilised several centuries later and is now entirely accepted.
Various liturgies were spread and celebrated in Christendom.
Since Moravia had experienced contacts with the Roman Church,
St Cyril was able to adapt the Greek translation of the Latin Mass,
called the Liturgy of St Peter, to the Church Slavonic language,
but he also propagated the Byzantine liturgy [Dostal 1965:77-
84]. The Archbishopric of Moravia used the Slavonic liturgy for a
very short time, and it might have even reached southern Poland.
Unfortunately, Pope StephenV prohibited using the Slavonic liturgy
in 885 (after the death of St Methodius). The ban was repeated
in 968, and the appeal for permission was rejected in 1080. The
repeated ban means that the Slavonic liturgy survived somewhere
in a clandestine state, but there were no favourable conditions for
the liturgical translation of the Roman Rite, and Latin was the only
dominant language in use.

After the disciples of St Methodius were exiled from Moravia,
they came to Bulgaria, where they settled and produced the first
fully Byzantine corpus of liturgical books in Old Church Slavonic.
Among them was St Clement of Ohrid, who is credited with
translating the Pentecostarion. The Bulgarian Archbishopric
legitimised the use of Old Church Slavonic as a liturgical language,
and this liturgical legacy was later transferred northwards — to the
Kyivan State of Rus at the turn of the 11* century that was called
“the first South Slavonicinfluence”. St Clement’s corpus of liturgical
books contained all the four groups of books: lectionary texts
(Gospel, Epistle Book, Psalter, Prophetologion); hymnographic
texts (Menaion, Lenten Triodion, Pentecostarion, Octoechos);
euchographic texts (Liturgicon, Euchologion); homiletic texts
[MeHTKOBCKMI 2016:58-59 ff]. The originals of these translations
were Greek, though rare translations from Latin and Old High
German can still be traced [MeHTKoBCKKUIA 2016:60], testifying to
the initially unstable liturgical canon within a single ecclesiastical



68

institution and the creative influences of other liturgical traditions,
especially those of Jerusalem, Palestine, southern Italy and
western Byzantium.

[llustrious is the year 1037 in the history of Ukrainian religious
translation, as described in the “Primary Chronicle”: “He [Grand
Prince Yaroslav the Wise of Kyiv] assembled many scribes, and
translated from Greek into Slavic. He wrote and collected many
books through which true believers are instructed and enjoy
religious education” [RPC 1953:137]. The chronicler emphasised
the importance of this translation enterprise, which meant that the
translations were part of a large-scale programme of the translation,
re-translation and localisation of specific texts for the benefit of
the Church and the State. Under the entry for the year 1051, the
Chronicle [RPC 1953:142] mentions the monastic and cathedral rule
of the Studion, which replaced the earlier rule of Constantinople.
The Rule of the Studion (edited by the Ecumenical Patriarch Alexios
Stoudites) remained in force until the 15 century when the Rule
of Jerusalem replaced it. All these replacements were followed by
modifying — retranslating and editing — the existing liturgical texts
according to the newly accepted demands of liturgical life. By the
mid-11™ century, the Festal Menaion had already been stabilised,
but the General Menaion was expanded beyond the Greek original
and even began to include hymns of local origin. The liturgies of St
John Chrysostom and St Basil the Great had not been unified by
the late 11™ century, and in medieval Ukrainian liturgical praxis,
some texts of the essential liturgies were used from earlier times,
especially under the influence of Western Bulgarian prototexts.
When the texts of the liturgies were revised in Constantinople, this
influenced the need for their retranslation in Ukraine [AdaHacbeBa
2015:276-279]. Moreover, the 12" and early 13" centuries were
productive for specifically local liturgical activities.

The repertoire of the earliest manuscripts [Katanor 2014]
reveals the then presence of all the liturgical genres of the corpus
that we know today. It also contains translations of texts from the
Western Church, which means that Kyivan Christianity was always
open to all traditions of Christendom. Translations of hagiographic
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and euchographic writings are among the oldest monuments of
early Ukrainian literature [IY/1 2014:114-116].

The “second South Slavonic influence” was a result of the
social, cultural and political conditions after the Mongol invasions
in the mid-13t century, which prompted a very active churchly
life in the 14™ century: the rise and fall of the Metropolitanates of
Halych and of Lithuania; the split of the Metropolitanate of Kyiv
between the Great Duchy of Lithuania and the Great Duchy of
Moscow; the appointment of metropolitans who were of Bulgarian
and Greek origin. These changes and the ecclesiastical reforms
in Constantinople stimulated the reorganisation of liturgical life
throughout the East Slavonic territory and reactivated contacts
with the South Slavs. The influence is mainly associated with the
orthographic and linguistic reform of St Evtimiy of Tarnovo, which
included the correction of translated texts.

St Evtimiy of Tarnovo and Cyprian Tsamblak, who was
Metropolitan of Kyiv at the turn of the 15% century, were literalists
who typically translated morpheme by morpheme and paid
attention to a word’s structure and the primary sense of the Greek
root [AdaHacbeBa 2015:282]. Still, they introduced some lexical
changes related to the denotation of critical theological concepts,
and in this way, their translations differ from those produced in
the Athonite monasteries.

Duringthe 13™and 14" centuriesinthe Kyivan Metropolitanate,
liturgies in Old Bulgarian versions of various earlier Greek texts
coexisted, even preserving some ancient prayers from southern
Italian liturgies that are not found in the then Greek euchologia
[AdaHacbeBa 2015:283]. Cyprian reformed liturgical practice, so
the corrected versions of the liturgies after the late 14t century are
identical to the Greek euchologia. New services prepared in the
Great Church “Hagia Sophia” in Constantinople were translated
and distributed in new Church Slavonic variants. The complete list
of reformed texts encompasses those of the Liturgicon, Eucholo-
gion, Psalter, Horologion and Synaxarion with troparia and kontakia
(the analysis of all liturgical changes is in: [MaHcBeToBb 1882]),
though it took a long time for the whole Church to accept them.
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The late medieval period of Polish history does not record the
strong social authority of the Polish language as a fundamental
value for the existence of the state and the salvation of the people.
The echoes of the mission of SS Cyril and Methodius must have
reached Poland, and some historians argue for the coexistence
of the liturgy in Latin and Church Slavonic [Koziara 2018:21 ff; cf.
Mironowicz 2013]. The lack of written sources makes it difficult
to identify the characteristics of the facts that contributed to
ecclesiastical history and religious translation at that time, though
the repeated appearance of churches and monasteries, as well as
a large number of Church Slavonic ecclesiastical terms, testify to a
relatively well-established religious life.

The first official recognition of Polish liturgical translation
occurred in 1248 when the Synod of Wroctaw decreed that “Pater
noster” and “Credo” should be pronounced in Polish during Mass
[Sredniowieczna piesrh 1980:xiii]. This decree was a reaction to
German expansion, which was seen as a danger to the Church and
the nation. A similar decision was taken at the Synod of teczyca in
1285 and reaffirmed in 1287. This attitude also opened the way
for the creation of Polish religious songs and the increased use
of religious translations in public life. In the late 13* century, in
the convent of the Poor Clare in Stary Sacz, some prayers were
announced in Polish: before leaving the church, St Kinga prayed
ten psalms in the vernacular and added a prayer for the good of
the Universal Church [Sredniowieczna pie$n 1980:xiv].

Although liturgical translation in medieval Poland did not
enjoy the official support of the state as in Bulgaria or Ukraine,
paraliturgical songwriting stimulated the expansion of singing
practices during the Mass and other religious ceremonies. It is
not surprising that liturgical tropes were sung not only in Latin
but also partly in Polish. The sources were part of Latin hymns,
which came into Polish not only in the original versions but also
through German and Czech translations. The 1365 gradual from
Ptock Cathedral records four tropes [Michatowska 2011:829-831]:
1) “Chrystus z martwych wstat” is the translation of Stanza 3 of the
Czech hymn “Buoh vSemohuci”, written according to the melody
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of the German hymn “Christ ist erstanden” and later translated
into Latin as “Deus omnipotens a morte resurgens” [Michatowska
2011:464; cf. Woronczak 1952:362-363]; 2) “Przez twe Swiete
zmartwychwstanie” is a translation from the trope group “Salve,
fiesta dies” via Czech [Michatowska 2011:727]; 3) “Przez twe
Swiete wskrzszenie” is thought to be a translation of the Czech
hymn “Pro tvé svaté vzktiesenie” [ibid. 4) “Krystus z martwych
wstat je” is the translation of Stanza 3 of the Czech trope “Buoh
vsemohuci”.

In the 14" and 15% centuries, there appeared two Polish
translations of the trope “Surrexit Christus hodie”, two trans-
lations of the Latin sequence “Mittit ad virginem” (originally
written in England or France in the 12™ century), translations
of the Latin sequence “Grates nunc omnes”. In the 16™ century,
Polish literature acquired via translation St Thomas of Aquinas’s
sequence “Lauda Sion salvatorem”, the Easter sequence “Victimae
paschali laudes” (written in Germany in the 11" century) and the
Pentecost sequence “Veni Sancte Spiritus”.

Another source of liturgical translation is the liturgical drama
of the late 14" century. Mystery plays contained Latin antiphons
and responsories and were supposedly followed by free Polish
translations — sung or recited — as in the 1377 “ludus paschalis”
staged in Kazimierz (now part of Krakdéw) [Lewanski 1981:141,
147]. This practice was in the mainstream of the creation of
paraliturgical songs, which were at first even included in the liturgy
but later excluded from it.

The Marian hymn and antiphon “Salve Regina” was a very
popular prayer, and 20 translated versions have survived from the
14t and 15" centuries. The version from the 1435 hymnal of Jan
of Przeworsk was translated from Czech. In private prayer books,
some prayers may also have been in Polish, such as the translation
of the hymn “Ave Maria” in the late 15™-century Nawojka Prayer
Book.

Finally, the translation scene was entered by the Polish-
speaking masses, albeit on a private rather than a national level.
The general number of medieval translations of the Mass canon
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is seven [Sczaniecki 1962:116 passim]. They date from the first
half of the 15" century. These were translations “pro domo
sua”: they served the private needs of clerics learning the Latin
text of the Mass. For this purpose, before the 14" century, there
may have been similar texts in the form of glosses, which were
finally transformed into a coherent and extremely literal text.
Nevertheless, the translations fulfilled their primary function of
teaching the Mass to future clergy. Interestingly, one of the earliest
translations, the 1424 manuscript, was written in Lviv, then the
capital of the “Kingdom of Rus” (the Principality of Halych and
Volyn), already incorporated into the “Polish Crown”. The Roman
Catholic archdiocese in Ukrainian territory was founded in Halych
only in 1375 and moved to Lviv in 1412. This was because Catholic
life was just beginning in Lviv, and translations such as the 1424
manuscript were particularly helpful to the clergy.

Occasionally, some biblical translations contributed to the
translation of other high-authority religious texts. The brightest
example is the St Florian Psalter (between the late 14" and early
15% centuries), whose scribes incorporated the Latin, Polish
and German texts of the Creed of St Athanasius into Psalm 118
[Psatterz 1939:77-280, 387-388].

Paths to translation principles

Medieval translation theory in the Slavonic world developed
indirectly under the influence of translation ideas circulating in
antiquity. The manuscript culture imposed physical limitations
on disseminating and exchanging translation views. Still, the
paucity of theoretical judgments on translation praxis in medieval
Ukraine and Poland can be explained by the simple fact that
manuscripts discussing or mentioning translation issues may not
have survived. The better-known judgments are those of Balkan
— mainly Bulgarian — writers (St Cyril the Philosopher in the 9%
century, St John the Exarch and Chernorizets Hrabar at the turn
of the 10" century, and Constantine of Kostenets at the turn of
the 15 century). The Balkan views included those recorded in the
writings of Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite [LLUmirep 2018:31].
The Western Slavs, who bordered the territory of the Roman
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Church, may have known the translation views of SS Jerome and
Augustine.

Traditionally, today’s translation historians overlook how
well the medieval theory of translation was developed. The
9th-century Macedonian Folio, attributed to St Cyril, contains a
deep understanding of interlingual asymmetry and an emphasis
on the cultural interpretation of textual symbols. The shining
example is the story of the birth of Jesus Christ: the masculine
Greek noun “dotnp” is rendered as the feminine Slavonic noun
“ggk3pa”, and the symbolic meaning of an angel, typically
perceived as male, is lost. Another fact is that scribes used a term
for designing the concept of equivalence: “H¢TOR®” [see more:
LWmirep 2018:32]. These ideas were brought to Ukraine along with
religious literature as a result of two South Slavonic influences
and were used creatively by scribes. The alleged similarity of
ideas in various national schools makes it possible to assume that
these ideas could also be known in Poland due to the proximity
to the territories where major translation projects were realised.
However, the absence of translations into Old Polish at the turn
of the second millennium shows that translation discussions were
not very vigorous there at that time.

Another way of revealing the medieval perception of
translation is to look at the lexical networks describing translation
activities. The Old Ukrainian lexical network of the 11* to 13"
centuries contains nine lexemes describing translation activities:

Old Ukrainian Lexeme Origin Meaning
MPEKAAAATH, NpEKaAAATH

Slavonic translate
NPRAOKHTH, MPEAOKHTH

ThAMAMHTH, TOAMAMHTH Turkic interpret
TBHAKOBATH, TA'BKORATH, T'hA'hKORATH  Celtic explain
npkroA™ Slavonic translation
TBAK'D, TOAK'L Celtic interpretation
THAKOBANHIE, TAKKOBANHIE, TOAKOBANHIE Celtic explanation
ThAKAPh Celtic .

interpreter

THAMAMB, TOAMAME Turkic
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The different etymological origins of the terms reflect the
active intercultural communication of medieval Ukrainians with
neighbouring linguistic communities. Moreover, the coexistence of
the terms suggests that interpreting could have been considered
a separate and dominant activity, distinct from translation. The
Turkic derivatives are puzzling because they repeat the system of
terms, and this is likely a sign of active cooperation with Turkic
nomadic nations. The objectives of the translation activities
had two main vectors, focusing on interpreting and religious
translation, thus representing two natures of translation: oral and
written. Meanwhile, what constitutes quality in translation is also
fuzzy: accurate phrasing, meaningful essence or more expansive
interpretative space.

Middle Ukrainian documents of the 14" and 15% centuries
are scarce, so two recorded lexemes cannot represent the natural
richness of translational life in this region, where the whole “city
of translators” — Tovmach (now Tlumach in the lvano-Frankivsk
region; both names mean “interpreter”) — exists, supposedly
in honour of the guild of translators and interpreters [LLUmirep
2018:33].

Early Middle Ukrainian Lexeme Meaning
MPEAOKHTH translate, interpret
TOABMAML translator, interpreter

Similarly, the poor network of Old Polish translation terms in
the 14* and 15% centuries does not represent all the needs and
necessities of translation life in medieval Poland:

Old Polish Lexeme Meaning
Ttumacz, Tolmacz, Tutmacz  interpreter/translator
Ttumaczka female interpreter/translator
Ttumaczyé interpret from one language into
another
Przyktadanie giving a pattern, comparison or

translation, interpretation
The Old Polish texts do not use derivatives based on Latin
“interpreto” and “transfero”, and the interlingual synonym or
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“translator’s false friend” “przektad” means postponement,
whereas in the cognate Ukrainian language, it is translation. It
is also interesting that Polish written sources record female
interpreters, whose professional status was often ignored and
neglected.

The proof that the medieval culture of translation was well
developed at that time but remains unknown today is the very
translations whose quality is highly appreciated: “The liturgical
texts disclose also the fact that the new literary language was
adequate for the enormous task of expressing Greek theological
and philosophical terminology in terms which would conform to
the spirit and the structure of the new literary idiom. The liturgical
texts presented the greatest difficulty for the translators. They
were composed in poetic language, often according to a metrical
system. It was especially difficult to translate the religious songs
in @ manner which would appeal to the faithful who would be
present at the services, but we are justified in saying that the
translators achieved this” [Dostdl 1965:72]. Modern Slavists
pay most attention to the system of religious terms and the
melodic structure. They also reiterate the two-fold approach to
the translation of various religious texts: literal translation and
equirhythmic translation.

Literal or word-for-word translation was applied to all four
types of religious texts (lectionary, euchographic, hymnographic,
homiletic). However, the application of this principle to the
translation of hymnographic texts caused changes in the number
of syllables forming verses in a stanza and violated the rhythmic
structure of the Greek original: as a result, the melody of the
Greek original could not be used in the translation [[leHTKOBCKU
2016:74-75]. This is why equirhythmic translation was popular for
rendering one-stanza texts, which helped preserve the rhythmic
structure and melody of the Greek original. From the historical
perspective, paraphrased metrical translations were replaced by
literal translations as early as the 10" century [Krivko 2011:738].
The emphasis on the literalness of translations was also a
reaction to numerous deviations from the originals, though these
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deviations contributed to the emergence of independent national
literary traditions in the region.

The structural organisation of hymnographic poetry was
the focus of Polish translators, who had to deal with rendering
the original rhyme and rhythm since melody was the key to
preserving the fluency of a ceremony when two languages were
to interact. These translation enterprises brought a new impetus
to literary development, especially for religious poetry, which
moved from a sentence verse (difficult for choral performance) to
syllabism, which merged text and music [Woronczak 1952:367].
This approach is very similar to the problems faced by medieval
Ukrainian translators. However, the limited use of Polish prevented
the translation of large texts and forced the translators to rethink
the semantic, cultural and theological asymmetries in detail.

Character of early religious translations

In medieval Ukraine, scribes followed the Ciceronian dichoto-
my of word-for-word and sense-for-sense translation types. Belles-
lettres and academic treatises were texts of lesser authority, and
they were granted the right of a translator’s licence and free artistic
treatment of a text. In contrast to literary and scientific translations,
the translations of liturgical texts (prayers, hymns, sermons of
St Gregory of Nazianzus) as well as the translations of John the
Exarch of Bulgaria were extremely literal: a Greek text was rendered
into Church Slavonic word by word, copying the syntactical order
and constructions of the Greek original [Mewepcknint 1958:75-76].
At the same time, this does not mean that this kind of translation
ruined the text type of liturgical hymns. In general, the Slavonic
reception of Byzantine hymns was aimed at preserving the genre
form and the precise meanings of Greek words while deviating
from the verse recitation: unlike Greek and South Slavonic hymns
compiled according to a specific poetic meter and acrostic, Old
Ukrainian hymns—translated and original —were based on rhythmic
oration without acrostic [[knaxopa 2018:11-12].

This partially contradictory and somewhat conciliatory sum
of general judgements does not provide a definitive answer about
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the typical quality of religious translations. Antonin Dostal even
questions the nature of the rendered text, if it is really a translation
or a mere adaptation: “the authors of the Slavonic texts may have
not only translated but also adapted the Greek original for Slavic
consumption” [Dostdl 1965:72]. The key term is “consumption”,
which allows us to think about all the numerous parameters of
textual reception and perception in intercultural communication.
The more criteria the analyst can develop to assess translations,
the more informative and insightful the analysis will appear. The
definitions of adaptation in translation studies are so numerous
that this plurality creates a great deal of vagueness and indecision
(see highlights of the theoretical discussions in [HTS 2010:1:3-6]).

The more recent terms “appropriation” and “localisation”
may assist in better describing and classifying early translations.
Although the problem of translatorship may overlap with that
of authorship, in early Ukrainian literature, collective authorship
was dominant, and each scribe could and did contribute to the
generating chain of the existence of a text. Similarly, in medieval
manuscript culture, the issue of the collective translator is even
more relevant in the search for the ideal translated text. The
necessity to adapt the Greek originals to the new milieu appeared
at the time of the birth of the very Slavonic Liturgy, as testified by
the Kyiv Glagolitic Folios [Dostal 1965:86]. Sometimes, a translator
became an original author by “plagiarising” one text in order to
create another. This is the case of the Service for the Translation
of the Relics of St Bartholomew the Apostle, which was allegedly
composed by Joseph the Hymnographer in Byzantium, then
translated into Old Church Slavonic, and later adapted into the
Service for the Translation of the Relics of St Nicholas of Myra
[TemumnnH 2014]. St Cyril of Turivincluded a sticheron from the Litany
of the 4" Sunday after Easter in his “Homily on the Paralytic”: the
sticheron became a literary source for the writer, who developed
its ideas and partly created an adaptive translation [LLlymuno
2016]. Krassimir Stantchev summarises that all the translated
texts can be divided into three categories: 1) translations proper
(without interfering with the structure and imagery of the original);
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2) compilations (borrowing texts from other original and translated
texts); 3) adaptations (e.g. specification of a general service into
a service on the feast day of a specific saint; generalisation of a
service on the feast day of a specific saint into a general service;
adaptation of a service on the feast day of one saint into a service
on the feast day of another saint) [CtaHues 2017:46].

Dostal claims that “subsequent studies have shown that very
often the translators did rearrange the Greek texts in a more or
less original and independent fashion”, but the quality of these
translations was not compromised:

“The quality of the Old Church Slavonic texts has been
analyzed many times, and it has been repeatedly confirmed that
the Slavic version represents a highly artistic text, a poetic text fit
for recitation and exegesis as the basis of Christian doctrine. In
this case Constantine almost literally translated the original text.
[...] Nevertheless, even this text was to some degree adapted.
First of all, he adjusted the text of all four Gospels linguistically
(the linguistic differences which can be found in the Greek
version between the Gospels disappeared in the Church Slavonic
text). The direct speech of the text was respected: the spoken
language with its simple turns and metaphors is reflected in the
arrangement of the translation into sections and in its dialogue,
which is so frequent in the Gospels. This Slavic text had in its
original form some words borrowed from the Greek and Slavicized.
However, this fact should not be understood as meaning that the
vocabulary of the Slavic language was insufficient to convey the
meaning of the text, for other quite varied and demanding texts
translated into Slavic show, on the contrary, great lexical richness.
These foreign words, probably, were quite familiar to Byzantine
Slavs (as, for instance, vlasvimisati, skandalisati, etc.). In newer
transcripts these Grecisms decrease because to Western Slavs
and in other non-Byzantine areas these Byzantine words were
unknown. It is surprising that the first Slavic version of the Gospel
is of such high quality from the point of view of the translation
itself, the textual arrangement, and the artistic form.” [Dostal
1965:72].
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There are no two identical languages, so lexical and semantic
asymmetry stimulates the development of target languages,
which is no exception in Slavonic cultural contexts (see the
influence of Christian vocabulary on the medieval Ukrainian
worldview in [LUmirep 2018:168-170, 189-191]). At the same time,
the appreciation of Old Church Slavonic means the high level of
this language, which could reproduce all the semantic and stylistic
features of the Greek originals. In addition, a good translation of
biblical texts influenced how liturgical texts used biblical extracts
and followed their lexis. Another question that can contribute
to understanding translation quality in this period is the state
of linguistic knowledge. The translations of Flavius Josephus’s
“Jewish War” that circulated in Rus testify that medieval Ukrainian
translators had an excellent knowledge of both Old Greek and
Byzantine dialects and even introduced them into the texts of
their translations [Mewepcknin 1958:71 ff]. A good knowledge of
a source language is an essential prerequisite for producing a good
translation.

In the historical dynamics, the equirhythmic translation
was a bridge to the formation of national liturgical traditions.
At first, translations were equirhythmic, preserving the Greek
melody. Later, literal translations (word-for-word translations)
were more faithful to the Greek originals, but singing required
the modification of the original Greek melody, and local singing
traditions of the Liturgy developed [MeHTKOBCKUI 2016:76].
Eventually, the equirhythmic translations based on the Greek
melody fell into disuse.

Isosyllabism (the identical number of syllables in verse
fragments) has become a successful criterion for evaluating
translations, as it is the fundamental feature for preserving the
original rhythmic construction and thus reproducing the original
melody. Isosyllabism is a syntactic phenomenon, and the addition
of an understanding of other syntactic and morphological
phenomena serves as a solid basis for interpreting a text through
the prism of grammatical semantics. This analytical tool is
profoundly exemplified by Roman Krivko [Krivko 2011:718-741],
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who shows how atarget text is a continuation of the original literary
and stylistic tradition and what new metrical requirements were
placed before the translators just before the religious translation
entered the Ukrainian cultural space.

It was only sometimes possible to preserve the exact pattern
of Byzantine melody in translation. Earlier Bulgarian translators
emphasised the exact preservation of the original melody and
interfered with the target text, while later Ukrainian translators
modified Byzantine melodic patterns according to the Slavonic text,
which usually contained more syllables than the Greek original
[KpuctmnaHc 2008:47]. The melody of the target text as a criterion
for translation evaluation is not often addressed in religious
translation research, though the continuous work on elaborating
local chants began during the first steps of acquiring the Liturgy.

Even though Polish sources for analysis are much scarcer
and that some translations reached Polish recipients via Czech
translations, the preliminary criteria for assessing the quality of
early Polish translations of hymns have been explored [Woronczak
1952: 366, 367, 369, 373]. Indeed, translations were of varying
quality, as religious poetry actively developed aesthetic forms
of spiritual expression. Some translations are not translations
proper but free paraphrases that even a poetic text could have
been rendered in the prosaic form. The Polish language of these
translations showed various levels of elaboration, and it was
enriched with new imagery and poetic expressions that later
formulated higher standards for subsequent generations of
translators. Rhyming (feminine rhyme) and syllabism (following
the precise poetics of the original) are essential features for
preserving the melody of a source text. Unfortunately, semantic
ambiguity is also sometimes observed in translations.

However, Christianity stimulated the development of
national literatures in a different dynamic. Comparing the origins
of Ukrainian and Polish literatures, it becomes clear that original
literature in the vernacular appeared much earlier in Ukraine (early
11t century: e.g. homiletic and panegyric writings by Hilarion of
Kyiv) than in Poland (late 13" century; “Bogurodzica” and “The
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Holy Cross Homilies”), though initially both Greek (in Ukraine) and
Latin (in Poland) were also languages of original writings [for more
see: IY/1 2014, Vol. 1; Michatowska 1999:39, 44]. The reason for
this may lie in the dominance of religious languages: Latin was
known and understood by a much smaller number of Poles than
Old Church Slavonic by Ukrainians. Moreover, the older versions
of the Slavonic languages were — conventionally — more mutually
intelligible than today’s language variants, and poetic forms in
Old Church Slavonic inspired verbal activities in other Slavonic
languages.

The asymmetry in the adoption of Christianity in Ukraine
and Poland has many and varied causes. First, the societies were
differently prepared for the new religion: while the Ukrainians
tried to combine their own and borrowed religious traditions,
leading to a “dual faith”, i.e. syncretic folk Orthodoxy, the Poles
were uncomfortable with conversion to Christianity, leading to
resistance in the form of pagan rebellions in the 1030s. Second,
language was a tool for making the acquisition of the Christian
heritage easier (in the Ukrainian context) or more complicated
(in the Polish context) in the short term. Old Church Slavonic was
accessible and understandable to all Slavs, though Latin became
more axiologically valuable in the long term. Third, a rite was not
the most crucial point in stimulating the development of national
cultures. In the early period, the liturgies themselves were
unstable and varied, and the texts of the Eastern and Western
Churches were translated into Church Slavonic.

The phenomenon of retranslation is well illustrated in
medieval Ukraine: liturgical reforms in the Mother Byzantine
Church were immediately reflected in new translations within
the Slavonic churches. Various layers coexisted in the texts used,
opening the way to the unintentional or intentional localisation of
translations from the South Slavs or the production of one’s own.
In Poland, multiple translations of the same prayers were private
attempts, testifying to an inner demand for such translations on
the individual level, which could become a public matter under
favourable conditions.
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Ukrainian translators accepted the literal approach to
translating hymnographic texts, which was equal to the
paraphrase approach. On the contrary, the literal approach was
already a newer and more subtle approach that could incorporate
isosyllabic features of the Greek original, and the same can be said
of the early Polish translators. Although the number of particular
manuscripts does not allow us to speak of translation theory per
se, the textual praxis reveals the differentiation of principles for
biblical and liturgical translation. Even though translation activities
were more dynamic in Bulgaria and Ukraine than in Poland, the
ideas of translation as a value and its axiological criteria were
probably known and, where applicable, shared.

Translations of religious poetry formed the basis for epic and
lyric poetry. They also opened the door to expanding the expressive
poetics common to the entire European literary civilisation. The
use of the ecclesiastical languages — Latin and Church Slavonic
— inspired the different speeds of progress in national cultures.
Church Slavonic had more potential to contribute to local cultures
and to promote mutual understanding among the Slavonic states
in the Middle Ages.

2. 16™-18% centuries:
Early modern time in Ukrainian and Polish histories

When the Great Duchy of Lithuania rose to power in the mid-
13t™ century, it occupied most of what is now Eastern Europe.
Most of the Ukrainian territories became its part. The Kingdom of
Poland annexed the smaller part of western Ukraine after the fall
of the Kingdom of Halychyna and Volyn. Two powers — Poland and
Lithuania — began to drift together by signing a series of unions.
The Union of Lublin of 1569 formed a new entity — the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth, which lasted until 1795. These political
movements also affected the religious life of the local population.
The most drastic changes took place in Lithuania, which, under
the influence of the occupied, highly civilised Ukrainian territories,
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moved from paganism to Eastern Christianity (Orthodoxy) but
later, under the influence of the union with Poland, returned
to Western Christianity (Roman Catholicism). The turbulent
political life influenced the development of liturgical praxis among
institutions and believers who recognised their faith as part of
their identity.

Texts and public recognition

In the hierarchy of religious texts, liturgical texts are
subordinate to the Bible, and it is clear that biblical translation
initiated book printing in the countries that followed this fine
Renaissance invention. However, liturgical texts were among the
first printed books, as in Poland and Ukraine.

In 1475, in Wroctaw (now Poland, then part of the Hungarian
Crown), Caspar Elyan, a canon of Wroctaw Cathedral, published the
Synodal Statutes, the first book printed in Poland. It was published
in Latin, but the prayers — the Lord’s Prayer, the Hail Mary and the
Apostles’ Creed — were in German and Polish [Synodalia statuta
1475:f. 13-14]. The publicity given to the German and Polish
translations reflected the main languages used by the Catholic
faithful in Silesia.

As of 1491, in Krakéw, the then capital of the Polish Crown,
which had incorporated a number of Ukrainian lands, the first
books were published by Schweipolt Fiol, a Franconian expatriate,
beginning the history of Ukrainian book printing: these were four
Orthodox hymnals — the Lenten Triodion [TpbnbcHeub 1491],
the Pentecostarion [Tpiogb 1491], the Horologion [HYacocnoseub
1491] and the Octoechos [OkToix 1491]. These Church Slavonic
editions used the Precarpathian manuscripts and contained a lot
of Ukrainian vernacular elements. They ushered in a new era of
liturgical translation in Ukraine.

Another liturgical edition was the first printed book of
the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and inaugurated Lithuanian and
Belarusian book printing. In 1522, in Vilnius, the capital of the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania, which included most of the Ukrainian
territories and all of the Belarusian lands, Frantsisk Skoryna



84

published the so-called collection “Little Traveller’s Book” [Mana
1522]. It contains several liturgical texts written in Church Slavonic
and accompanied by his preface in Ruthenian (bookish Middle
Ukrainian) with a large number of Belarusian linguistic features:
the Psalter, the Horologion, eight akathists, ten canons (eight
canons are paired with eight akathists), propers of daily offices for
each weekday and the calendar.

Printing overlapped with various debates on using the
vernacular under the influence of the Renaissance and the
Reformation. Translation projects paralleled major events in
ecclesiastical life in Ukraine and Poland, which coexisted in one
state — the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth — after the Union of
Lublin in 1569.

The first major project, which failed, was the creation of the
Polish national Church in the 1550s. One of the principal demands
was the request to allow the use of the Polish language in the
Mass, as the Bulgarians were allowed to do [Historia 1974:1:2:67].
The Apostolic See rejected this request, and this act halted the
initiative of massive liturgical translation into Polish. In 1564,
the Archbishop of Lviv, Pawet Tarto, commissioned the Polish
translation of the Agenda, and the Polish humanist Jan of Trzciana
made a manuscript translation (which has survived to the present
day), but the implicit ban of the Council of Trent interrupted its
publication [Historia 1974:1:2:119]. Even one of the most educated
Polish theologians of the time, Cardinal Stanislaus Hosius,
protested against praying and worshipping in the vernacular,
though his arguments were quite controversial and inappropriate
[Hozjusz 1562:131v-134v]. In 1577, the Polish church authorities
finally accepted the Tridentine reformed liturgical books, which
were all in Latin, and the first Polish-language translation of the
Mass was published two centuries later.

The establishment of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth,
where Roman Catholicism dominated, initiated difficult times
of persecution and even cooperation between Orthodox and
Protestant believers. The difficulties also stimulated some
promising results. In the early 16" century, Orthodox book
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printing was concentrated in two cities: Vilnius and Kyiv. Their
main products were liturgical books. Naturally, all these books
were translations, and their language was Church Slavonic, which
gradually acquired its local colour, later called Church Slavonic of
Ukrainian recension. The two Orthodox milieus of Vilnius and Kyiv
had opposite views: Vilnius monks insisted on the dominance of
the Church Slavonic variant in all liturgical contexts, while Kyiv
monks tried to experiment with the incorporation of the Ukrainian
vernacular into liturgical practice [Tutosb 1918:10-12]. This is why
the large-scale project of revising and retranslating liturgical books
in Kyiv from the 1610s to the 1640s had a prosperous outcome:
the Horologion [Yacocnosb 1616], the Hymnal [AHBonorioH
1619], the Lenten Triodion [TpiwaioH 1627], the Liturgicon
[Neitypriapion 1629], the Pentecostarion [TpiwaioH 1631], the
Euchologion [EyxonoriwH 1646]. The translators and publishers
— Yelysei Pletenetskyi, Zakhariya Kopystenskyi, Pamvo Berynda,
Taras Zemka, St Petro Mohyla — used the Greek originals, corrected
the Church Slavonic versions and regularly applied Middle
Ukrainian. These editions were so authoritative that they were
later republished many times in various cities during the 17 and
18t centuries. After a series of disastrous acts against the Kyivan
Metropolitanate, caused by its transfer from the Patriarchate of
Constantinople to the jurisdiction of the Muscovite Patriarchate
in 1686, local liturgical praxis in Ukraine, including its translation
activities, finally ceased in 1721 when it was allowed to print books
only according to the Muscovite spelling and content.

The union of the Roman (Catholic) and Kyivan (Orthodox)
Churches, which took place at Berestia in 1596 but was later not
accepted by the entire Orthodox clergy, created a new separate
entity: the Uniate Church, now known as the Ukrainian Greek
Catholic Church. This church retained and used the Orthodox
Liturgy and books. Some local or borrowed practices began to be
codified 150 years later. It was initially a political project aimed
at further assimilation of the Ukrainians, i.e. incorporating them
into Polish culture and Roman Catholicism. This church was open
to some Catholic influences, like the office of the “read” liturgy
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(Missa Lecta, Low Mass), which was borrowed from the Roman
Missal and published in some Greek Catholic liturgical books
[NeitoyprikoH 1733; JleitovpriapioHb 1755]. However, these
editions were never officially approved and remained relatively
private editions [Conosilt 1964:77, 88].

The grand event in the life of the Ukrainian Greek Catholic
Church was the Council of Zamostia in 1720, where the Church
discussed its local liturgical practices and the need to revise
liturgical texts according to the Greek originals. They appealed
to the Apostolic See to control and censor their liturgical books.
In 1754, the new edition of the Greek Euchologion, supervised
and promulgated by Pope Benedict XIV [EUxoAoylov 1754], was
published after revision according to the best Greek texts and
became a standard edition for further Church Slavonic translations.
Itinfluenced two editions of the Euchologion published in Pochayiv
in 1778 and 1788 [Conosin 1964:91], and Archbishop Herakliy
Lisovskyi commissioned the Church Slavonic translation of the
1754 Greek Euchologion to his vicar general, Yuriy Turkevych, who
did it in 1788-1790 [Conosii 1964:93], but it was never published
due to new turbulent historical conditions.

Prayer books and their book types

In the history of book writing and printing, prayer books,
intended to be a collection of prayer forms for private devotion,
could also be service books containing liturgical formularies
for public worship. Their varieties combined liturgical and
paraliturgical texts, prayer and poetry, verbal composition and
singing. Typologically, Polish prayer books are usually divided
into two main genres: “liber precum” was a collection of private
prayers, and “liber horarum” contained a central text, the Office
of the Blessed Virgin Mary. Aimed at the laity, they tended to
use the vernacular to a greater extent. The various prayer books
constituted an authentic mass literature of the time, as each
collection of prayers was republished many times. In general, they
also contributed seriously to devotional and meditative literature.
Gradually, they came together in editions known as “hortuli”. The
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“Hortulus” takes its name from the publication “Hortulus animae”:
it was written in Latin in the late 15" century, immediately
translated into German and other languages, and republished
quite frequently for several centuries. Its immense popularity was
because it was a collection of medieval prayer books, containing
the Hours and new offices along with a large number of prayers for
various needs and those used during preparation for confession
and the Eucharist [Borkowska 1988:63].

The first Polish-language “Hortulus” (and the first Polish-
language prayer book) was published in Lublin in 1513 as a result
of the efforts of Biernat of Lublin under the title “Raj duszny” [Raj
2006]. The source text for this edition was “Antidotarius animae”
(1485 or a later edition) by Nicolaus Salicetus (pseudonym of
Nicolaus Wydenbosch / Weydenbosch), but it was supplemented
with other prayers popular in Poland. The first edition is said to
have contained 160 sheets, but it was enlarged and adapted in
subsequent editions.

“Harfa duchowna” by Marcin Laterna (first edition 1585) was
another bestseller among prayer books. Marcin Laterna, a Jesuit
and a native of Drohobych, compiled a selection of prayers from
the Bible, the Holy Fathers, the Roman Missal, the Breviary and the
Hours of the Blessed Virgin Mary, adding an extended catechetical
section and his reflections and meditations [CieSlak 2000:31-37]. It
corresponded to the requirements of the Council of Trent but also
included some texts from earlier hortuli. Laterna’s translations
of church hymns and songs are considered to be of great poetic
talent. It is not surprising that it was actively republished (dozens
of times) in the 16" and 17t centuries and replaced the popularity
of “Raj duszny”.

Not so popular was the prayer book “Tarcza duchowna”
(alternative Polish translation: “Szczyt duszny”), translated from
the Latin collection “Clipeus spiritualis” and published in Krakéw
in 1533 or 1534 [Tarcza 2016]. However, this prayer book had
another Polish translation, recorded in the 1528 manuscript
known as Olbracht Gasztotd’s Prayer Book [Modlitewnik
Gasztotda 2015:16 ff]. Thus, the multiple translations of the same
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euchographic collection was an undeniable fact in the history of
Polish translation. Additionally, it is necessary to acknowledge the
continuation of the production of Polish-language manuscripts of
translated prayer books, which was not rare in the 16" century
[Modlitewnik Gasztotda 2015:39-40].

The turn of the 17" century witnessed the emergence of
“thematic” prayer books. Piotr Skarga (Paweski), having gained ex-
perience in compiling the prayer book “Gospodarstwo domowe”
(Krakéw, 1601, 1606), prepared a special prayer book for soldiers
under the title “Zotnierskie nabozerstwo” (Krakéw, 1606, 1618
and many other later editions). Writings by Jacob Pontanus (Span-
muller) were translated by Stanistaw Grochowski (Krakéw, 1608,
1615) and aimed at nuns [Bednarz 1964:206 ff]. The catalogues of
Polish old and rare books provide further references to books for
praying to Jesus Christ, the Holy Spirit, the Blessed Virgin Mary,
various saints and for various occasions.

In the Ukrainian liturgical tradition, uniform prayer books
appeared much later than in Poland. The principal prayer books
in monasteries and among the laity were the Psalter (with various
prayers and offices) and the Horologion, which were distributed in
the form of manuscripts and printed books: in the second half of
the 16 century, these were the editions of the Psalter in Zabludiv
(1570), Vilnius (1576, 1586, 1591-1592, 1593, 1595, 1596, ca.
1600), Ostroh (1598) as well as those of the Horologion in Zabludiv
(1570), Vilnius (ca. 1574-1576, 1596, 1597), Ostroh (1598). The
language of these translation editions was Church Slavonic, which
was more or less accepted by the faithful as “our” language, though
they did not fully understand it. It also took on local characteristics
in terms of phonetics and semantics. Most of the editions were
published in Vilnius, the capital of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania,
which at that time had incorporated a large number of Ukrainian
and Belarusian ethnic territories. Thus, it is not surprising that the
metropolis published books for the province.

Although prayers were known and even original prayers were
composed much earlier, like those of St Cyril of Turiv, the new type
of prayer book appeared in the late 16™ century. Stefan Zyzaniy
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(Kukil-Tustanovskyi) compiled a prayer book, the contents of
which were not known before: it included the prayers of the daily
cycle and the weekly cycle (by St Cyril of Turiv), as well as prayers
for confession and the Eucharist [FOgmuH 2015:319-321]. It was
a ca. 240-folio codex entitled “Daily Prayers”, published several
times (Vilnius, 1595, 1596, 1601; Vievis, 1611, 1615). The timing
and contents of this prayer book reveal that it was influenced
and stimulated by the rich culture of publishing Polish prayer
books in other parts of the same country — the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth.

Stefan Zyzaniy’s initiative was fruitful, as not only did some
new editions of his prayer book appear, but gradually, more
books for monastic and private worship were published [cf. lOanH
2015; OamnH 2017]. The pioneering editions were “Molytovnyk:
Prayer Book” (Ostroh, 1606; Kyiv, 1628-1632, 1634; Lviv, 1642),
“Antholohion” (Vilnius, 1613; Kyiv, 1619, 1636; Lviv, 1632, 1638,
1643), “Poluustav” (Vilnius, 1613; Chorna, 1629; Kyiv, 1643),
“Akathists” (Kyiv, 1625, 1929, Lviv, 1634) and many others. All
these publications contributed to the mass literature of the period
and helped shape the readers’ religious mentality.

Musical culture and sources for liturgical translations

The collapse of efforts to introduce the vernacular into Roman
Catholic liturgical practice virtually determined the cessation of
similar large-scale attempts for two centuries. This aftermath
of the Council of Trent did not, however, affect the advance of
vernacular church singing among the Polish faithful. The tendency
tosingreligious songs, including translated ones, was strengthened
by the Reformation and the Protestants, who published a lot of
hymnals [Sinka 1983:258]. Gradually, religious songs became
part of printed prayer books in 1585 [ibid]. When Baltazar Opec
compiled, translated and published his literary and religious work
“Zywot Pana Jezu Krysta” (“Life of the Lord Jesus Christ”, 1522),
the second edition in the same year (but from another printer: Jan
Haller) contained 17 religious songs, and this supplement added
the features of a prayer book and hymnal to the original work
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[Chlebowski 1905:407]. Finally, the Synod of Wroctaw decreed in
1592 that a number of religious songs could be sung at Mass “in
vernacula lingua”, either after the homily instead of the gradual
or at other places [Historia 1974:1:2:365]. Some sequences were
sung in both languages by alternating stanzas.

Poetic Polish developed considerably in the 16™ century, and
its “golden age” is particularly marked by translations of biblical
and liturgical texts. Jan Kochanowski translated the Psalms so
successfully that they were still being sung and republished in
Polish missals 400 years after their publication. They were the
texts for Mikotaj Gomodtka’s composition of his “Melodies for the
Polish Psalter” (1580) in which he used Gregorian and Protestant
melodies for the four-part unaccompanied mixed choir [Historia
1974:1:2:126].

Stanistaw Grochowski was among those who contributed to
the enrichment of the literary standard and repertoire of Polish
religious songs. He translated a lot of hymns from the Roman
Breviary in 1598 [Hymny 1598] and later republished them in the
enlarged editions of 1599 and 1608. In all, he translated about 140
hymns, which shaped liturgical Polish as a specific type of Polish
speech. His work was continued in the collection of his translations
“Rytmy facinskie” (“Latin Rhythms”), published in 1606 [Wichowa
2003:240 ff], and in “Himny o Mece Panskiey” (“Hymns of the
Passion of Christ”, 1611). His contributions make it possible to
speak of him as a translator of liturgical poetry.

Liturgical translations were a vital element of hymnals.
The first believers to introduce hymns in Polish into their public
religious practice were the Protestants in Torun in 1530 and
Krakéw in 1540. Gradually, Protestant hymnals (e.g. for Evangelical
Protestants, Czech Brethren, Calvinists) appeared, containing
translations from Latin, German and Czech [Chlebowski 1905:408-
420; Sinka 1983:258]:

1547 — compiled and translated by Jan Seklucjan;

1554 — by Walenty of Brzozdw;

1559 — by Barttomiej Groicki and by Ignacy Oliwinski;

1569 — by Maciej Wierzbieta;
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1578 — by Piotr Artomiusz Krzesichleb;

1580 — by Stanistaw Sudrowski;

1596 — by Krzysztof Krainski;

1598 — by Maciej Rybiriski and many other editions.

The emergence of the Catholic hymnal as a separate book
type dates back to the early 17" century. It contained main and
additional hymns for the Mass and performed the catechetical
function among the faithful. Although the book entitled “Piesni
nabozne” (“Religious Songs”) was published in 1621, its greatly
expanded edition of 1627 is considered the first fully-fledged
hymnal of the Roman Catholic Church in Poland [Wydra 2012:330].
It was so popular that 25 editions were published between 1621
and 1800. The hymnal contains Polish translations and some
Latin originals, divided into eight groups of hymns — for Advent,
Christmas, the Passion of Christ, Easter, the Holy Spirit, Corpus
Christi, the Psalms of David and a group of miscellaneous hymns.

It may seem surprising, but translated hymnals offered
some space for the individual creativity of a litterateur, both as a
translator and as an original author. This is the case of Stanistaw
Serafin Jagodynski, who translated and composed his religious
poetry [Garnczarski 2018]. His hymnal had two editions in 1638
and 1695, which testify to the good reception of his writings.
When a new reform of the Roman Breviary and religious singing
was undertaken by Pope Urban VIIl in 1643, it created a demand
for new translations, and Jan Biatobocki translated 140 hymns
from the revised edition and published them in 1648 [Gruchata
2013:71-75]. The hymns were translated and completed in 1646
but published in 1648. Thus, this translation shows how great
the desire was to quickly make new hymns available to the
Polish people and how important this type of translation was still
considered for national progress.

In 1696, the earliest known booklet “Sposéb spiewania pol-
skiego na mszach swietych w kosciotach katolickich” (“The Way of
Polish Singing at Holy Mass in Catholic Churches”) was published
in Torun (republished in 1700). Its content was not large: all the
hymns sung by the faithful at Mass, along with a short catechism
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[Mankowski 1932]. Its significance lies in the fact that it was the
first official edition of the Mass in Polish (at least in part), as the
back of the title page contains the local bishop’s approval. This
book shows how the Polish singing of the Mass was established in
Silesia, again for reasons of resisting the power of the Protestant
movement of praying in the vernacular.

The sequences were so famous that the Council of Trent had
to intervene in this type of musical creativity and strictly minimised
the number of officially sung sequences to four (the fifth was
added later). Most sequences in the Polish Church were of foreign
origin, but all of them were written in Latin (about one-fifth of five
hundred sequences are recognised as being of Polish origin), and
this dominance stimulated their translation into Polish. Indeed,
the official use of sequences motivated the higher frequency of
their translation into Polish. That is why the statistics of translation
of sequences are as follows [acc. to: Strawa-Ilracka 2011:106-115]:

Sequences approved for use by the Council of Trent

Dies irae A lot of translations from the 15" century on
Lauda Sion Three translations in the 16" and 17
Salvatorem centuries

Veni Sancte Spiritus  Five translations in the 15%-17t% centuries and
the sixth one in the 20t century
Victimae paschali Four translations in the 16" and 17" centuries
laudes and the fifth one in the 20™ century

Sequences out of use after the Council of Trent
Benedicta semper  One translation from the 16" century
sancta sit Trinitas
Congaudent One translation from the 16" century
Angelorum chori
Festa Christi omnis A famous sequence, but never translated into
christianitas Polish
Grates nunc omnes  Six translations in the 16™"-18™ centuries
Mittit ad Virginem A lot of translations from the 15% century on
Psallat Ecclesia One translation from the 16" century
Rex omnipotens One translation from the 16" century
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Although the sequences were not used officially, they were
republished in numerous editions long after their first publication.
An outstanding contribution to the translation of the sequences
was provided by Grochowski, who rendered several hymns for the
first and last time. The Roman Catholic sequences also influenced
Eastern Christians through the Greek Catholic Church: “Dies
irae” was translated into Church Slavonic and included in some
manuscripts of the 17% century.

From the viewpoint of liturgical and paraliturgical singing,
Orthodox books are not numerous. The nature of this scarcity
lies more profoundly in the history of the Byzantine and Roman
Liturgies. When Ukraine was converted to Christianity in the
late 10™ century, the Byzantine Liturgy had reached the peak of
its development: that is why by the 16™ century, all translation
solutions had been offered, debated and stabilised in the form of
traditional Kyivan and Halych chants. The Roman Liturgy began
to develop actively in the period, overlapping with the time after
Poland’s adoption of Christianity in the 10" century. All musical
forms and texts composed in other Roman Catholic countries but
in Latin were immediately transferred to Poland, where they had
to be accepted and absorbed. This situation made Polish musical
culture very dynamic. In addition, a great impulse came later from
the Protestants, who propagated singing at Mass in the vernacular.
Although Protestants were also present in the Ukrainian religious
scene, their influence did not antagonise the traditional Orthodox
culture.

It is true, too, that book printing reached this area relatively
late: the first Hirmologion was published in Lviv in 1700 [Ipmonoit
1700]. It was the first music book among the Slavs of the Byzantine
Rite. However, the Kyivan Metropolitanate succeeded in forming
its musical school: in the late 16™ century, it introduced an original
musical notation (Kyivan notation) and created a single type of
book of church chant. It was typically called the Hirmologion, but
it differed from similar Byzantine and medieval Ukrainian books
of the same title. “Earlier” hirmologions contained only the irmoi,
arranged according to the eight tones of Byzantine chant. The
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Ukrainian Hirmologions of the late 16" to mid-19t centuries had
more elaborate structures, incorporating the regular canticles of
the All-Night Vigil and the Divine Service; the Sunday tones of
the Octoechos, the Prosomoion Stichera and the hymns from the
Festal Menaion.

Liturgical editions

The period from the 16" to the 18" century is not so brilliant
for liturgical translation if we mean that existing translations
should have become part of liturgical praxis. This never happened
in Poland; it happened partially in Ukraine if one looks at the
revisions of Church Slavonic texts in Orthodox liturgical practice,
but it was still local Church Slavonic but not Middle Ukrainian. The
most fruitful achievements were connected with book printing,
where well-revised texts were needed and supplied and where
the demand for liturgical and paraliturgical hymnals dictated the
supply.

At this time, some translations still existed as manuscripts.
Such was the fate of the Office for the Dead, part of which was
written in the 1520 manuscript [Brickner 1904:3:98-99]. This text
was based on earlier translations, but its scribe introduced some
revisions.

The only significant achievement of Polish liturgical translation
can be the Polish-language act of Holy Communion during the
Mass. It appeared in the Lviv manuscript translation of 1564, but
the practice of using the native language subsequently became
established and spread at the turn of the 17" century [Sczaniecki
2009:83-84].

This success was not very significant. The first Agenda, with
some Polish and German formulae, was published in 1514: it
facilitated the process of performing a sacramental ceremony
(baptism and marriage) for lay people who did not know Latin
[Agenda 1514]. This edition also contained two versions of the so-
called “Story of Pope Urban” (in Polish and German). It describes
the death of the sinful pope and contains three prayers which
are translations in the Polish-German juxtaposition, but they may
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have had a common Latin original, as in the popular editions of
the 14*-century “Ars moriendi”. The 1591 edition of the Agenda
compiled by Hieronim Powodowski, which became the standard
edition for several decades [Agenda 1591; and later reeditions],
followed the same pattern of including native-language formulae
to be pronounced by the faithful.

The Roman Missal was promulgated in 1570 and approved
at the Gniezno Provincial Synod in Piotrkdéw in 1577. It was not
translated into Polish, but the explanatory editions performed this
function. The archpresbyter of Krakéw, Hieronym Powodowski,
published a description of the liturgy which can be regarded as
a substitute for his translation [Powodowski 1604]: the Mass is
explained in detail, and the Latin phrases of the priest are quoted
alongside the Polish translations. However, it was supplemented
by another book, “Church Prayers”, which contained prayers for
the yearly cycle of worship, for the veneration of saints on their
feast days and various votives [Modlitwy 1606]. These prayers are
constitutive and changing parts of the Mass, so this edition was a
significant contribution to the reception of the euchographic texts
of the Mass in Polish.

In 1614, Pope Paul V promulgated the official Roman Ritual
to serve as the standard edition for other local rituals. The Polish
Ritual was approved by the Synod in Piotrkéw in 1621 and finally
published in 1631 [Ritvale 1631; and later reeditions]. The scope
of the translations is somewhat limited: phrases when the faithful
are called upon to proclaim their declarations are given in Latin,
Polish and German. In later editions, such as the Vilnius one,
Lithuanian is quoted as well.

Jakub Wujek, a prominent figure in Polish biblical translation,
also contributed to the growth of theological and liturgical
translation. After translating a number of catechetical writings,
he also contributed to the development of Polish religious poetry.
The main text is the Office of the Blessed Virgin Mary [Officivm
1598; and later reeditions], which served as both euchographic
and poetic literature. Researchers hypothesised that Wujek could
also have contributed to another similar edition, i.e. the Hours of
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Holy Feasts [Godzinki 1582], but this statement is not reasonable
[Kuzmina 2004:204]. In any case, Wujek’s personality truly unites
all branches of religious translation, and this testifies to the
realised need to have all texts in a native language for ecclesiastical
purposes.

Wujek’s translation was part of the popularisation of the
Marian cult. It is not a surprise that “The Little Office of the
Immaculate Conception”, written in the late 15™ century but
promulgated only in 1615, was translated into Polish very quickly
by a Jesuit priest in 1616 or 1617 [Bednarz 1964:204]. However,
the general impression is that the creatively fruitful 16" and
early 17" centuries created a matrix for book production which
reprinted the known texts but did not generate new translation
enterprises.

Orthodox liturgical printing, which developed in Vilnius, was
proud of some serious publications such as the Octoechos (1582)
and the Euchologion (c.1598). A lot changed in the 17* century
due to the efforts of eminent personalities — Hedeon Balaban,
Bishop of Lviv, and St Petro Mohyla, Metropolitan of Kyiv.

The clergy had noticed discrepancies and deviations in the
existing texts, and Metropolitan Mykhailo Rohoza decreed the
necessity of correcting liturgical books. Hedeon Balaban took
the main initiative: he contacted St Meletius Pegas, Patriarch
of Alexandria and locum tenens of the Ecumenical Patriarch of
Constantinople, who sent the Greek Liturgicon and Euchologion
and blessed them for publication. The two editions that appeared
as a result of this collaboration were the 1604 Liturgicon
[Cny»kebHUK 1604] and the 1606 Euchologion [TpebHuk 1606],
published in the Ukrainian recension of Church Slavonic in the
town of Striatyn.

These two editions defined the principles of further editing
and translating activities [Bnacoscbkuii 1998:2:232]:

1) the textus receptus was Greek, especially in the high-
quality Venetian editions;

2) this text was compared with the extant Old Slavonic
manuscripts that reflected the liturgical praxis of Ukraine.
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Thus, if certain Ukrainian rites and prayers were not found in
the Greek liturgical books (i.e. they were not translations but actual
originals) but did not contradict the practice of the Greek Church,
they remained in the liturgical practice of the Ukrainian Church.
This approach required a great deal of effort from Ukrainian
translators and editors, but it ensured the stable advancement
and preservation of the Ukrainian liturgical tradition.

The new standards were followed by republishing and
patterning in printing shops of Kyiv, Lviv, Ostroh and other
Ukrainian cities. The printing shop of the Kyiv Caves Monastery
gradually evolved into the most important centre of Ukrainian
intellectual and religious life. The first substantial editions of this
printing shop were the Horologion [Yacocnosb 1616] and the
Mineon [AHBonorioH 1619].

All these positive and promising projects were undertaken
when the Ukrainian Orthodox hierarchy was persecuted and
remained on the verge of extinction due to the aggressive
and delegitimising actions of the Polish government. In 1620,
Theophanes, Patriarch of Jerusalem, helped restore the entire
hierarchy of the Orthodox Church in Ukraine, which was able to
continue its existence as an independent institution. It is evident
how liturgical translations appeared as dissident acts of self-
preservation and legitimisation for the Ukrainian Church and the
Ukrainian nation.

The interim successes of the Orthodox clergy in political
and social matters intensified their work in publishing new — or
newly edited and corrected — translations of liturgical books. At
this time, the Ukrainian recension of Church Slavonic was shaped
and codified by Meletiy Smotrytskyi. It has remained in this form
until today, as the historical events of the 18" and later centuries
limited the popularity and use of this linguistic variant.

The Kyivan circle of theologians and translators included such
eminent figures as Yelysei Pletenetskyi, Zakhariya Kopystenskyi,
Pamvo Berynda and others. The key figure was Petro Mohyla, a
Ukrainian religious leader of Moldovan origin, excellent writer
and outstanding theologian. In the sphere of liturgical translation,
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his major contributions are the 1629 and 1639 editions of the
Liturgicon [NleitypriapioH 1629] and the 1646 edition of the
Euchologion [EyxonoriwH 1646]. The Euchologion is a voluminous
edition of about 1500 pages, containing 129 offices and rubrics
of Orthodox liturgical practice. Nevertheless, 17 offices were
translated from the Roman Ritual [Bnacoscbkuin 1998:2:236]. This
fact indicates how the Ukrainian Church understood its place in
the world of rivalry between Eastern and Western Christianity:
it remembered its baptism from “one holy universal Apostolic
Church” and remained open to all the constructive achievements
of both branches of Christianity.

The bridge between Orthodoxy and Polish society was built
by the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church and the Order of St Basil
the Great. The Superior General of the Order, Rev. Dr. Pakhomiy
Ohilevych, prepared a fundamental description of the Orthodox
liturgy for Roman Catholic readers [Ecphonemata 1671]. The
book consisted of two parts. The textual part — “Ecphonemata” —
consisted of the Liturgies of St John Chrysostom and St Basil the
Great, published in Church Slavonic (but in Latin characters) and in
Polish translation. The second part — “Harmonia” — was academic
and discussed the differences between the Byzantine and Roman
liturgies. The book became such an important asset to the Church
that the “Ecphonemata” was reprinted several times during two
centuries (Krakéw, 1685; Pochayiv, 1784; Peremyshl, 1831, 1842).

Non-liturgical books with liturgical texts

Liturgical texts appeared in editions not directly belonging
to the genre of liturgical writings. Catechisms fit better into the
paradigm of theological writings because not only was their
primary focus on theological thinking, but their main tool was
theological terminology, which enriched the conceptual matrix of
a national language and shaped its academic style in the epoch
when Latin was overwhelmingly dominant in all academic fields.

The earliest Polish texts containing catechism prayers (Our
Lord, Hail Mary, Apostles’ Creed, as well as the Decalogue and
other commandments) in Polish translation date back to the 15"
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century and are preserved in manuscripts [e.g. Bernacki 1910].
The first Polish-language catechisms — in today’s sense of the
term — appeared in the 1540s in the Protestant milieu. Mikotaj
Rej translated and adapted the catechism of Urbanus Rhegius and
published it twice in 1543 and 1549 [Catechismus 1910; Kuzmina
2002:74-75]. This catechism uses the divided articles of the Polish
translation of the Apostles’ Creed as title quotations for further
explanation. Meanwhile, Jan Seklucjan published the complete
texts of the Apostles’” Creed and the Lord’s Prayer in Polish
translations [Seklucian 1549:8-9v].

The first Catholic catechism was written and published
by Benedykt Herbest [Herbest 1566]. His catechism had a
guestion-answer form in chapters corresponding to the articles
of the Apostles’ Creed, the Lord’s Prayer and the Hail Mary. For
this reason, the articles of these prayers were quoted in Polish
and then explained. This approach was followed in many later
editions®, even those that followed the official Roman edition of
1566 [such as Katechizm 1568]. Another Catholic catechism was
published a year later by Marcin Biatobrzeski, who, in his preface,
published the Polish translations of eight symbols of faith — of St
Hilary, St Basil, St Ambrose, St Augustine, St Jerome, St Gregory of
Nazianzus, St Gregory the Great and the Nicean Creed [Biatobrzeski
1567:[6v-9v]].

In the Orthodox cultural space, the situation was very
similar®. Protestant and Catholic editions influenced Orthodox
catechisms. Lavrentiy Zyzaniy, a native of Lviv Region, published
his Large Catechism in Moscow circa 1627, in which he cited the
Church Slavonic translations of both the Apostles’ Creed [3u3aHiin
1627:[30-30v]] and the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed [3u13aHii
1627:[31v-32]]. The publication of the Apostles’ Creed shows
that the text, which is mainly considered Roman Catholic, was
circulating among Orthodox theologians who shared the common

4 For an analysis of the catechisms published in the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth, see [Kuzmina 2002].
® For the study of all the catechisms published in this region, see [Kopso 2007].
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early Christian heritage®. The Middle Ukrainian edition of St Petro
Mohyla’s Catechism of 1645 [Moruna 1645] followed the principle
of divided presentation: the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed is
divided into articles, and each article is quoted in Church Slavonic
and then explained in Middle Ukrainian. In a way, the explanations
also serve as translations since they at least provide the necessary
terms.

Polemical literature, which lies between academic and
political writings, provided some samples of liturgical translation
as well. The translation of the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed
into Middle Ukrainian was published as early as 1620 in Zakhariya
Kopystenskyi’s polemical theological treatise “Book on the True
Faith and the Holy Apostolic Church” [KonucteHcbkuii 1620:165-
167]. An incomplete Polish-language paraphrase of the Niceno-
Constantinopolitan Creed appeared in Chapter 10 “Catechism
of the Eastern Church” of Meletiy Smotrytskyi’s “Threnos”, a
Ukrainian Orthodox polemical work written in Polish and published
in 1610 [CmoTpuubkuii 2015:498, 500, 516].

Jan Seklucian’s Catechism devotes its first chapter to the
teaching of reading and writing [Seklucian 1549:4-5v]. This strange
amalgamation reveals a more perplexing puzzle: medieval primers
were, first and foremost, prayer books. Their function as children’s
first reading books is explained by the fact that every child learnt
to read in Latin or Church Slavonic because their goal of becoming
a clerk also required them to know and recite the Office and the
Psalms by heart. Such a practical approach was characteristic
of similar editions in the broader European context. Some
Polish primers remained under the influence of the Protestant
catechetical tradition [for a detailed analysis, see: Korzo 2015].
The republished prayers were both biblical (the Our Lord, the Hail
Mary, some psalms) and liturgical (the Creed, prayers to the Holy
Spirit). The first known edition is Stanistaw Zaborowski’s rules for

& The Kyivan Metropolitanate recognised the Apostles’ Creed and used it in its
catechetical practices, while the Moscow Metropolitanate rejected it completely
[Kop30 2016:21-26].
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writing and reading in 1514 or 1515, which also included principal
prayers [Zaborowski 1514-151:19-20]. The same inclusion of
biblical and liturgical prayers is observed in Ukrainian editions of
the late 16™ century: lvan Fedorovych published one edition of
primers in Lviv [®epoposuny 1574] and two in Ostroh [®enoposuny
1578a; Pegoposuy 1578b], and Lavrentiy Zyzaniy composed his
very abridged primer in Vilnius [3u13aHiin 1596]. As in the Catholic
and Orthodox Churches, the Kyivan Metropolitanate accepted
the Creed of St Athanasius, which was repeatedly republished in
primers and horologions [Kop3o 2016:27]. The first publication of
the Creed of St Athanasius is the 1618 edition in Vievis [BykBapb
1618:33v-38], which also contains the Niceno-Constantinopolitan
Creed [BykBapb 1618:32-33v] and the Creeds of SS Ambrose and
Augustine [BykBapb 1618:38-40]. Hypothetically, Rev. Meletiy
Smotrytskyi, the author of the first textbook of the Church
Slavonic language (in the Ukrainian recension, 1619), participated
in preparing this primer.

Interestingly, prayers were also published in Polish-German
phrasebooks and other textbooks for learning foreign languages
[Korzo 2015:174], which were popular publications, the first of
which appeared in 1522 or 1523. All these educational editions
with a set of religious texts were eagerly republished and
recomposed in the 17" and 18" centuries.

18* century: Epoch of (Non)-Enlightenment

The Age of Enlightenment is not characterised by brilliant
events or reforms in liturgical life. It was rather sluggish after the
waves of the Renaissance, Reformation and Counter-Reformation
had brought a series of innovations that had to be challenged
and accepted. When the new equilibrium was finally found,
the printing press spread knowledge more widely, and new
translations appeared in response to new demands.

Printers republished older texts and supplied a large number
of prayer books and hymnals. The typical Polish reader had access
to prayer books, hymnals and catechisms, and sometimes these
editions were of such a hybrid nature that it is difficult to classify
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them strictly: the most popular edition was a prayer book with
religious songs. An average prayer book consisted of two parts:
the first part contained prayers from the liturgical year; the
second part was intended for private use and could be divided
into three chapters containing prayers related to sacraments (for
successful marriage and baptism, for a child), everyday life (various
occasions and even those for good weather) and historical events
(experienced by the whole national community) [Marcinkowska-
Malara 2018:8]. This type of book satisfied all the needs of the
faithful.

In comparison, Roman Catholic priests had few texts available
in Polish translations. A rare exception was the bilingual — Latin
and Polish — edition of the Offices for Lent of 1701 [Officivm
1701], though it was a bulky volume. Another exciting edition
from the viewpoint of theology and translation is the collection
of Jan Witkowski [Witkowski 1730]. The year 1780 is a unique
one, as it brought two serious books for academic reasons and
secular co-celebrants: first, a translation of the Missal compiled
by the German Capuchin Martin of Cochem [Mszat 1780], which
included the Canon and alternate parts for feasts as well as other
prayers; second, a two-volume manual of the Roman Liturgy and
Sacraments [Ceremonie 1780], which also included the Byzantine
Liturgy of St John Chrysostom. In the following year, 1781, the Holy
Cross Parish Church in Warsaw published the offices celebrated
in that church, along with prayers of the daily, weekly and yearly
cycles, as well as some religious songs [Nabozeristwo 1781]. These
editions, republished several times, formed a lively part of the
liturgical translations, but they did not have the high status of
official use and fulfilled a purely educational function. Even in this
capacity, they set a new standard for translation, which was to be
maintained throughout the 19* century.

Polish-language Orthodox translation as a separate branch
of liturgical translation began only in the 18" century. After the
first successful attempt with Ohilevych’s “Ecphonemata”, new
projects were undertaken in the middle of the century, linked to
the activities of the Basilians. In 1743, the monastery of Suprasl
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published the bilingual — Church Slavonic and Polish — edition
of the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom [Wyktad 1743], which was
republished several times in Suprasl and Lviv, thus mapping already
important centres of Greek Catholicism in Eastern Europe. In 1762,
Pochayiv Monastery published the Akathist to the Theotokos in
Church Slavonic (but in Roman characters) and in Latin translation
[Hymn 1762]: this translation increased the number of readers of
this text since it included all those who could read Latin. In 1764,
Vilnius Monastery published the Polish translation of the Akathist
and Paraklesis to the Theotokos [Akatist 1764], based on the
translations of the Greek Catholic Archbishop of Durrés, Giuseppe
Schiro, an Arbéreshé (Italian Albanian) theologian and translator
of the Office for the Theotokos from Greek into Latin. Among other
less important but popular liturgical texts are the Latin translations
of Church Slavonic pieces, such as the Akathist to Jesus Christ [Flos
1756], or the Polish ones, such as the Akathist to St Onuphrius
[Nabozenstwo 1785], Ivan Yakiv Susha’s Akathist to St Yosafat
Kuntsevych (albeit translated from Latin) [Nabozenstwo 1783].
The repertoire of Orthodox literature in Polish slowly expanded.
The bilingual — Church Slavonic and Polish — edition of “Rozne
nabozenstwo” (“Various Prayers”) was a prayer book consisting of
five parts: morning and evening prayers, Akathists to Jesus Christ
and to the Annunciation, Paraklesis [Rozne 1791]. Its publication
(and subsequent republications) marked the appearance of the
Polish-speaking Orthodox community on the religious scene of
the Commonwealth since the book was intended for private use,
and thus, the demand for this type of book was already relatively
high.

The 18" century in Ukrainian history cannot be called
a period of enlightenment but rather the path to colonial
existence, especially after a series of failed attempts at national
struggle (the Poltava catastrophe of 1709, the liquidation of the
Cossack Hetmanate in 1764, the introduction of the Russian
administrative-judicial system in 1782). The language and practice
of the Kyivan liturgical tradition were subordinated to the Russian
Orthodox Church. Although the process of eradicating the Kyivan
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Christian heritage in the territories annexed by Russia took almost
a century (1689-1800) and was implemented through censorship
of book printing and abrupt changes in local liturgical practices
[Bnacoscbkuit 1998:3:54-62], it also aimed at the elimination of
Ukrainian national identity and resulted in a slowdown of liturgical
translation activities.

On the other hand, the printing shops of Pochayiv and Univ
monasteries, which remained on the territory of the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth, expanded their capacities. In the 18
century, they published 103 and 13 editions of liturgical books,
respectively. They published books in Church Slavonic of Ukrainian
recension, Polish and Latin, so their main function was to preserve
the Kyivan identity in liturgical books. The printing shops operating
in the Commonwealth preserved the Kyivan printing tradition,
which became the foundation of Ukrainian Greek Catholic litur-
gical practice.

Liturgical and paraliturgical singing remained an essential
part of religious life in both nations. The collection of religious
songs “Bohohlasnyk” [BorornacHukb 1790] was the first printed
edition of its kind among the Ukrainians and all Eastern Slavs. It
contained paraliturgical songs in three languages, sometimes used
during the liturgy. The collection of religious songs by Franciszek
Karpinski, who published a collection of religious songs (original
and translated) in 1792 [Karpinski 1792], is highly appreciated: it
corresponded to the demands of the Enlightenment by preserving
the calm mode and dogmatic correctness [Sinka 1983:266].
Although these editions can be viewed as those that summarised
the best poetic achievements of the previous epoch, they also
ushered in a new stage of religious singing and — even more
broadly — liturgical translation, which had to function under new
historical conditions, i.e. Romanticism, technological revolutions
and imperial existence.

Vernacular perception and translation praxis
Translations are not always in line with the theoretical
judgements of other intellectuals on the same subject. One
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of the reasons for this was the peculiarities of writing about
translation and the circulation of written and printed books among
translators. Another reason was the very level of theoretical
observations and the need for their collection. In the 16™ century,
scholars from the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth must have
had access to ancient and Renaissance sources such as Horace’s
“De arte poetica liber”, Cicero’s “De optimo genere oratorum”, St
Jerome’s “De optimo genere interpretandi” and Leonardo Bruno’s
“De interpretatione recta” [Wichowa 2003:238-239]. The in-depth
understanding of translation problems did not mean sufficient
freedom for translators to experiment with language and search
for more successful means of verbal expression.

It was Jan Kochanowski who established a certain standard
for the translation of biblical poetry, which also affected liturgical
texts. In line with Renaissance decorative techniques, he used
verbal means that many might not have preferred: he introduced
numerous amplifications by extending semantic prosody and
grammatical constructions, adding explanatory words and epithets
[Wilkon 2004:133-135, 169]. All these features created a bridge to
the emotional sphere of the reader-believer, and in this way, God
became more “humanised” and closer to the understanding and
perception of the reading community.

One of the most prolific Polish translators, Stanistaw
Grochowski, referred to the strategy known in Orthodox
translation: a translator is to render a liturgical text according to
a particular melody. The requirements for a liturgical translator
were quite complicated for any translator, as he had to preserve
the meaning (read: theological dogmaticity and verbal expression)
of the original and its isosyllabism for the readers so that
they could use the very text for signing [Wichowa 2003:239].
Unfortunately, he did not follow up on this observation, and every
new translator had to search for new, unique solutions to minor
textual discrepancies.

A typical addressee of Church Slavonic translations was
everyone in the community: from the layman to the metropolitan.
The Ukrainian vernacular slowly entered the solemn liturgical
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ceremony through the sacramental formulae of the laity and
the paraliturgical songs used during the liturgy. This situation
continued into the early modern period. A typical addressee of
Polish translations changed. When Jan Biatobocki translated
breviary hymns, he addressed them to nuns, knowing that priests
would not need his translations for private use and that these texts
would not be allowed in public ceremonies [Gruchata 2013:76].
This was true in the 16" and 17" centuries, and the reading
community slowly changed during the Enlightenment: at first, it
was influenced by the well-accepted culture of religious singing,
and later, “academic” translations contributed to the expansion of
the repertoire of religious texts in Polish.

During this period, Polish and Ukrainian communities
experimented with languages. Polish liturgical translators
contributed to refining the lexicon and the idiomatic, semantic
and syntactic features of cultural Polish [e.g. Wilko 2004:169
ff]. Ukrainian translators focused more on forming the Ukrainian
recension of the Church Slavonic language, which also included
the discussion of aesthetic values in the text [cf. LUmirep 2018:41-
44, 49-53]. In any case, all the theoretical debates and linguistic
inventions stimulated the further expansion of Polish and
Ukrainian linguistic plurality, which determined the rise of these
nations’ poetry in the form of religious genres.

The period under discussion covers more than three
centuries, most of which were marked by the existence of the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, which integrated ethnic
Polish, Ukrainian, Belarusian and Lithuanian territories. The
coexistence of these nations gave rise to a number of political,
social and ecclesiastical projects, which also had consequences for
the progress of liturgical translation in the Polish and Ukrainian
ecclesiastical traditions.

Obviously, the coexistence of different confessional and ethnic
communities in one state stimulates the exchange of cultural
ideas and makes them more aware of the other communities.
In liturgical life, it is easy to see how, in the 16% century, the
communities themselves did not penetrate each other. The love
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for using and compiling prayer books is the only phenomenon that
the Orthodox began to apply after following the behaviour of the
Roman Catholics.

The 18 century, usually considered the Age of Enlightenment,
was the time when the Polish community began to learn more
about the Byzantine Rite in the Kyivan form via translations.
Conversely, no Ukrainian or Church Slavonic translation of the
Roman Catholic liturgy has been recorded in history. The Church
Slavonic translation of the “Dies irae” sequence is an exception
that reinforces the rule.

It seems that the Reformation influenced Polish liturgical
translation both positively and negatively: firstly, positively
because hymns and catechisms in Polish worked very well;
secondly, negatively because Latin began to be seen as a language
protecting against heresy, and this predisposition did not allow
priests to serve the liturgy in vernacular languages. At the same
time, the Reformation does not seem to have directly impacted
Orthodox liturgical translation.

The Polish-speaking Orthodox/Greek Catholic community was
finally organised in the late 18™ century as the number of Polish
translations of Byzantine liturgical texts increased. This fact shows
how the religious and ethnic balance changed: for most of the
Commonwealth’s history, different religious communities followed
their faith and language and did not mix. The Polish-speaking
Orthodox/Greek Catholic community became a blurred zone of
ethnic assimilation, though the partitions of the Commonwealth
drastically reshaped the map of Eastern Europe, and new historical
conditions created new challenges and demands for liturgical
translation.
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3. Long 19 century:
stateless nations and translations

In the histories of the Ukrainian and Polish nations, the
“long 19" century” was the period between the collapse of the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and the beginning of the First
World War. During that time, both nations were divided between
empires: the Ukrainians lived in two empires (the larger part in
the Russian Empire and the rest in the Austrian or later Austro-
Hungarian Empire); the Poles were divided between three
empires: the Russian Empire, the Austrian (Austro-Hungarian)
Empire and the Kingdom of Prussia (later the German Empire).
These historical conditions caused the two nations to search for a
new identity in a changing world. One of the aspects of their social
life was the status of their languages.

At the turn of the 19* century, Polish lost its power as a very
privileged official language, but its positions in developing national
mentality and academia were quite strong. Ukraine found itself in
a surprisingly similar situation to Norway, which was looking for its
official language at that time and hesitated between two options:
developing the peasant vernacular to higher standards of verbal
expression or “Norwegising” the elaborate Danish language. The
choice to “Norwegise” Danish cannot be considered a successful
one because the vitality of the living vernacular showed its power
but under the auspices of their independent state, Norwegian
intellectuals could afford this debate and experiment. Ukrainian
writers did not have the opportunity to debate this issue, though
they faced the choice of continuing to use the Ukrainian recension
of Church Slavonic, or developing the Ukrainian vernacular, or
moving to other languages (Russian, German, and even Polish and
Hungarian). Gradually, writers stopped writing in Church Slavonic,
bookish Middle Ukrainian and began to elaborate the literary
standard of New Ukrainian, which replaced Middle Ukrainian in
the mid-18" century.
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Editions and societal response

The technical progress of the 19" century promoted an
even greater number of prayer books, but the main tendencies
maintained the same status quo: the high-status texts of the
Liturgy remained in the sacred languages, i.e. Latin or Church
Slavonic. Additional devotions, paraliturgical songs and homilies
gradually shifted to the national languages, and this shift was
very much welcomed by the laity for the simplest reason: they
lacked the public use of their languages, and some liturgical space
provided this opportunity.

The Roman See did not support even bilingual editions,
though they were the best means of liturgical catechisation. One
of the first bilingual missals in Europe was a five-volume French-
Latin edition “Messel romain, selon le réeglement du Concile
de Trente” by a Parisian priest, Rev. Joseph de Voisin, in 1660.
Although it carried the imprimatur of the Archbishop of Paris, it
was condemned by an assembly of French clergymen and by Pope
Alexander VII and remained on the “Index of Forbidden Books”
until 1897 [Commentary 2011:47]. This attitude explains why the
translation of liturgical books was slow and complicated, and it
was not until the late 19*" century that this attitude changed.

Despite all the prohibitions, the 19" century is the time of the
approach to the complete translation of the Missal. Some books
contained more or less detailed explanations of the parts of the
Mass and accompanied them with “ecclesiastical” prayers, asin the
Book of Devotions by the German Bishop Johann Aloys Schneider
[Ksigzka 1811], or with bilingual Latin-Polish quotations, as in the
Holy Mass Explained by Rev. Johann Evarist Schmid [Schmid 1841].
These two editions were even translations from German, so Latin
was not the main source language for the translators; technically,
they may have been intermediate translations.

In 1836, further parts of the Missal were published in the
prayer book compiled by Klementyna Hoffmanowa [Ksigzka
1836]. The Ordinary of the Mass was completely translated and
published in parallel with the prayers for the faithful: in this way,
the faithful could follow the Latin-speaking priest and understand
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him completely, or follow him and pray with additional prayers
in Polish, as was the general practice. Hoffmanowa, a writer and
translator, was an exceptional figure in Polish literature: she was the
first Polish woman to earn her living through professional writing.
She deserves to be called a feminist because of her activities (even
the prayer book is called the Book of Devotions for Women, even
though it was not the first book with this title [cf. Ksigzka 1827]),
and it may have been used to trick the censors into granting official
permission. She was called the “Mother of the Great Emigration”
because she went into exile in Paris after the November Uprising
of 1830-1831: there, she prepared or completed the prayer book,
the first edition of which was published anonymously in Krakéw.

When the Primate of Poland, Archbishop Marcin Dunin
Sulgostowski, prepared his Book of Devotions [Ksigzka 1842], the
book automatically received the highest status of veneration. It
was republished several times, and there are many editions in
two formats — for men and for women — with some prayers (for
fiancés and fiancées, fathers and mothers) slightly modified to
reflect the believer’s identity better. It included the detailed
translation-explanation of the Mass, but no other missal offices
were provided. Meanwhile, the New Book of Devotions for Polish
Women, compiled by another Polish activist and writer, Paulina
Krakowowa (albeit the first edition was anonymous [Nowa 1843]),
contained the exact translation of the Ordinary of the Mass, as
well as hymns and prayers for other feasts.

It seems that Hoffmanowa’s and Krakowowa’s approach of
including some changing parts of the Missal prepared the ground
for the publication of the complete Polish — de facto bilingual,
Latin-Polish — Missal, which finally took place in 1844-1845
[Roczne 1844-1845]. This four-volume edition was published in
the German part of divided Poland and was the first complete
Polish-Latin missal. Physically, it was published in Berlin, but it
contained the sanction of the Bishop of Chetmno and later the
confirmation of the Primate of Poland, the Archbishop of Gniezno
and Poznan, Metropolitan Leon Przytuski. In this translation, Holy
Week and the translator’s name are missing. After comparing
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the content and language [Grochocki 1952], Rev. Jézef Grochocki
identified the gap in the 1859 Vilnius edition of “Great and Holy
Week according to the Rite of the Roman Catholic Church”,
which was actually the second edition of the 1843 publication
with the same title [Wielki 1843]. The difference between the
two editions is twofold: on the one hand, there are some minor
and rare editorial changes; on the other hand, the second edition
also contains some orders for priests. The 1843 edition can be
considered the fifth volume of the 1844-1845 Missal. Moreover,
this Missal contains several sacraments, so it is also a Ritual. The
publication of all these books could help to spiritually unite Poles
from two empires — Russian and German. The translator of this
magnificent project was Rev. Szymon Marcin Koztowski (1819-
1899), a native of Lithuania, who carried it out at a very young age.
He was later ordained Bishop of Lutsk, Zhytomyr and Kamyanets-
Podilskyi in Ukraine (1883-1891) and Archbishop of Mohilev in
Belarus (1891-1899). In 1892, he came into conflict with the
Russian government because of his opposition to introducing
Russian into additional devotions. Judging by his translations, it
is clear that he was trying to resist the Russification of the Poles
through his Polish translations.

Another translation was a voluminous Polish-Latin edition of
the Roman Missal for the Use of the Faithful [Mszat 1874], which
incorporated the sanction granted by the Church but made no
mention of the translator or translators. Thus, this central book
was recommended for reading and using by a wider public. As for
other liturgical books, they were not translated or published under
their typical names. For instance, the Ritual was not translated, but
some translated orders were known from Hoffmanowa’s prayer
book and Koztowski’s missal. A separate Latin-Polish edition of
the Orders for the Consecration of the Cemetery, the First Stone,
the Church, the Bells, the Altar and the Holy Mass [Obrzedy 1859]
was prepared by Rev. Jakub SzkittgdZ because of the construction
of a new church on the Roman Catholic cemetery in St Petersburg
(later the Visitation Church). The collection of funerary rites was
published relatively late, in 1910 [Nabozenstwo 1910], and its
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purpose was to serve as a manual for a better understanding of
the rites but not to replace the actual Latin rites. The Breviary was
published as a “Little Breviary” for the Franciscan tertiaries [Jezus
1868; Nowy 1885; Nowy 1886; Brewijarzyk 1887]: the Third
Order means the participation of laymen, and understandably,
they asked to have such a book in their native language.

Although Latin was losing its high status in Europe during
the 19*" century due to the emergence of other languages with a
privileged status (such as the official language: German or Russian
for Poles and Ukrainians), it still retained certain positions in the
religious sphere. This linguistic landscape is evident in various
religious manuals, where the main text was written in Polish, but
the prayers were given in Latin [e.g. Nowowiejski 1886:15-17, 190-
191]. The permissive policy of the Church authorities determines
the inertia of religious life.

The Russian imperial government interfered in the religious
life of the subjugated nations, imposing the policy of Russification
and conversion to Russian Orthodoxy. In addition to direct
persecution of the Roman Catholic Church and the liquidation of
the Greek Catholic Church, it even attempted to interfere with
Roman Catholic liturgical practice. A special governmental effort
was made to publish in Vilnius the Russian translations of the
extensive Prayer Book (1869), the Lectionary (1869), the Ritual
(1869 and 1870) and some religious songs (1870) [Sipovi¢ 1973:17].
Undoubtedly, the ultimate goal was to replace Polish and Latin with
Russian everywhere in church life, but the Russian government
still lacked the power to change the language of the Mass. The
Ritual was translated in a specifically “anti-Polish” way: all Polish
texts were translated into Russian; Lithuanian and Latvian parts
were transliterated into Russian Cyrillic; French and German texts
remained unchanged [Wazynski 1872:79-80]. Not surprisingly, this
translation was boycotted and even publicly burned.

In 1870, the Imperial Decree allowed the use of Russian for
catechisation and additional devotions [Wazynski 1872:64], but
such “permissions” were often seen and meant as imperatives at
lower levels of administration: this decree effectively sanctioned
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the Russification of church life wherever possible. Finally, in 1877,
the Apostolic See intervened and expressed its indirect support for
Polish-language practices and the restriction of the unauthorised
use of other languages [Sipovi¢ 1973:26]. This decision helped the
Poles to maintain their practice, but other ethnic groups (Germans,
Lithuanians, Latvians, Belarusians) were faced with the difficult
choice of whether to favour Russian or Polish at the expense of
their mother tongue.

Ukrainian cultural life in the 19* century centred on new
original writings and translations from contemporary European
literatures. Religious life in Ukraine, where Church Slavonic was the
main liturgical language, and the official languages were involved
in paraliturgical practices, was stable from the perspective of
textual or linguistic reforms during the first half of the century.
Gradually, intellectuals started arguing for the need for a much
broader presence of the Ukrainian language (actually, its New
Ukrainian literary standard). Ukrainian entered the homilies [LLlax
1961:84-90] and began to compete with Polish, German, Latin (in
the Austrian Empire) and Russian (in the Russian Empire).

Attempts to introduce the Ukrainian language into liturgical
practice encountered a lot of obstacles. In the early 19t century in
Halychyna (which was part of the Austrian Empire), the Ukrainian
Greek Catholic Metropolitan Mykhailo Levytskyi appealed to the
Austrian authorities for the use of Ukrainian in catechisms and
liturgical books, but the authority recommended translating them
into Polish or publishing them in Roman characters [[ypseBa
2016]. In the mid-19*" century, the manuscript of the translated
prayer book by Vasyl Didoshak was condemned to burning by
the conservative censorship of the same church [ibid]. In the
Russian Empire, the Orthodox Ukrainians finally achieved some
modest successes after the 1905 revolution: it was mainly the
public use of Ukrainian-language Gospel readings and sermons
[cf. KoBanbuyk 2011], but no serious Ukrainian liturgical projects
could be expected in the Russian autocratic regime.

The first serious struggle for public recognition of New
Ukrainian as a liturgical language was triggered by the publication
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of Ukrainian prayer books by Ivan Puliui, who had degrees in
theology and physics. Although he contributed much more
to science (in fact, he developed the use of X-rays for medical
imaging and improved the light bulb), he also cared deeply
about Ukrainian religious translation and is famous for publishing
the first Ukrainian-language prayer books and completing the
first full Ukrainian translation of the Bible (which he translated
in collaboration with Panteleimon Kulish and Ivan Nechui-
Levytskyi). Puliui published a concise pamphlet with prayers and
some catechetical information in 1869 [Monutsocnos 1869]
and an extended prayer book in 1871 [MonuTtoBHMK 1871]. The
manuscript of the prayer book was severely criticised by the Greek
Catholic censor and even sentenced to destruction because of the
introduction of the Ukrainian language [Myntoin 1871:2-3]. The
Lviv “Moscophiles”, who were ethically Ukrainian but supported
the pro-Russian orientation, the artificial literary standard called
“Yazychiye” and the etymological spelling rules, distorted the idea
of loyalty to traditions and obstructed the use of the vernacular
at the slightest expense of Church Slavonic. They argued that the
Ukrainian language was not yet developed for such translations
and that the translation of prayers into Ukrainian would break
the link with existing Ukrainian literature [Mynon 1871:3-4].
Puliui responded with academic arguments and legal reasons
[Mynoin 1871:4-15], and his pamphlet reply to the ecclesiastical
accusations was a model of translation criticism. Ultimately, the
prayer book was published without ecclesiastical approval and
“financed by the public”.

The 1871 Prayer Book contained daily prayers, catechetical
information, miscellaneous prayers, confessional and Eucharistic
prayers, akathists, the Church Slavonic text of the Liturgy of St John
Chrysostom, eight religious songs and the calendar. This collection
served most of the needs of the faithful. From the standpoint of
today’s publishing practice, the only text that can be considered
missing is the Office for the Dead since it was a text that was
often referred to. Perhaps the translator considered it part of the
Euchologion and did not want to disturb public worship.
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The Liturgy of St John Chrysostom was not translated in
Puliui’s Prayer Book. Instead, he offered prayers that could be
used during the liturgy itself. A few prayers were translations of
fragments of the liturgy, but most of them were prayers that did
not come from the text of the liturgy. In fact, Puliui followed the
practice of Polish prayer books, which offered prayers in Polish
for use during the Latin Mass. The Ukrainian translation of the
Liturgy of St John Chrysostom was not discussed, except for some
exceptions [MypsieBa 2017:175-176]. The status of Church Slavonic
remained unchanged for another century.

Although Puliui lost a personal battle: due to the lack of official
ecclesiastical permission, his translation did not become a very pop-
ular edition, like other editions of this genre, and he donated the
rest of the circulation to the educational and cultural society net-
work “Prosvita”, his prayer book was positively accepted by Ukrain-
ian intellectuals in both empires [Mypsaea 2016:134-135]. It is this
book that prompted the hierarchy of the Ukrainian Greek Catholic
Church to sanction Ukrainian as a language of private worship.

The breakthrough came in 1878 when a Ukrainian-language
prayer book was approved by Metropolitan Yosyf Sembratovych
of the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church [HapoaHbiit 1878]. Its title
was “A Laic Ruthenian [Ukrainian] Prayer Book” and it involved
the efforts of Rev. Dr. (later Metropolitan) Sylvestr Sembratovych
(translation from Church Slavonic and Italian), Rev. Oleksiy Sliusar-
chuk (translation of the Daily Prayers and the Liturgy of St John
Chrysostom), Dr. Omelian Ohonovskyi (linguistic editing) and Rev.
Oleksandr Stefanovych (preparation for publication). It was pub-
lished in three versions: the full version, the abridged version and
the children’s version. In this way, it was targeted at different strata
of Ukrainian society. It is crucial because it contains the first transla-
tion of the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom, which paved the way for
its public use. Although it was still celebrated in Church Slavonic,
the existence of the Ukrainian text changed the social value of the
liturgy and helped to interpret the Church as a national institution.

The 1904 edition of the Extended Psalter seems to be
the publication of the 1889 translation by Oleksiy Sliusarchuk
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[McanTbipa1904].Ithastwoapprovals(1889and 1900),anditcanbe
considered the second official enterprise within the Church, which
was already an event in ecclesiastical life. Although the emphasis
was on explaning the Psalms (published in Church Slavonic and
Ukrainian and followed by a more extended interpretation), the
Psalter is divided into kathismata with additional prayers. All the
additional prayers and troparia were also translated into Ukrainian.
Thereviewer of the pre-printed part of the Psalter claimed that pre-
orders were extremely low, and the translator tried to publish the
first part in order to stimulate further interest [PeueH3is 1902:76].
This attitude shows the reluctance of the (predominantly rustic)
Ukrainian community of Halychyna, whose religious mentality was
quite selective — rigid or open — in accepting certain religious text
types and printing genres.

One of the well-founded fears of Ukrainian Greek Catholic
intellectuals was the “Latinisation” of their Rite, i.e. the
introduction of Roman Catholic practices into Greek Catholic
liturgical use. The Way of the Cross is a popular Catholic devotion
that originated in the Franciscan milieu and spread worldwide,
leading to various adaptations. If the classical devotion contains
14 stations, different architectural ensembles on calvaries could
have more chapels and thus require additional texts for more
stations. One of the first Ukrainian editions of this type of devotion
was published in Peremyshl in 1902 [dopora 1902]: it does not
contain any reference to the original (if there was a specific one),
but it is a visible adaptation of similar texts in Polish, and one of
the strongest features of its evangelical power is the use of the
Ukrainian language (albeit written according to the complicated
etymological orthography).

In exile (emigration), church communities had to deal with
the language issues of the non-native environment and were
more receptive to liturgical translations in their native language.
Although “the Ukrainianness of the Ukrainians was not understood
by the Presbyterian/United churches and was regarded as
detrimental to the necessary quick Canadianization process”
[Russin 1999:3], the actual religious life provided some space for
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vernacular practices. lvan Bodrug, the initiator of the (Ukrainian)
Independent Greek Church (1903), which was later incorporated
into the Presbyterian Church of Canada (1913), published the very
little Liturgicon [Cny»kebHuMK 1910], which continued the Ukrainian
Greek Catholic practice of publishing liturgical books: high-status
texts were in Church Slavonic (the altered and abridged text of the
Liturgy of St John Chrysostom, principal prayers and troparia) but
some prayers, Matins and Vespers, and the Rite of Baptism were
in Ukrainian. Surprisingly, this edition shows strong liturgical links
with the Ukrainian Byzantine liturgical tradition, even though the
compiler was presented as a minister of the Ukrainian Presbyterian
Church. Similarly, the Ukrainian Evangelical Church of the Augsburg
Confession, founded in 1925 in Ivano-Frankivsk (Ukraine), built its
identity on the reform of the Byzantine Rite and opposition to the
introduction of Latin into the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church.

A similar experience is shared by the Polish National Catholic
Church, based in the United States and founded by Polish Americans
in 1897. Stimulated by contradictions with the mainly ethnic Irish
and German bishops, it retained the Roman Catholic heritage and
propagated the liturgical use of Polish. Another Polish church that
switched to Polish (on 24 December 1907) but retained the Roman
Catholic heritage was the Old Catholic Mariavite Church, founded
in Ptock (Poland) in 1906 (though its liturgical books were published
a little later [Mszat 1924; Rytuat 1926]).

In general, when comparing the publishing capacity and
production of Polish and Ukrainian prayer books, it is easy to
see that, in absolute terms, the Poles had their religious needs
more or less satisfactorily met in Polish, while the same needs
were unsatisfactory for the Ukrainians. This condition is partly
explained by the state of biblical translations: the complete
Bible in Polish had already existed in the 16™ century, and the
Ukrainians had to rely on the complete Bible in Ukrainian, which
was only made available to a wider public at the turn of the 20t
century. This situation explains why the Polish liturgical translation
had a good basis for development, and the Ukrainian liturgical
translation faced additional difficulties. The Ukrainians were not
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fortunate enough to have in their native language such extensive
prayer books as “A Golden (Little) Altar of Fragrant Incense” [e.g.
Ztoty 1812], “A Roman Catholic Little Altar” [Ottarzyk 1846] or “A
Polish Little Altar” [Oftarzyk 1838]. There were also interesting
Polish translations of prayer books written in other languages:
for instance, the original prayer book compiled by the German
theologian Johann Michael Hauber was translated from German
and published as a seven-volume edition [Nabozeristwo 1834].

Music as translation

Musical matters are treated differently in the Eastern and
Western Churches. Instrumental music is cherished in the Roman
Catholic Church, whileitis forbidden in the Orthodox Church, which
has developed a high culture of choral singing. However, both
liturgical traditions revere their melodies, which first appeared
in the original and later reappeared in translations. The original
melodies, which can be understood both as initial melodies and as
melodies of the source text, cause a lot of trouble for translators,
who face the dilemma of either mosaicking the original pattern
with target-language means or modifying the original melody
according to the design of the target text [tas 1968:267]. The
second option left enough room for the creativity of composers
who wrote their music for religious texts, but this meant a break
from the musical liturgical tradition. The Orthodox Churches
partially experienced this rupture and developed their national
chants. The golden age of Italian Renaissance music influenced
the transformation of religious music and later influenced musical
practices — instrumental and vocal — in the Western and Eastern
Churches. Nevertheless, from the late 18" century to the mid-20t"
century, a third option emerged in the Roman Church: additional
“Mass songs” were sung by the faithful in the vernacular, either
simultaneously and in parallel with the Latin parts of the Mass,
which were pronounced by the priest, or in addition to and
alternating with the Latin parts.

These paraliturgical hymns, called “Polish Masses”, can be
considered translations since their themes were supposed to be
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relevant to the semantic contexts of the parts of the Mass. They
appeared at the end of the Enlightenment: the prayer book of 1781
contained two Polish Masses — “Zacznijcie usta nasze chwali¢ Pana
swego” and “Z pokorg upadamy przed Tobg Boze” [Nabozeristwo
1781]. In 1803, Fabian Cichorski published two Polish Masses:
“Zacznijcie usta nasze..” and “Tu przed Tobg czyni Panie lud
grzechéw wyznanie” [Sinka 1983:266]. It became so popular that
Rev. Michat Mioduszewski (1787-1868), himself a composer and
collector of religious folk songs, published the hymnal “Spiewnik
koscielny” (“A Book of Ecclesiastical Songs” [Spiewnik 1838-1854]),
which contained 24 Polish Masses for the worship of the Lord’s
feasts, the Virgin Mary, saints, special devotions and the dead. The
texts were written by outstanding Polish poets such as Franciszek
Wezyk (1785-1862), Kazimierz Brodzinski (1791-1835) and Alojzy
Felinski (1771-1820, deeply connected with Ukraine, where he
was born and died). New texts required new melodies, composed
by Wactaw Raszek (c. 1765-1848), Franciszek Lessel (1780-1838)
and others. These texts thus became a purely Polish literary
phenomenon within the framework of the Roman Catholic Liturgy.

The original music of composers who did not change
the accepted liturgical texts can be considered intersemiotic
translation, even though text and music (instrumental and choral)
are usually performed simultaneously. The decadence of the
musical school and new historical values stimulated religious
singers and composers to search for new sources of inspiration.
These sources were the same for Ukraine and Poland, as well as
their forms of Eastern and Western Christianity.

The first source was ltalian opera music, whose Neapolitan
style focused primarily on vocal virtuosity without careful attention
totheliturgical text [Przybylski2006:21]. This influence was already
evident in Eastern European religious music in the 18™ century,
especially in the compositions of the Polish composers Jacek
Szczurowski (nicknamed Hyacinthus and Roxolanus; supposedly
of Ukrainian origin, 1716 - after 1773), Mateusz Zwierzchowski
(c. 1713-1768), Marcin Jézef Zebrowski (c. 1710-1792?) and the
Ukrainian composers Maksym Berezovskyi (1745-1777), Dmytro
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Bortnianskyi (1751-1825). The style of elegant performance
transformed the further development of national religious music.

The second source was folk rhythms for dancing and singing.
They entered sacred music as early as the late 18™ century, as
seen in the compositions of the Polish composer Jan Wanski
(1756 - c. 1830) and the Ukrainian composer Artem Vedel (1767-
1808). Romanticism also created a favourable environment for
the broader introduction of folk music and values into religious
contexts [Przybylski 2006:24]. The musical heritage of Jézef Elsner
(1769-1854), Karol Kurpinski (1785-1857), as well as Mykhailo
Verbytskyi (1815-1870), Kyrylo Stetsenko (1882-1922) successfully
implemented the folk melodies of their homelands and masterfully
manifested their ethnicity.

It is interesting to see how leading composers approached
sacred music. Stanistaw Moniuszko (1819-1872) and Mykola
Lysenko (1842-1912) are often credited with establishing national
musical traditions during the Polish and Ukrainian national revivals.
Moniuszko created 11 compositions, such as litanies and masses,
for Latin and Polish texts: Latin Mass, Latin and Polish Funeral Mass,
Polish Piotrowin Mass, Litanies of Ostra Brama. Polish authors
wrote the Polish texts, so the composer designed the score directly
according to Polish phonoaesthetics. Lysenko’s contribution
is smaller: the Cherubic Hymn, the chant “Mpeuncras Aiso”
(“Immaculate Virgin”), the chant “XpecHum apesom” (“ By the Cross
Tree”), the Christmas kontakion “[liBa aHecb npecyuecTBEHHOrO
paxaaet” (“Today the Virgin gives birth to the Preexistent One”),
the religious concerto “Kamo noiiay oa nuusa Teoero, focnoan”
(“Where shall | go from Thy face, O Lord? “) and the spiritual hymn
“Boxke Benukuii, eguHnin” (Prayer for Ukraine) [3acagHa, Yepcak
2021:195]. The authority of these composers strengthened the
performance of religious music at secular meetings and salons.

By the turn of the 20" century, numerous original
melodic designs by Polish and Ukrainian composers, as well
as reharmonisations of old melodies from the Kyivan musical
heritage had formed a rich corpus of “intersemiotic translations”,
which has continued to expand ever since.
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Religious songs were more of a popular literary genre, so
hymnals attempted to combine both the existing literary heritage
and newer original and folk songs. Some of the texts were written
earlier, but the melodies were written only in the 19" century.
The translations into Polish were mainly from Latin, even though
there are cases of translations from German and French [Bodzioch
2014:125-129]. The most important hymnals were compiled by
Pawet Rzymski (in Warsaw), Maciej Dembinski (Poznan), Edward
Tupalski (Vilnius), Mamert Herburtt (Vilnius), Wawrzyniec Grabski
(Gniezno), Leonard Solecki (Lviv), Jan Siedlecki (Krakéw), Jozef
Surzynski (Poznan) and Aleksandr Waszkiewicz (Vilnius). Most of
them were published several times, but the absolute record is
held by Siedlecki’s hymnal, the first edition of which appeared in
1876 [Spiewniczek 1876], was later enlarged and republished, and
the latest edition is the 41° edition in 2015.

The value of Polish hymnals for preserving the Polish identity
is apparent and confirmed [see, for instance, Urban 1958; Ruman
2015]. It is doubtful whether Ukrainian religious songbooks
were equally crucial for the preservation of Ukrainian identity,
though they did contribute to it to some extent. The songbooks
contained songs in both Church Slavonic and dialectal Ukrainian
[e.g. 360pHMKDL 1898; MbceHHMKDb 1913], and they enhanced the
Ukrainians’ religious identity more than their ethnic and national
one. On the contrary, the prayer books and hymnals published
in the Roman script (according to the Hungarian, Polish or later
Slovak spelling rules) preserved the religious identity of the
Ukrainians but promoted their ethnic and national assimilation,
which became even more aggressive after the First World War,
when some Eastern European nations won the chance to build
their national states (at the expense of national minorities). The
Ukrainian Greek Catholics in Transcarpathia were in a deadlock
when the Hungarian government and communities sought the
liturgical use of Hungarian in 1866, 1868, 1880-1885, 1898, 1912
and were opposed by the Roman See [BonowwnH 1959:19-25].
Avhustyn Voloshyn’s statement that the Church Slavonic language
helped the Ukrainians to preserve their Ukrainian identity under



122

these conditions makes sense, but at this stage, it was already too
weak an argument for practical life in the following period of state
chauvinism.

Thereligious mentalityis highly conservative,and the dynamics
of its changes are not mainly evolutionary but revolutionary: if it
reacts to radical catastrophic events, it can change quickly and in
the “right” way. Otherwise, it stagnates, unwilling to accept the
changes that are visibly beneficial now and will be recognised as
fundamentally necessary in a few decades. The liturgical history of
the 19 century was a period of evolutionary changes: they were
slow, the majority of fellow citizens did not support them, and the
results could have been more abundant. The tumultuous events
of the 20" century brought tough challenges, which resulted in
rich liturgical translation products.

The protection of the native language was carried out by
various means, and liturgical translations played their role,
but they belonged to the group of literary translations, original
writings, literary criticism and academic papers. Therefore, the
claim of the protective function of liturgical translation in the 19t
century is partially valid for the Poles and slightly relevant for the
Ukrainians due to the rich availability of other Polish publications
and the corresponding poverty of general Ukrainian sources.

The greater number of Polish translations in the 19t century
shaped the necessity and possibility of re-translating or even
editing some religious texts at the turn of the 20™ century.
Liturgical translation proved to be more productive for the Poles
than the Ukrainians, who concentrated their efforts on the more
favourable opportunities after the First World War. The different
dynamics of these two liturgical translation traditions show
how unequal initial conditions determined the asymmetrical
development of comparatively stable societies. It also shows that
liturgical translation, as a complex process serving the needs of
the Church, could not develop very rapidly in the 19* century due
to numerous ecclesiastical restraints and a moderately passive
societal response.
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4. Turbulent 20" century and afterwards:
ecclesiastical independencies, exile, prospects

4.1. Turbulences and Tranquillity
of the Roman Catholic Church in Poland

Poland’s 20t-century political history has been more
tumultuous than its ecclesiastical history. This state is partly
explained by the fact that the “own” state better protects the
“own” identity, even if the political regime promotes strange,
anti-national narratives or visions. The socialist regime did much
less damage to Poland, its identity and religious life than it did
to Ukraine, whose sovereignty was absorbed into the amorphous
and Russia-centred Soviet Union. Even in the Polish People’s
Republic (1944/1952-1989), the Church as a social institution had
some real power.

In ecclesiastical history, two events were of paramount
importance: the proclamation of the autocephaly of the Polish
Orthodox Church in the 1920s and the repercussions of the Second
Vatican Council in the 1960s. In the Roman Catholic tradition, the
Vatican Council inadvertently created a myth about translation: the
Vatican Council did not allow the use of national languages in the
Liturgy until 1963, and there was nothing before that. Historically,
this myth fails in two respects: firstly, some private but censored
and published translations had appeared much earlier; secondly,
it was not the 1963 Constitution on the Sacred Liturgy that started
the process of translating the Liturgy into the vernacular, but
it officially finalised the decision and launched the new stage of
liturgical translation activities. These activities had already been
encouraged by the encyclical “Mediator Dei” of 1948, which
opened the debate on using vernacular translations of biblical texts
and hymns in the Liturgy [Grochocki 1952:359-360].

The silent road from WWI to Vatican Il
Roman Catholic life in Poland did not experience cardinal
challenges during and after the First World War: it was tranquil, in
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contrast to Polish Orthodoxy, which received official ecclesiastical
independence (autocephaly) and was busy constructing its own
identity and establishing relations with the new Polish state
(restored in 1918). This calm meant that the dynamics of liturgical
publications corresponded to the stabilised progress of religious
printing. The types of liturgical books remained the same, and
some translations appeared periodically following newer and
better editions, translators’ personal contributions and the general
progress of the Polish language.

In the time between the World Wars, some Polish journalists
regularly wrote about the persecution of the Polish language in
liturgical use in ethnically heterogeneous communities (especially
German-Polish communities in Silesia). This statement attracts the
particular attention of a liturgical historian who firmly and correctly
believes that Polish entered the Liturgy in Poland after the 1960s.
That is why it is so essential to understand what is meant by the
expression “Polish in the liturgical services” in the 1920s-1930s.
Sources are scarce, and this situation leads to the stereotypical
misconception that there was nothing in Polish before the Second
Vatican Council. A revealing description was given by a Ukrainian
Greek Catholic priest, Blessed Omelian Kovch, who reflected on
the importance of the vernacular in the liturgy and admired the
extent of Polish in Polish liturgical practice [Kosu 1932:7-13]:

1) daily prayers were in Polish (underlining the importance of
private worship for the general religious life of society);

2) the Mass was celebrated in Latin, but Latin was over-
shadowed by organ music and, more importantly, the service
contained many texts in Polish (hymns, litanies, homilies, the
Gospels), which minimised the general power of Latin in the Mass.

This presence of Polish in liturgical practice created a vision of
the legal use of the vernacular, though much changed only three
decades later.

Since the Roman See did not allow or sanction the official
translation of the Missal, its translated titles were modified in
some countries: “Weekday Missal”, “Sunday Missal”, “Missal for
the Faithful”, “Short Missal”, but their purpose remained the
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same: to provide liturgical texts in the vernacular for the Roman
Catholic faithful. The Poles called such a translation a “mszalik” (“a
small missal”). It could be monolingual (Polish only) or bilingual
(Latin-Polish). Although the ftitle itself is documented before the
First World War for a more or less ordinary translation of the
Missal [Mszalik 1858; Mszalik 1871; Maty 1912], this book genre
entered the religious scene in the 1920s and designated a large
number of explained and mostly very abridged missals for the
faithful, especially children and young people [cf. Lewandowicz-
Nosal 2019]. At the same time, several complete translations were
available for Polish readers (along with numerous new editions):

1925 — The Missal prepared by Aleksander Zychlinski and
published in Poznan [Mszat 1925];

1925 — “A Christian life in the rites of the Church: a liturgical
prayer book” by Kazimierz Thullie and published in Lviv [Zycie 1925];

1932 — The Daily Missal with Vespers for Sundays and Feasts
compiled in French by Gaspar Lefebvre, translated into Polish by
Stefan Swietlicki and Henryk Nowacki and published in Bruges
(Belgium) [Mszat 1932];

1934 — The “Small Missal” compiled by Stanistaw Tworkowski
and published in Warsaw [Ciebie 1934];

1935 — The Missal prepared by Gerard Szmyd and published
in Lviv [Mszat 1935b];

1935 — The Sunday and Festal Missal prepared by Michat
Kordel and published in Krakéw [Mszat 1935a];

1937 — The Missal supervised by Michat Kordel and published
in Turnhout (Belgium) [Mszat 1937];

1938 — The Sunday and Festal Missal prepared by Jézef
Wojtukiewicz and published in Vilnius [Mszat 1938];

1940 — “My Sunday Missal” compiled by Joseph Steadman,
translated into Polish by Alexander Syski and published in Brooklyn
[Méj 1940];

1942 — The Missal combined after those of Zychlinski and of
Lefebvre and published in London [Mszat 1942];

1947 — The Missal prepared by Rudolf Tomanek and published
posthumously in Katowice [Mszat 1947; Mszalik 1948; Mszat 1957]
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1949 — The Sunday and Festal Missal prepared by Stanistaw
Wojcik and published in Wroctaw [Mszalik 1949];

1954 — The Sunday and Festal Missal prepared by Jan Wierusz-
Kowalski and published in Warsaw [Mszat 1954];

1959 — The Sunday Missal prepared by Fathers Benedictines
from Tyniec Abbey and published in Turin [Mszat 1959];

1963 — The Sunday Missal prepared by Fathers Benedictines
from Tyniec Abbey and published in Warsaw [Mszat 1963];

1968 and 1970 — The Sunday Missal prepared by Fathers
Benedictines from Tyniec Abbey and published in Paris [Mszat
1968].

Although the quality of the translations varied [cf. Sitarz 1955],
they fulfilled their function of providing the Poles with the liturgical
texts in their mother tongue, and the variety of translation losses
and gains was explained by the translators’ goodwill and their lack
of expertise, as they were alone in searching for clues to solve
translation problems and shape the Polish liturgical language. The
variety of places where these translations were published and
republished deserves closer attention, as it shows how various
Polish religious communities participated in the religious life of
their homeland, even in areas where they were ethnic minorities
or emigrants.

The missals of the late 1960s contained some reformed parts
after the Second Vatican Council [Mataczyniski 1987:51], and
hence, they were a fair substitute for future translations until
the 1980s. Even the practice of publishing “small missals” for the
faithful continued, as it was a very successful means of making
communication between the faithful and the priest more fruitful
in evangelisation and understanding the Liturgy.

No major revolutionary hymnal was published, even though
editing is sometimes revolutionary. Rev. Wendelin Swierczek edited
the hymnal of Rev. Jan Siedlecki several times in the 1920s and
1950s, adding new songs and melodies by contemporary religious
composers. Indeed, after Swierczek’s additions, this hymnal can
rightly be called “the Siedlecki-Swierczek songbook”. However,
this title was not the only one in the scene of musical and religious
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publications, but it was treated as a standard edition. Other
musical and liturgical translations or interpretations developed
according to their dynamics, formed in previous times and bore
rich fruits [cf. Dgbek 1994:342-343, 346-348; Mrowiec 1981]. New
successful attempts at liturgical interpretation were made by the
choral composer Wactaw Gieburowski [Spiewnik 1919] and the
translator Tadeusz Karytowski [Hymny 1932].

Gradually, the religious mentality of the Roman Catholic clergy
changed after the Second World War, when the faithful longed
to use new translations of the Psalms in liturgical practice. The
reaction of the clergy was not very welcoming, as they believed
that the “school language” of new translations would ruin the
semantic harmony of the existing text of the Holy Mass [Glifski
1948:102] or that translated texts were not liturgical [quoted in:
Rak 1958:551]. Nevertheless, the Polish clergy carefully observed
what was happening in other Roman Catholic countries: in 1948,
the French-Latin Ritual came into force in France, and many parts of
the Sacraments were in French [Sczaniecki 1950:160]; the general
debate about the celebration of the bilingual Mass was going
on in various countries [Wierusz-Kowalski 1952:83]; translation
activities were undertaken in a large number of countries [e.g.
Mataczynski 1958a:169, 171; Narég 1959:102, 105].

Latin typical editions and Polish official translations

The main credit for reforming the Roman Catholic liturgical
books belongs to the Second Vatican Council (1962-1965), though
a series of cardinal liturgical and textual reforms took place in
the 1950s (especially in the ceremonies of Holy Week). The call
for a unified translation of the Order of Mass echoed throughout
the Roman Catholic world, and in 1958, the first official Polish
translation was approved by the Liturgical Commission of the
Polish Roman Catholic Episcopate for private use among the
faithful and public use in the Church [Przektad 1958]. Soon after,
on 7 July 1961, the Holy See granted a privilege permitting the
extended use of Polish in the Mass [Jezyk 1961]. The Polish
Episcopate issued the Instruction on how this privilege was to
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be implemented [Instrukcja 1961]: it was a division of which
parts of the Mass were to remain in Latin, which parts were to
be celebrated in Polish, and which small parts were to remain in
Greek.

When the Constitution on the Sacred Liturgy (“Sacrosanctum
Concilium”) was promulgated by Pope Paul VI, it definitively
established not only the permission of liturgical translations
into national languages but also allowed the introduction of
some locally adapted but traditional textual variations into the
main text of the liturgical offices. As the clergy is predominantly
an extremely conservative and traditionalist community, Polish
priests both welcomed this reform and were reluctant to
implement all of its provisions immediately [Sobeczko 2001:132-
135]. This ambivalence between the patriotic longing for the
liturgical use of the mother tongue and the “professional” fear of
novelty (possibly equated with heresy) is characteristic of many
ecclesiastical communities.

In the milieu of ecclesiastical academia, a series of papers
were devoted to the revision of existing translations and the
improvement of their quality [e.g. Mataczyriski 1958b; Szymanek
1969; Pisarzak 1979; Chmiel 1985; Pskit 2017; cf. tas 1966;
Mataczynski 1975]. The translation criticism of liturgical editions
revealed various aspects of religious intercultural communication
and prompted priests to express their opinions on theoretical
issues. A cornerstone of the theory of liturgical translation,
published among theological papers and decrees, was the
Instruction on the Translation of Liturgical Texts (“Comme le
prévoit”), approved on 25 January 1969 by the Commission for
the Implementation of the Constitution on the Sacred Liturgy
[Instrukcja 1971]. The vision of liturgical translation as a tripartite
process points to the message, the audience, and the style as the
main points of reference for constructing a complicated grading
scale of acceptable and desirable translation solutions. Translated
into Polish, this text became the primary guide for Polish translators
and translation analysts until 2001, when it was replaced by
“Liturgiam Authenticam”. More and more topics were added to
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the debates on the translation of liturgical books: the competence
and responsibility of a translator [Swierzawski 1978b:69-70]; the
religious style in translation [Sroka 1978]; the interpretation of
the original and translated texts [Pieronek 1978:91-94]; the role
of translations for evangelisation [Swierzawski 1978a]; melodic
harmonisation in translations [Bodzioch 2015; Nowak 2017:239-
346]. The evolution of Polish translation studies and linguistics has
also contributed positively to forming new quality standards in
liturgical translation.

Religious life in post-war Poland had to be unified after the
territorial and demographic changes. Different Rituals contained
different Polish formulae and variants in dioceses, though the
scope of the translated Ritual was quite limited (in fact, it was never
fully translated, but some of its fragments were used in Polish [cf.
Wianek 1904; Swiecenia 1916; Obrzedy 1931; Wianek 1945]). That
is why the truly codifying function of the new Ritual was topical,
and the Polish clergy worked on this book during the 1950s. The
result was the bilingual Latin-Polish edition of the selected rites
from the Roman Ritual [Collectio 1963; cf. Mataczynski 1963].
Although the book achieved the highest level of ecclesiastical
acceptance, it was unlucky because, in the following years, the
Vatican reforms dissolved the traditional forms of the Roman
Pontifical and Roman Ritual and reorganised them into a series of
separately published rites. Moreover, the rites themselves were
changed or so-called “renewed” according to the decrees of the
Vatican Council. This was the main reason for publishing separate
rites: since reforming the entire liturgical books would have taken
much longer, the completed rites were published and promulgated
separately. This practice made it possible to begin the process of
translation into the vernacular before the final book of rites was
adopted and approved. These editions were called “editio typica”
(typical edition), which was a standard to follow.

The following table shows the time span between the
publication of a Latin typical edition and its official Polish
translation:
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Liturgical book

The Order of Baptism of Children

The Order of Celebrating Matrimony

The Order of Funeral

The Order of Consecration of Virgins

The Order of Blessing of Abbots and

Abbesses

The Order of Blessing of the Oil of
the Catechumens and the Sick and

Chrism
The Order of Adult Baptism

The Order of Confirmation

The Order of the Anointing of the
Sick and their Pastoral Care

The Orders for the Institutions of
Readers and Acolytes.

The Orders for Admission to
Candidacy for Ordination
as Deacons and Priests

The Sacred Communion and
the Worship of the Eucharistic
Mysteries outside the Mass

The Order of Penance
The Order of Religious Profession

The Order of Consecration of the
Church and Altar

Latin
edition

1969

1969

1969

1970

1971

1971

1972

1972

1972

1972

1973

1974

1975

1978

First Polish
translation
1972 [Obrzedy
1972]
1974 [Obrzedy
1974b]
1977 [Obrzedy

1977]
2001 [Obrzedy

2001a]

1986 [Mszat
1986:119-125;
Obrzedy 2016]

1988 [Obrzedy

1988]
1974 [Obrzedy

1974a; Obrzedy
1975]

1978 [Sakramenty
1978]

2014 [Obrzedy
2014]

1985 [Komunia
1985]

1981 [Obrzedy
1981]

2015 [Obrzed 2015]

[Obrzedy 2001b]
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The Order of Crowning an Image of 1981 2004 [Obrzed 2004]

the Blessed Virgin Mary
. . 2013 [Ceremoniat
Ceremonial of Bishops 1984 2013]
. 1994 [Obrzedy
Orders for Blessings 1984 1994]

The Orders of the Ordination of a 1990 1999 [Obrzedy
Bishop, of Priests and of Deacons ~ Rev.ed. 1999]

2002 [Egzorcyzmy

Exorcisms and Certain Supplications 1999 2002]

Some rites were translated very soon, and the reason for this
speed was the ready availability of existing translations, which
might have helped, and the great demand for such translations.
As it took time to prepare the new forms of all the rites, it is
possible to calculate how long the Roman Catholic nations would
have had to wait for the typical edition of the complete liturgical
book to appear in official print. Even though the texts were not
extremely voluminous, their translation took years because the
Polish Liturgical Commission was highly scrupulous.

Scrupulousness costs time, but it also saves translation effort.
The post-Vatican Roman Missal was promulgated three times:
in 1970, 1975 and 2002 (plus some corrected typical editions,
especially in 2008) [cf. Mataczyriski 1985:325; Htadki 2020:84].
Thus, when the Roman Catholic Ukrainians managed to start
translating the Missal, their original was the third modified typical
edition. The Polish translators produced two major editions: the
first Polish translation was made after the second typical edition
[Mszat 1986]. The second Polish edition seems to be based on
the latest Latin text [Mszat 2009], though the term “2" edition”
is misleading: it is the enlarged and amended translation of the
original 1975 Roman Missal. Incidentally, the Holy See decreed
that all vernacular missals should contain the Latin section bound
in the same book [Cichy 1978]. The Polish edition follows this rule.
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A more fundamental project was the translation of the
Roman Breviary, which was reformed into the book entitled “The
Liturgy of Hours” and promulgated in 1971. Although two English
translations were published as early as 1974 and 1975, the work
of this magnitude usually takes a decade [Mataczyniski 1985:326,
329-330]. For various reasons, the Polish edition was delayed and
obstructed, and it was finally published between 1982 and 1988
in four volumes [Liturgia 1982-1988], which are very accurate
translations of the Latin originals (with slight deviations from the
Latin Responsories of Matins and Vespers [Sobeczko 1990:88]).

In the history of Polish liturgical translation, the 20*" century is
the time of individual searches (i.e. individual translation projects
and publications) and the time of the official programme (after
the Vatican Council, when the Polish Church had to follow the
regulations and instructions of the Holy See). It is difficult to say
which period was more productive. The multiplicity of translations
leaves room for creativity, and individuality was indeed present
in liturgical translations. The official programme erased the
individuality of the translators but provided the clergy and the
faithful with the entire corpus of liturgical texts in Polish. This
achievement seemed impossible, unattainable, inaccessible to the
generations of Polish priests before the Second Vatican Council.

The dynamics of book printing suggest that the peak of
translationand publishing activity precedesthe period of slowdown
and even stagnation. The most recent peak of Polish liturgical
translation corresponds to the years 1968-2015. Translators did
not depend much on favourable or unfavourable conditions, and
sometimes, they had to act against them (such as the socialist
regime or the economic crisis of the early 1990s). As a result, the
process of producing liturgical translations appears stable to the
untrained eye. What happens next, however, is unknown. New
editions will satisfy the demand of readers. The time has come for
the translation of the Simple Gradual, promulgated in 1968 and
amended in 1975. The translation of the third revised edition of
the Roman Missal is awaited, too.
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4.2. Polish Orthodox translation

Religious pluralism and tolerance are not only rooted in
shared ethical views and practices. Patterns of political and social
ethos can strongly influence the life of texts or books, but texts
and books can also strongly impose these patterns.

This chapter aims to clarify the position of a religious translator
as a subject of religious translation and as an object of cultural
and historical processes. The setting is Poland, a predominantly
Roman Catholic country. Throughout Poland’s Christian history,
Orthodox communities have tended to play a subordinate role
in the dominant political and religious narrative, though their
ethnic calls have also stimulated interesting projects in liturgical
translation.

Background from translation history

Liturgical translation for the Orthodox faithful in Poland dates
mainly from the 19" century when some sporadic attempts were
made during Poland’s incorporation into the Russian Empire,
where Russian Orthodoxy “reigned”. In 1823, the Warsaw censor
allowed the publication of the Rite of the Blessing of Water on the
Feast of the Epiphany [Obrzadek 1823]. This small book does not
contain a preface or any other information about the publisher,
the number of copies printed, or any possible translations of other
rites. The title page says that it is a translation from Russian, even
though it is mainly from Church Slavonic.

When A. N. Muravyov published his best-selling collection
“Letters on Worship in the Eastern Catholic Church” (1836), he
did not imagine that he would also contribute to Polish Orthodox
translation. Parts of his collections were translated by Emilia
Jarocka (though K. Estreicher claimed it was Prof. Feliks Jarocki)
and published as two separate Polish-language manuals: “A
Description of the Holy Mass Celebrated by a Bishop of the Eastern
Catholic Church” (1841) [Muravjov 1841] and “An Explanation
of the Holy Mass Celebrated by a Priest of the Eastern Catholic
Church” (1850) [Muravjov 1850]. The titles are misleading: the
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author did not mean any Greek Catholic Church, which is part of
the universal Roman Catholic Church. References to the Most Holy
Governing Synod [Muravjov 1850:42, 54] clarify that this is the
Mass of the Russian Orthodox Church. The contents of the books
are the retelling of the canon of the Mass, while the prayers and
hymns are quoted in Polish translations and in Church Slavonic
originals (albeit written in Roman characters).

The proclamation of Polish independence (1918) changed
social and political conditions for religious translation. After the
annexation of Ukrainian and Belarusian territories, Poland was
inhabited by many Ukrainians and Belarusians, whose presence
stimulated the establishment of the Polish Autocephalous
Orthodox Church (1924). The existence of the independent
Polish Orthodox Church helped its authorities to reconsider
the use of languages in the Liturgy. The Ukrainians chose to
introduce their national language into the Liturgy and achieved
some promising results. The most prominent contributor was
Ivan Ohiyenko, an exiled minister of the Ukrainian National
Republic and a professor at Warsaw University. He formulated
the theory of liturgical translation and translated the Liturgy of St
John Chrysostom, Vespers and Matins, the Pentecost Service and
a prayer book (all in 1922), the Easter Canon (1927), the Office
for the Dead (1935). Although he translated into Ukrainian and
for Ukrainians, the scope and preparation of these translations
prompted the Polish Orthodox Church to supplement its Church
Slavonic services with some Polish-language editions. The first
was a Polish-language Orthodox Prayer Book for the general
public [Modlitewnik 1927]. The next edition was a manual of
prayers for schoolchildren [Modlitwa 1931]. Several hymns
were translated in the Handbook for Teaching the Orthodox
Faith [Nauka 1932] (republished 1934, 1938). Finally, in 1936,
the fundamental liturgical text of Eastern Christianity was
published: the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom [Swieta liturgia
1936]. It was paralleled by the translation of the Office for the
Dead [Pannichida 1936]. A special edition of the Prayer Book
for Orthodox Soldiers appeared in 1937 [Przyjaciel 1937] (2nd
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edition 1939). Metropolitan Dionysiy Valedynsky blessed and
approved these translations for official use.

The onset of the active period of Orthodox translation in
Poland was interrupted by the Second World War. After the
collapse of the Polish state, Polish Orthodox soldiers served in
army formations worldwide. Liturgical translations travelled with
the soldiers, and a Polish Orthodox prayer was published in the
Kenyan city of Nairobi [Modlitewnik 1944]. It summarised the
translation activities of Rev. Michat Bozerianow, a Belarusian
priest who ministered to Orthodox soldiers in Polish battalions.
After that, it was only the philological translation by Prof. Witold
Klinger, revised by Serafin Korczak-Michalewskiin 1963: the Liturgy
of St John Chrysostom [Liturgia 1963]. Thus, the achievements
of Polish Orthodox liturgical translation were somewhat limited
when Henryk Paprocki came on the scene.

Personality and principles

Rev. Prof. Henryk Paprocki (b. 1946) is a Polish Orthodox
priest, graduate of the Catholic University in Lublin (1972), Doctor
of Theology (1978, St Serge Orthodox Theological Institute in Paris)
and a very active member of the Polish Autocephalous Orthodox
Church. He is a speaker of Polish and has a good knowledge of Old
Greek, Church Slavonic, French and Russian.

The principles used by Paprocki in his translations are briefly
discussed by Paprocki himself in the 2012 review article [Paprocki
2012]. Despite their brevity, they are exact, encompassing all facets
of liturgical translation and posing deep methodological questions
that every liturgical translator should address. The principles can
be summarised in the following statements:

1) Every translation is made from the Greek original.
Sometimes, it is necessary to refer to the Church Slavonic text,
which may contain local dogmatic differences or expressive
deviations from the original Greek prototext. In addition, a
translator should be very careful with the Church Slavonic text,
which is full of interlingual homonyms that easily distort the
message of a textual fragment.
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2) The Greek text is poetic, and its aesthetics are founded on
an intricate and sophisticated vocabulary, as well as an imaginative
syntax, although it remains a piece of poetry in its aims and scope
of influence.

3) Every translator should keep in mind the biblical lexicon,
which is the origin of later liturgical expressions, and in the pincers
of two variants, the option of biblical origin is inevitably decisive.

4) Religious terms are present in religious texts of various
genres. Terms of Eastern Christianity and Greek origin already
function in the Polish linguistic space, but they are not
comprehensible to the general public and require more descriptive
paraphrases. This calls for revising and introducing new terms into
Polish Orthodox discourse instead of traditional loan words.

The only point that remained undiscussed was the perception
of Orthodox texts by Catholic believers and their mental
substitution of Orthodox phenomena for Catholic ones when the
terms are identical in both traditions.

Interestingly, however, all the Byzantine liturgical books have
been completely translated into only one Western European
language: French, which may also help other translators search for
relevant translation strategies. Paprocki translates from originals,
though in religious practice, it is sometimes difficult to distinguish
between an original and an actual translation. Most Orthodox
liturgical texts came from Byzantium in the Greek language,
though local churches modified them according to their needs
and dogmatic visions. Thus, today’s texts in Church Slavonic but
from different churches may differ or contradict each other. This
is a pitfall in assessing the quality of translations: analysts must
remember a translator’s affiliation with a liturgical tradition and
correctly identify the original. Rev. Paprocki worked with the
Greek-language originals, although, when necessary, he opted
for the variant accepted in the Church Slavonic texts, which are
used in the Polish Autocephalous Orthodox Church and remain
identical to those of the Russian Orthodox Church.
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Translations and their reception

The translations by Rev. Henryk Paprocki since 1974 constitute
a well-thought-out programme of presenting the writings of
Eastern Christianity to the Polish-speaking people, even though
it looks like a one-person enterprise. It began with the translation
of all the liturgies connected with the text of St John Chrysostom,
namely: liturgical prayers from the liturgies of St John Chrysostom
and St Basil the Great and the Liturgy of Presanctified Gifts
[Jan 1974:7-151]. It was published by the Academy of Catholic
Theology, but both the Western and Eastern Churches accept
Patristic writings, so the connection between the translator and
the publisher is not surprising.

A similar collection was published in 1988 under the title
“Mystic Supper: Eucharistic Anaphoras of the Christian Orient”
[Wieczerza 1988]: Paprocki collected and translated various
liturgical anaphoras of three types — Alexandrian, Antiochian and
Eastern Syriac — which influenced Coptic, Ethiopian, Byzantine,
Antiochian, Maronite, Armenian and some other liturgical
traditions. This scholarly edition of translations, with an in-depth
introduction and commentary, opened up the heritage of Eastern
Christianity to Polish readers.

The cult of the Virgin Mary is powerful in Poland. From
a religious perspective, it includes the composition of hymns
and the study of Marian poetry. The latter aspect resulted in a
fundamental multi-volume edition “Texts on the Mother of God”,
dedicated to Marian writings in different rites, to which Paprocki
also contributed: for the volume “Orthodoxy” he translated the
Office of the Annunciation of the Blessed Virgin Mary, the Office of
the Dormition of the Theotokos, as well as Symeon the Logothete’s
Canon of the Crucifixion of Our Lord and the Lamentation of the
Most Holy Theotokos [Teksty 1991:1:17-52] and the Office of the
Entry of the Theotokos into the Temple and the Rite of the Burial
of the Most Holy Theotokos [Teksty 1991:2:7-50]; for the volume
“Pre-Chalcedonian Churches”, he prepared anaforas in honour of
the Theotokos from the Ethiopian and Armenian Churches [Teksty
1995:27-36, 137-144].
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The liturgical translations usually have a long way to reach
their readership because of the lengthy ecclesiastical bureaucratic
procedures of approval and approbation. For this reason, some
translations have been published as separate editions before
entering into liturgical practice, but these editions are “individual”
or “authorial”, where the work of the translator and perhaps an
editor is visible. When a liturgical text goes through ecclesiastical
approval, the translator’s text is adjusted according to the
collective view of ecclesiastical censors, who may deviate from the
translator’s original norms and somehow distort the translation.
However, the text is considered “institutional” or “authoritative”
after such consideration. The “authoritative” editions of Paprocki’s
translations are:

1995 — “Let us pray with the Eastern Church: Prayers of the
Liturgy of Hours” [Modlimy 1995];

1997 — “Prayers before and after the Holy Eucharist”
[Modlitwy 1997];

2000 — “The Great Canon of Repentance” by St Andrew of
Crete [Andrzej 2000] (reeditions in 2015, 2019, 2021);

2003 - “Liturgies of the Orthodox Church” [Liturgie 2003] (2"
edition in 2014);

2003 — “The Holy Week and Pascha in the Orthodox Church”
[Wielki 2003];

2006 — “Akathist Hymn to the Theotokos, the Inexhaustible
Cup” [Akatyst 2006].

This publishing activity paved the way for Paprocki’s
translation to be recognised not only horizontally (among wider
circles of diverse readers such as academia and clergy) but also
vertically (in the hierarchy of religious reading communities) when
his translations became “authoritative texts” of the Church.

The first ecclesiastical recognition of his translation was the
publication of the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom in the official
herald of the Polish Autocephalous Orthodox Church [Liturgia
1982]. However, his experience in translating liturgical texts
was recognised at the turn of the 21 century, when the Polish
Autocephalous Orthodox Church blessed and approved their
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publication for its liturgical use: the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom
(2001), the Liturgy of St Basil the Great (2005), the Liturgy of
Presanctified Gifts (2006), a collection of hymns for Vespers and
Matins (2006), the Archieratikon (2011), the Synaxarion (2016-
2021, 6 vols, unfinished), the Euchologion (2016, 4 volumes), the
Psalter (2016, 2020). The rest is published online.

Another Church that has recognised Paprocki’s translations is
the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church (Ukrainian Catholics of the
Byzantine Rite). The public position of the clergy of this church
is that the liturgical texts of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church and
those of the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church are the same. This
vision made it possible for the Ukrainian Greek Catholic eparchies
and parishes in Poland to utilize the Polish Orthodox translations.
The bilingual Ukrainian-Polish edition of the Liturgy of St John
Chrysostom [BorkectBeHHa 2004] (2nd edition in 2013) contained
the main text along with the anaphora from the Liturgy of St Basil
the Great in translations by Paprocki.

To this day, he has translated all the biblical and liturgical
texts needed for worship in the Church, as well as some texts for
worship in monastic practice. Who are the recipients of these
translations? The overwhelming majority of Orthodox believers
in Poland are Ukrainians and Belarusians (whose numbers were
much greater before the Second World War and greatly diminished
after the exchange of territories and populations after the Second
World War). In the course of interaction between different ethnic
communities (e.g. mixed marriages), a small group of Orthodox
Poles has also emerged. In addition, since ethnic minorities have
been living in the Polish state for generations, their members have
been partially or gradually assimilated, so that new generations
(especially descendants of mixed families) are more involved in the
mentality of the Polish language. Finally, the third group is a random
one: these are guests who have come to celebrate the liturgy on a
special occasion and need an understandable text to follow and
participate, even if the liturgy itself is in another language.

The fundamental aim of translation criticism is to analyse the
translated text in order to make recommendations for making it
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better and more accurate. The painful experience of a general
translator is that today, criticism does not perform this function,
and editing is mainly the exclusive domain of the translator and his
publisher, without the involvement of various strata of specialised
and general readers. According to Kolbaia’s bibliography [Kolbaia
2021], some of Paprocki’s translations have been successfully
reviewed. Although reviewing is present, it is superficial from the
viewpoint of translation quality assessment, contributing neither
to the criticism of liturgical translation nor to the personality and
artistry of the translator.

Henryk Paprockiis afigure in the history of liturgical translation
whose history is very similar to that of other national translation
histories. His liturgical translations are a one-person programme
that still managed to transcend the boundaries or restrictions
of one church. They can be called ecumenical since they are (or
were) practised in churches of nominally opposite confessions,
belonging to Orthodoxy and Catholicism. From this perspective,
these texts helped to overcome the mutual non-acceptance that
arose in various difficult periods of common or neighbouring
history, especially in Poland.

Translations from the translator to the public sometimes go
not only through the publisher but also through the censorship
institutions. This is why the same liturgical text may be considered
either “ecclesiastical” (and used for public worship) or “academic”
(and used for private reading but not for public worship), or both.
Historically, these “academic” and “ecclesiastical” periods in the
life of a book are not always contradictory, though the Church is
usually a slow recipient of this product of high authority.

The most essential thing in the enterprise that Paprocki has
started is who will continue his initiative. At the moment, there
are no disciples and followers who could satisfy the demand
for further translations of texts which have not been translated
into Polish or which can be retranslated according to “higher”
standards. A lot depends on the Church’s ability to use and
popularise the existing texts in order to create interest and need
for further translations.
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4.3. Ukrainian liturgical translation in exile (1921-1991)

Exile, emigration and the formation of diasporas are caused
by catastrophes that can occur very quickly (such as wars or
epidemics) or develop over more extended periods (gradual
economic recessions and crises). All of these historical factors shape
translation in exile as a specific and distinct cultural product. At the
same time, exile translation does not exist in a vacuum but is a
continuation or negation of the previous tradition on the mainland.

In the complicated system of cultural connections, liturgical
translation gives the highest status to biblical translation, even
though its assets as cultural and symbolic capital are fundamental
[cf. Bourdieu 1993:67, 83], especially in the condition of migration,
which destroys the entire traditional polysystem and calls for new
forms of ethnic legitimation. The hierarchy of status plays well
in religious contexts, where the priority of specific translations
defines the dynamics of the appearance of other translations,
but only the whole corpus marks the success and completeness
of the fulfilled project. The role of a personality was sometimes
decisive in the conditions of exile, though the influence (support
or opposition) of academic and ecclesiastical climates constructed
lines of perception and acceptance. It is surprising how some
personalities can even change liturgical translation in the post-
exile churches.

The diaspora, which seeks to be a self-producing and
temporary system while awaiting the return home, reconstructs
the cultural polysystem of the mainland in new territories.
Although “Luhmann replaces subject-centered reason with
systems rationality” [Tyulenev 2012:5], the co-existence and
co-influence of personalities and institutions define the vitality
of the translator’s endeavour, which exists in the dimensions of
autonomisation, legitimisation and hierarchisation. Thought-
provoking are the correspondences between diaspora and
mainland translation activities: it takes some activities to maintain
the mainland translation system in exile; after the stabilisation of
the system, the exile system can flourish and replicate mainland
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translation strategies and literary processes; however, when
the strength of the diaspora is impoverished due to inevitable
assimilatory factors, diaspora translation is on the verge of collapse
[cf. Tyulenev 2012:42]. The good fortune of Ukrainian liturgical
translation was determined by timing: when the religious reading
community was persecuted in the mainland (1920s), the diaspora
contributed to the preservation and replication of translations;
when the diaspora began to lose its power in foreign environments,
the mainland, fortunately, restored its Independence (1991) and
brought the main liturgical translation activities back to Ukraine.

Historical stimuli

The first wave of Ukrainian emigration started in the late
19* century, and it was a labour emigration. Eastern Ukrainian
peasants travelled to Central and Far Eastern areas of the Russian
Empire, and Western Ukrainian peasants went across the Atlantic:
Canada, the USA, Brazil, Argentina. Church life, which was the core
of the spiritual life of the Ukrainian migrants, revolved around the
ecclesiastical institutions, which were formed according to the
model existing in Ukraine (Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church) or
from scratch (Ukrainian Orthodox Churches). The first Ukrainian
ecclesiastical institutions established in exile were the Apostolic
Exarchate of Canada for Ukrainian Greek Catholic believers in
1912, the Apostolic Exarchate of the USA for Ukrainian Greek
Catholic believers from Halychyna and Transcarpathia in 1913, the
Ukrainian Greek Orthodox Church in Canadain 1918, the Ukrainian
Orthodox Church in the USA in 1919 [Thousand 1988:198, 210,
211, 215]. Gradually, Ukrainian parishes organised and maintained
various relations with the recognised church centres.

The formation of the Ukrainian National Republic in 1917-
1918 and later its unification with the Western Ukrainian National
Republicin 1919 stimulated the linguisticand spiritual Ukrainisation
of church life in the Ukrainian state. However, the collapse of the
UNR and the rise of the Ukrainian Soviet government did not
create favourable conditions for Ukrainian liturgical translation,
which received a significant boost during the Ukrainian Revolution
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of 1917-1920. Biblical and liturgical translation could only develop
outside Soviet Ukraine, but even then, it involved Ukrainians both
from the autochthonous Ukrainian territories annexed by Poland,
Czechoslovakia and Romania and from large diaspora communities
in Europe and the Americas. The 1920s and 1930s saw the most
radical changes in the liturgical life of the Byzantine Rite in Poland.
In 1924, the Ecumenical Patriarch granted autocephaly to the
Polish Orthodox Church, which served Orthodox Ukrainians,
Belarusians, Czechs and Poles. The indigenous Ukrainian Orthodox
community, which was the largest (2.7 million believers), became
a minority in the Roman Catholic state. If the ministers of the
UNR government were exiled to Warsaw for political reasons, the
Ukrainian community found itself in pseudo-exile.

The same changes were experienced by the Ukrainian Greek
Catholic Church, which had to adapt to new and sometimes quite
discriminatory policies towards Eastern Christians in the Second
Polish Republic: “The aggressive Polonising measures were based
on the assumption that the Orthodox citizens of Poland were
Poles who had lost their identity after the Partitions of Poland. The
assimilators demanded the use of Polish in everyday life and in the
Church (sermons and catechismin Polish)” [t0$ 2021:33]. However,
this Church experienced the most drastic changes after the Second
World War: in 1946, when the Western Ukrainian territories were
finally reintegrated into the Soviet Union, the Russian Orthodox
Church interfered and caused the fake “dissolution” of the Union
of Berestia of 1596 and the Union of Uzhhorod of 1646. In fact,
the official structures of the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church
were liquidated: some priests became members of the Russian
Orthodox Church, and the rest were driven into underground
activities or emigration. The new centre for the ecclesiastical
life of the Ukrainian Byzantine Catholics was formed in Rome by
expanding the existing structures and developing new ones, such
as the St Clement Ukrainian Catholic University (1963).

During the restoration of Ukraine’s Independence in 1989-
1991, the ecclesiastical structures of the Ukrainian diaspora
returned to Ukraine and resumed their activities, including the
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publication of liturgical books and the retranslation of liturgical
texts. In the late 1980s, when the religious climate in the USSR
became more conducive to liturgical practice in Ukrainian, the
texts of the diaspora became the main liturgical books for public
use in Ukraine.

The most recentinstance of living but exiled Ukrainian liturgical
translation is the Ukrainian-language Orthodox liturgy celebrated
by Rev. Kyrylo Hovorun in Sweden’s main Lutheran cathedral in
Uppsala on 24 April 2022 (Orthodox Easter). This event took place
in the aftermath of the Russian invasion of Ukraine on 24 Feb-
ruary 2022, and it demonstrated the great ecumenical power of
liturgical translation, even for uniting Ukrainian Orthodox and
Swedish Protestant believers.

Personalities and/like Institutions: Orthodox History

Identifying the agency of liturgical translation reveals
the centres of power for introducing or sanctioning liturgical
practice. In 1917, Ukraine’s religious life projected the necessity
of creating the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church, and
the first Kyiv-based organ of these activities was the All-Ukrainian
Orthodox Church Council, which maintained very beneficial
relations with the UNR government and managed to co-exist
with the government of Soviet Ukraine until the latter physically
exterminated the Church after 1930. The first book published
was the Horologion (1919) [Yacnoseup 1919], followed by the
Liturgy of St John Chrysostom [YuH 1920]. The Ukrainisation of the
Church was in full swing: first of all, the Russian pronunciation of
the Church Slavonic was replaced by the Ukrainian pronunciation;
Ukrainian chants were preferred; meanwhile, liturgical texts were
translated and disseminated. A lot of texts were printed with
typewriters and cyclostyles, which have not survived. One source
mentions [TpebHuk 1963:2] that it included services from the
1919 Euchologion and the 1922 Additional Euchologion, but these
editions are beyond the reach of the wider academic public, as are
some other liturgical editions whose existence was witnessed by
contemporaries [3aBiTHeBu4Y 1971:67]. The foremost translators
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were Bishop (and later Metropolitan) Vasyl Lypkivskyi and Bishop
(and later Archbishop) Nestor Sharayivskyi, though the linguistic
expertise of other theologians was welcomed [/lunkiBcbKkui
2018:4:155; MockaneHko 2018:19-20].

The Soviet regime at first tolerated the existence of Ukrainian
churches, though the environment was always hostile. The
Soviets were not strong enough to compete with the Church, so
they liquidated it in the 1930s through widespread destruction
and massacres. The coexistence of the 1920s is witnessed by the
publication of the All-Night Vigil [BceHowHa 1923], the Octoechos
[OkTOiX 1923], the second edition of the Horologion, the Menaion
[CBaTKOBa 1927] and the services for Passiontide and Easter
[Cnyxkbu 1927]. Pierre Bourdieu states that “the source of the
efficacy of all acts of consecration is the field, the locus of the
accumulated social energy which the agents and institution help to
reproduce through the struggles in which they try to appropriate
it and into which they put what they have acquired from it in
previous struggles” [Bourdieu 1993:78-79]. This statement
perfectly explains the place of this translation in the historical line
of other translations. The struggle is the key image of Ukrainian
nation-building. There was very little to be inherited from the
previous epochs, but these translations contributed more to future
potentials: almost immediately, they stimulated the individual
activities of Ivan Ohiyenko in Poland; Ukrainian churches in North
America began to use, republish and improve these liturgical texts;
finally, they remained model texts for Orthodox translation after
Ukraine regained its Independence in 1991.

Translation norms are usually defined by conventions and
agreements between individual and institutional actors. In
liturgical translation, each translator depends heavily on the
permission — in the form of a blessing — of the ecclesiastical
authority. Ohiyenko’s project of translating liturgical texts
resembles a massive, well-planned programme: his activities were
in line with the trend of preparing translations that would be used
in the future after the Ukrainian Orthodox Church became fully
independent (“autocephalous”). He was a brilliant connoisseur
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of the Ukrainian language, literature and church history, which
helped him a lot in translating the Bible and a lot of liturgical texts
into Ukrainian [see: MypaeBa 2017]. Besides, he elaborated and
published his desiderata for liturgical translation, which was a
systematised specific theory of translation [see: CBaTa 1922b]. His
translations were approved by the church authorities and were
even considered canonical for use by the Moscow Patriarchate in
Soviet Ukraine in the late 1980s.

Historically, Ohiyenko’s liturgical translation activities are
fully connected with his stay in exile and can be divided into four
periods:

1) the early 1920s when he stayed in the Polish city of
Tarnéw, which hosted the UNR’s Government-in-Exile: Ohiyenko
set up a publishing house and called it “Ukrainian Autocephalous
Church” where he published prayer books for adults and children
[VKpaiHcbkuit 1921; MpasocnasHuit 1922], the Liturgy of St John
Chrysostom [CBATa 1922a] as well as services for Easter, Pentecost,
Vespers and Matins [CBaTa 1922c; CesTa 1922d; CeaTa 1922¢];

2) the 1930s when he stayed in Warsaw and tightly cooperated
with the Polish Autocephalous Orthodox Church: he published
liturgical translations in graphically refined editions where the
Ukrainian-language text was typeset utilising specifically altered
Church Slavonic characters (e.g. [MoxopoH 1935; Napacrtac 1935]);

3) the early 1940s during the Nazi occupation: becoming
a monk, priest and bishop, Ohiyenko entered a new period of
publishing (the second edition of his liturgical translations) and
translating (a series of new texts [e.g. MonuToBHUK 1941; AKadicT
1941; Bennkuin 1942; KoniHonpeknoHHi 1942; HaarpobHa 1943;
YuH 1943a; YuH 1943b]);

4) from the late 1940s till his death in 1972, Ohiyenko
remained in a new emigration in Canada: this time, he acted as a
hierarch and sanctioned liturgical translations for public use while
finalizing the major translation of his life, the Bible.

The Ukrainian intellectual and political emigration of the
1920s managed to organise several academic institutions, such
as the Ukrainian Scientific Institute in Berlin (1926-1945) and the
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Ukrainian Scientific Institute in Warsaw (1930-1939). The latter
consisted of several commissions, including the Commission for
the Translation of the Holy Scriptures and Liturgical Books, chaired
by the Metropolitan of the Polish Orthodox Church, Dionysiy
Valedynsky. It had close relations with the Theological Section
of the Metropolitan Petro Mohyla Society in Lutsk (1931-1939).
The core of the cooperation between the two institutions was
the translation activities of Mykhailo Kobryn, who was a qualified
theologian and a good connoisseur of ancient languages. As an
emeritus professor, he was able to devote himself to the translation
of liturgical texts, which were reviewed and published by the
Commission [Jlitypria 1936; Nitypris 1939a; Nitypria 1939b] and
the Section [Manwuii 1938; BeuipHa 1939].

Comparing the publishing agendas of the Commission and
the Section, the Commission focused on the primary stable texts
of the Liturgy, while the Section also took care of the musical
form, the changing parts of the Liturgy and the practical needs
(sacraments) [e.g. YnH 1936; Cnien 1937; YmH 1938]. Nevertheless,
this division of the printing repertoire may also have meant the
practical necessity of dividing the tasks. In any case, the power
of Poland’s Ukrainian Orthodox translation reached its peak at
the turn of the 1940s, when the Polish Autocephalous Orthodox
Church officially published the Liturgicon [Cny»kebHuk 1941]
and the Little Euchologion [Manuin 1942]. All these translations
contributed significantly to the Orthodox tradition of liturgical
translation in the Ukrainian diaspora after the Second World War.

It is not surprising that in the first years after the war, when
many Ukrainians were in displaced persons campsin Germany, they
republished texts from the Warsaw editions. Besides, they tried to
publish everything that could be of living use for the Orthodox
believers [BeuipHa 1947; MonutoBHUK 1947; MonntoBHUK 1946;
cf. Ncantup 1961]. The publishing activity for church purposes
was immense [IciyeHko 2016]. The temporary centre of Ukrainian
Orthodox bishops was the German city of Esslingen, where
new emigrants managed to publish some texts that were later
republished in the UK [Chyxba 1964a; Cnyxxba 1964b]. A few
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years later, most Ukrainian migrants moved to America, and the
Orthodox diaspora in Europe was not as strong, though they did
publish the Ukrainian Orthodox Horologion [YKkpaiHcbkuin 19671,
which was also used for worship outside Europe.

Probably, the first Ukrainian-language liturgical edition of
the Byzantine Rite in North America’ was the publication of a
prayer book [dobpuir 1926], whose title — “Good Shepherd” —
became the title of numerous subsequent editions until today.
It contained a wide range of liturgical texts in two languages:
Church Slavonic (published in the Civil Script according to the
Ukrainian pronunciation) and Ukrainian. The fourth edition of
1952 contained only one language: Ukrainian [Jo6puin 1952].

The development of Ukrainian communities stimulated
the spread of book production: small and large editions were
published to meet the needs of Ukrainian Orthodox children,
adults and priests. Liturgical publications appeared under
the auspices of the Consistory. In 1948, Ukrainian Orthodox
intellectuals in Canada founded the Academic Theological Society,
which became the Ukrainian Academic Orthodox Theological
Society in 1954. It oversaw several high-profile liturgical editions.
In general, this collaboration was very fruitful. A similar institution
existed in the USA. Although these were two different churches,
they maintained spiritual and ethnic unity. Their translation and
publication activities are very similar:

Canada United States

1954 — Pontifical Service
[ApxuepeicbKka 1954]

1954-1960 — Euchologion 1954 — Euchologion [TpebHuk 1954]
[EBxonorioH 1954-1960]

1956 — Octoechos
[CBAwWweHHa 1956]

7 Amazingly, the year 1926 witnessed another liturgical publication: the
Ukrainian translation of the 1918 Common Prayer Book of the Church of England
in Canada [CobopHuit 1926], which is a very rare case of rendering fundamental
Anglican texts into Ukrainian.
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1963 — Euchologion [TpebHuK 1963]

1963 — Liturgicon [Cny:kebHMK 1963]
1972 — Liturgicon
[Cny»kebHUMK 1972]
1976 — Triodion [MocToBa 1976]
1976 — Euchologion [TpebHuk 1976]

1989 — Liturgicon [Cny:kebHMK 1963]

In reality, however, Orthodox priests used books published
in the other country: Ukrainian Orthodox liturgical translation
can be seen as a pattern of cooperative interaction. In addition,
Euchologions and Liturgicons were republished every ten years
to meet the needs of priests. Lay people were provided with
numerous prayer books, even for particular purposes, such as for
the sick [focnoab 1957]. Gradually the bilingual — Ukrainian and
English — prayer books appeared [e.g. Bipa 1960]. Priests received
the published editions of separate services, such as the Sunday
noon service [YnH 1967] or services for Passiontide and Easter
[Cnykbun 1976], which were convenient in common practice.

An exceptional case is the use of Kobryn’s “Orthodox”
translation of the Psalter from the 1930s: its linguistic mo-
dernisation and publication took place under the auspices of
the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church in the 1980s [MoanTtoBHuMi
1990]. This act of ecumenism shows how the Ukrainian diaspora
overcame sectarian tensions fuelled by politicos and demagogues.

Personalities and/like Institutions: Greek Catholic History

If Ukrainian Orthodox translation was the translation of
resistance (resistance to all historical conditions that negated the
Ukrainian state, the Ukrainian Church and the Ukrainian nation),
Ukrainian Greek Catholic translation was the translation of loyalty
when the Church acted in the field allowed. The holder of its
power was the Roman See. Thus, the Church continued its earlier
practice of publishing asymmetrically bilingual prayer books, in
which some prayers, all explanations and the catechetical part
were in Ukrainian, but the high-status texts — such as the loudly
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pronounced formulas of the liturgy, troparia and kontakia —
remained in Church Slavonic [e.g. Tonoc 1927; bnarogapim 1943].2
Finally, the Vatican entered the turbulent zone of reforming its
liturgical practice in the mid-20" century. For the Ukrainian Greek
Catholic Church, this meant two stages of reform or two separate
reforms. The first reform, sometimes called the “Roman reform”,
took place in the 1940s and 1950s, when the Ukrainian Church
transferred the final right of liturgical decisions to Rome. As a
result, the Roman See published new Church Slavonic liturgical
books [JlityprikoHb 1942; TpebHukb 1945-1953; lepelickinn 1950],
which are still the primary originals for the Ukrainian Church. The
second reform, following the Second Vatican Council, took place
mainly in the 1960s-1980s, when the shift to the vernacular meant
the immediate transfer to the languages spoken by Ukrainians in
the diaspora: Ukrainian as their home language, and also English
in the Anglophone communities where they lived.

In the history of this Church, the 1920s witnessed quite radical
changes in mentality as a result of the rise and fall of the Western
Ukrainian National Republic. On the one hand, the highest
clergy, under the influence of Metropolitan Andrei Sheptytskyi,
supported the national aspirations of the Ukrainians. The eminent
Greek Catholic theologian, Rev. Dr. Havryil Kostelnyk, reflected
on the evolution of nationalism in the spheres of culture, politics
and religion [KoctenbHuk 1922]: he presented the importance of
the national language and church life for the self-preservation of
nations, though he was cautious to maintain the dogmatic balance
of the Universal Church. On the other hand, the public wished to
pray in their mother tongue. Oleksandr Barvinskyi, the WUNR
Minister of Education and Religious Affairs, published a pamphlet
entitled “Is the Ukrainian Language Suitable for Translating the
Holy Scriptures and Prayers and for Homilies?” [BapBiHCbKuit
1921], in which he summarised the introduction of Ukrainian into

8 During the Second World War, one prayer book was published entirely in
Ukrainian [Yucte 1943], and its small size suggests that it was intended for
private worship and perhaps even for children.
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private and public liturgical use over a millennium and concluded
that all Christian Ukrainians — Greek Catholic and Orthodox —
appreciated the value of Ukrainian in the Liturgy.

Meanwhile, the hierarchy paid much more attention to
essential liturgical reforms [see more: Bacunmwun 2014:291-
298], which were imperative for religious practice but whose
external form was expressed in the Church Slavonic text. The
Ukrainian translations were the exceptional activity of Rew.
Dr. Yaroslav Levytskyi, who translated the Bible and liturgical
texts. His translation of the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom into
Ukrainian [Cny:k6a 1927] did not provoke any reaction among
priests, as was the case with his translation of the “Prayer Book
for Priests” [Epelicbkuii 1933], which contained the Horologion,
troparia and kontakia of the weekly and yearly cycles, prayers
before the Eucharist and the Liturgy, as well as a number of other
supplementary prayers. The discussion, which arose around this
edition and which was initiated by Havryil Kostelnyk [KocTenbHuK
1933], is a sporadic case of liturgical translation criticism. Kostelnyk
pointed out several serious errors in the text and gave a generally
striking assessment of the translation. In response to this severe
criticism, other priests expressed their opinions on the strengths
and weaknesses of the book [[anaHT 1933; 1. H. 1935; LlerenbcbKuii
1935]: they supported the positive features of this book, referred
to the general principles of translation criticism and expressed
their suggestions for improving the text. This discussion, triggered
by an initially harsh reaction, is the only case of public debate in
matters of liturgical translation. Otherwise, liturgical translation
commissions usually work within their circles, and the general
academic public cannot follow the logic of translation strategies
or advise on better options. This condition is particularly evident
in the historical perspective, when it is impossible to reconstruct
translators’ exact decisions and motivations long after the
translations have been published.

All these attempts pale compared to the Church’s translation
activities after the Second Vatican Council. The return of Patriarch
Yosyf Slipyi from 18 years of Soviet imprisonment and his
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reinstatement in Rome renewed the Liturgical Commission, and its
conscientious work produced new essential Ukrainian-language
texts for liturgical practice [Tunascbkuii 1985; Bacunmwnn 2018].
The first publication was a prayer book, which was later enlarged
and republished several times [locnoan 1966]. The official
translation of the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom was published
in 1968 [CBAweHHa 1968] and revised in 1988 [CBAweHHa 1988].
The official translation of this Liturgy immediately began to be
republished in numerous smaller and larger prayer books, i.e.
those for the laity and for priests [e.g. CBsaTa 1970; NiTypriyHni
1984]. This achievement of the Church was followed by the
Liturgy of St Basil the Great [CBaweHHa 1980] and the Liturgy of
Presanctified Gifts [boxecTtBeHHa 1984]. Thus, when Ukrainians
celebrated the millennium of Christianity in Ukraine, the Ukrainian
Greek Catholic Church made an exceptionally important offering:
the publication of the Book of Pontifical Services [ApxnepaTmMKoH
1988]. At the same time, the official English translation of the
Liturgy of St John Chrysostom was published in various formats for
solemn public use and for average practical reading [BoskecTBeHHa
1988]. This commission also prepared the Abridged Euchologion
[Manuin 1973], the translation of which was continued in Ukraine
after the return of the hierarchy. Some witnesses mention the
translation of the Horologion, which was almost finished but
remained unpublished, and only some parts appeared in the
extensive prayer book “Let us come and bow” [Mpuiaite 1991].
The parallel translation work was carried out in the Order
of St Basil the Great, which continued its publishing traditions in
exile. Their publications are a good illustration of the transition
from Church Slavonic to Ukrainian. The first edition of the Basilian
Prayer Book for internal use in the Order [BacunisiHcbkuit 1963]
contained most of the prayers in Church Slavonic, though the
second edition (1982) was already entirely in Ukrainian. In
1975 and 1978, they published two parts of the Divine Office
[MonutBocnoB 1975-1978], which included prayers and hymns
from the Horologion, Octoechos, Triodion, Pentecostarion,
Menaion and some additional services and parts. It was intended
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for private use but was eventually republished in a thick but
compact volume [Monutsocnos 1990]. This book is popularly
known as “Vasyliyanka” in honour of the patron of the Order
and Basilian Fathers. As far as the faithful are concerned, it was
well received by both Greek Catholic and Orthodox communities.
Later, it was even translated into English.

The UGCC’s translations encouraged the shift from Church
Slavonic to Ukrainian, as it facilitated the preservation of Ukrainian
national and religious identity. Church Slavonic has remained the
de jure sacred language of the Church. Earlier diaspora prayer
books happened to contain both Church Slavonic and English texts
[e.g. Xpuctoc 1954; Icyce 1962], and they actually prepared the
ground for the shift from Church Slavonic to English. When this
happened in 1964 as a result of the interpretation of the decisions
of the Second Vatican Council, the parishioners in the USA began
to protest and reached a compromise in which there was a
separate Ukrainian service, a separate English service and a mixed
English-Ukrainian service. This balance has survived to this day. In
Poland, the UGCC used Church Slavonic until the late 1980s, and
when the socialist regime fell, the national revival of Ukrainian
communities in Poland was supported by a shift to Liturgy in the
native language.

In Argentina, Ukrainian Greek Catholic priests published the
Easter Service in Ukrainian and Spanish [BennkaeHnb 1974]. This
translation seems to be aimed at local non-Ukrainian believers
who can come and share the joy of this feast with Ukrainians. It
would be very interesting to see more Spanish translations linked
to Ukrainian communities. A rare case is the Italian translation of
the Liturgies of St John Chrysostom and St Basil the Great in the
“Byzantine-Ukrainian Rite”, as it was officially called on the title
page [Divina 1990]. In other words, these translation repertoires
are not known.

Texts and the systems of their retranslations
The idea of a sustainable system, self-regenerating in different
environments, can reveal how liturgical translation traditions have
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shaped their identity and repertoire. Summarising the experience
of the development or reform of two traditions and their
regeneration after the Second World War in different parts of the
world, it can be said that the stages of translation corresponded to
fundamental religious texts or collections:

1) prayer books influenced the private lives of believers and
shaped the positive acceptance or strong need for high-status
texts in the language of prayer books;

2) the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom is the most common
public text of the Church backed up by the Bible;

3) the Euchologion, as well as prayers and hymns for various
cycles of worship, are the texts of the third line, whose partial
presence or absence does not threaten the existence of the
entire native-language system of worship, and the first two stages
inevitably trigger the appearance of the third stage.

The complete set of liturgical books contains a large number
of prayers and hymns. However, the successful religious life of a
parish, especially when a parish does not celebrate all daily feasts
but limits its attendance to Sundays and major feasts, requires
much fewer texts, and that is why abridged liturgical books [e.g.
TpebHuMK 1963] or even extensive collections of several such books
[e.g. MonuTtBocnoB 1990] were convenient for priests.

Traditionally, events and personalities influenced liturgical
translation, and places have the potential to determine the
direction of translation development. The centres of liturgical
translation were the sees of synods or eparchies. The city of
Prudentdpolis in the Brazilian state of Parana has also played an
active role in Ukrainian liturgical translation. 75% of its inhabitants
are of Ukrainian origin, making it a vibrant, sustainable community
whose forms of cultural and spiritual life are successfully realised
in the religious sphere. The Ukrainian population consists of
both Orthodox and Greek Catholic believers. The community
has maintained a functioning system, and the Greek Catholics
seem quite productive in the theological domain. One of the
first attempts at translation was the fully Ukrainian Horologion
with the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom compiled by Rev. Vasyl
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Zinko [XpuctuaHcbke 1963]. The initiative was continued with
the Ukrainian-language Liturgy of St James [CBaTa 1973], which
is a peculiar liturgy in the Eastern Christian calendar: this ancient
liturgy is mainly celebrated once a year on the feast of St James
(23 October) but not everywhere. Moreover, it is not popularised
in mass-printed liturgical books. The history of the translation
of exceptional liturgical texts continued thanks to the efforts
of Rev. Vasyl Zinko, who translated four Oriental liturgies from
German: the Chaldean-Malabar Liturgy [Xanaeiicbko 1990], the
Alexandrian-Coptic Liturgy [CBaTta 1991a], the Holy Qurbana
Liturgy of the Syro-Malankara Rite [CBaTa 1991b], the Armenian
Liturgy [BipmeHcbka 1991]. The interest in these liturgical texts,
which may seem extraordinary to the average Ukrainian laity and
clergy, reflects the preferences of the translator himself, but it
could arouse more curiosity in Ukrainian theological communities
around the world.

A question of intersemiotic retranslation overlaps the
Church’s policies of memory in the area of exiled Ukrainian
liturgical translation. Because of the ban on religious music in the
USSR, Ukrainians in the diaspora had the opportunity to preserve
and develop what had been composed earlier. They considered
traditional Ukrainian chant and religious music of Ukrainian
composers as a vital asset for preserving their identity and paid
great attention to the musical aspect of liturgical practice [for
details, see: Kapacb 2020]. The model edition for the preservation
and presentation of Ukrainian religious melodies was prepared
by Vasyl Zavitnevych [Cnisn 1963]: some prayers and hymns of
the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom were accompanied by up to
16 melodies (i.e. musical interpretations or retranslations). In
addition to the traditional Ukrainian local chants, the editions
of religious music reveal two types of composers whose opera
entered Ukrainian liturgical use in exile. The first group consists of
mainland composers who worked and stayed in Ukraine:

1) Maksym Berezovskyi (1745-1777);

2) Dmytro Bortnianskyi (1751-1825);

3) Artem Vedel (1767-1808);
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4) Mykhailo Verbytskyi (1815-1870);

5) Havrylo Muzychenko (Musicescu, 1847-1903);

6) Semen Panchenko (1863/1867-1937);

7) Hryhoriy Davydovskyi (1866-1952);

8) Vasyl Fatiyev (Fateev, 1868-1942);

9) Yakiv Yatsynevych (persecuted, 1869-1945);

10) Stanislav Liudkevych (1879-1979);

11) Mykola Leontovych (murdered, 1877-1921);

12) Kyrylo Stetsenko (1882-1922);

13) Petro Honcharov (1888-1970);

14) Pylyp Kozytskyi (1893-1960).

This is the largest group, and it covers different stages of the
advancement of religious singing when classical choral singing
was enriched with local folk melodies. Moreover, the decade after
1917 was the peak period of Ukrainian church music composition,
and preserving this heritage for the time of Ukraine’s complete
Independence was so important.

The second type consists of composers whose talent survived
or matured in exile:

1) Oleksandr Koshyts (1875-1944);

2) Hryhoriy Pavlovskyi (1884-1967);

3) Mykhailo Haivoronskyi (1892-1949);

4) Andriy Hnatyshyn (1906-1995);

5) Hryhoriy Kytastyi (1907-1984);

6) Myron Fedoriv (1907-1996);

7) Symon Vasylaki-Vozhakivskyi (1911-1984);

8) lhor Sonevytskyi (1926-2006);

9) Zinoviy Lavryshyn (1943-2017).

These composers aimed to create musical opera opposing
official Soviet Ukrainian music, which neglected and avoided
religious themes. This opposition was intended to restore the
integrity of Ukrainian religious musical culture. A particular case is
the compositional activity of Roman Hurko (1962-), an American-
Canadian of Ukrainian descent who was born in Toronto but who
continues cultivating Ukrainian traditions far beyond Ukraine.
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Language, Nation and Religion

The first liturgy of the Ukrainian Rite was celebrated in North
America (the town of Shenandoah, Pennsylvania) on 22 December
1884, while the first Vespers service took place a few days earlier,
on 19 December 1884 [Krawczeniuk 1984:9]. Since it was part
of the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Rite, the liturgy was served in
the Ukrainian recension of Church Slavonic. It was aimed at the
Ukrainian working-class emigrants in Pennsylvania.

The first Ukranian-language liturgy is connected with the
history of Ukrainian Orthodoxy. On 22 May 1919, it was served
in Kyiv [Thousand 1988:211]. This liturgy was at first partially
Ukrainian: the readings from the Gospel, the Epistle Lectionary and
the Psalm Book were proclaimed in Ukrainian, and in July 1919,
the whole liturgy was already entirely in Ukrainian [JlunkiBcbKui
2018:4:109-110]. This was the initiative of the hierarchical
authority and was even actively promoted by the Minister of
Religious Affairs of the UNR, Ivan Ohiyenko. The first Ukrainian
liturgy in Canada (and perhaps in North America) was celebrated
on 18 June 1922 [Mynuk-/lyumk 1989:158]. It is well known that
Ohiyenko’s 1922 translation was used. It was an official translation
of the Polish Orthodox Church, and the official status meant a lot
for the reception at the level of public use.

Another anecdotal fact happened in the Church of the
Transfiguration in Lviv (the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church)
when the first Ukranian-language liturgy, according to Ohiyenko’s
translation, was celebrated on 26 March 1922 [TimeHuK 1997:31-
32]. It was the Polish police that reacted and accused the very
translator of initiating the revival of the Greek Catholic Church,
though the translator was an Orthodox believer. Ohiyenko was
persecuted: he was immediately dismissed from his teaching post.

The Ukrainian language of the Liturgy coincidentally added
an identifying feature to Ukrainian Orthodoxy in America. An
interesting memory is recorded among the faithful of the first
Ukrainian churches in the 1920s: in Dauphin (Manitoba, Canada),
Ukrainian Greek Catholics, who were not afraid of expulsion from
the Catholic Church, attended the liturgy in their native language
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[lctopnyHnit 1967:19]. Gradually, the mother tongue even helped
somereturnto Ukrainian Orthodoxy. However, the fear of expulsion
is a noticeable moment in the history of liturgical translation. It
turns out that the restriction on changes in the Ukrainian Rite was
introduced by Pope Pius IX’s encyclical “Omnem Sollicitudinem”
(1874), which called for the scrupulous preservation of ancient
religious customs and forbade any liturgical innovation (which also
meant the introduction of the vernacular into liturgical practice).
This state of affairs was not favourable to a nation overcoming its
colonial conditions and heritage.

Meanwhile, the demand for the Ukrainisation of the Liturgy
was a call from local grassroots activism. In the case of Volyn,
a curious fact is quoted by Rev. Orest Kupranets [KynpaHeub
1974:199]: in the late 1930s, Polish Orthodox parishioners
threatened their priests that they would join the Protestants
(Baptists) if the priests switched to preaching in Polish and
stopped preaching in Ukrainian or Russian. This approach shows
how quickly people started to see their language in the Liturgy as
an axiological asset of their identity.

Contrasting two prayer books [Jo6puit 1952; Icyce 1962], it
is easy to see what tendencies were emerging among Ukrainian
diaspora believers in the 1960s. The Ukrainian Orthodox prayer
book “Good Shepherd” contained one language that served both
the religious and ethnic needs of Ukrainian communities: as in the
past, monolingual prayer books could serve as primary books for
teaching Ukrainian. The Ukrainian Greek Catholic priests gradually
moved towards publishing trilingual prayer books: one part
was entirely in English, another was both Ukrainian and Church
Slavonic. The division between Ukrainian and Church Slavonic was
not equal: even the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom was published
in both languages where all the instructions, comments and
explanations were in Ukrainian, and all the prayers pronounced
aloud remained in Church Slavonic. It is pretty doubtful that this
type of book could help Ukrainians in the diaspora to keep their
language, since they had to keep three languages in mind instead
of two. The reality was that not all believers understood the Church
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Slavonic text very well, and they indeed turned to the English text
to clarify complicated phrases. Thus, paradoxically, the book of
the Ukrainian Rite encouraged Ukrainians to switch to English.

The places of the holder of power determined the favourable
or unfavourable dynamics of liturgical translation. When the
holder was connected with the Ukrainian state, liturgical
translation developed very actively, even if the general historical
conditions were not encouraging: the Ukrainian National Republic
boosted Ukrainian translation, but the results of Ukrainian
liturgical translation were also impressive despite the obstacles
created by the Ukrainian Soviet government (before its aggressive
atheistic campaigns in the 1930s). When the holder stayed beyond
Ukrainian national issues, the development of liturgical translation
depended on universal translation tendencies: after the Roman
See sanctioned liturgical translations into national languages, the
Ukrainian Greek Catholic hierarchy almost immediately shifted to
the liturgical use of the Ukrainian language because they fulfilled
the decisions of the Second Vatican Council. This shift required
the availability of Ukrainian-language liturgical books, and the
translation process was indeed extremely active during the 1960s
to 1980s.

Liturgical translations are part of the cultural capital of a
nation, as these texts shape a specific religious mentality and form
a high poetic culture within a literature. They help believers feel
that they are part of the common Christian European tradition and
use this membership as a tool for their development, even though
ecclesiastical structures are highly conservative and do not always
follow the dynamics of social development. Simultaneously,
liturgical translations provide a basis for a language to perform a
function of symbolic capital when it gains prestige and recognition
among other similar languages, guaranteeing the preservation of
national identity and the shaping of the nation itself. This is why
some political holders of power have been so eager to limit the
spread and strength of liturgical translation.

Although liturgical texts belong to the classical literature,
their classicity can become old-fashioned due to the asymmetry



160

of translation reception: linguistic changes in original texts
are better tolerated than those in translations, and linguistic
modernisations as well as the introduction of a certain theological
precision stimulated and continue to stimulate numerous
retranslations of liturgical texts. In this respect, the functions
of ecclesiastical institutions in exile were the same as those on
the mainland: their main task was to administer the power of
theological correctness, but in the diaspora, these institutions also
administered the preservation of collective memory. In the area
of musical interpretations, which can be seen as intersemiotic
translations, church leaders supported the original creativity of
diaspora composers as well as the traditional chants and melodies
of mainland composers. This dual policy also opened the way
for more intensive ecumenical communication between exiled
churches in the sphere of using liturgical books. When the time
came to return home, each ecclesiastical hierarchy had a corpus
of liturgical books for mutual use.

4.4. Ukraine’s Restored Independence
and its impact on liturgical praxis (1991-2021)

The restoration of Ukraine’s Independence in 1991 marked a
new milestone in liturgical translation, for it is a particular task to
translate for the spiritual practice of the diaspora and quite another
to translate for the titular nation. Translators had to take a new
look at the role of Church Slavonic in modern religious discourse,
assess the possibilities of contemporary readers’ perception and
reception, and consider the requirements for assessing the quality
of translations.

The main languages in the Churches of Ukraine are
Ukrainian, Church Slavonic of Ukrainian recension (used mainly
in Transcarpathia but also among Orthodox and Greek Catholic
believers) and Church Slavonic of Russian recension (Ukrainian
Orthodox Church of Moscow Patriarchate). Although language is
no longer an indicator of religious affiliation [Mypaesa 2018: 139-
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140], the use of the Ukrainian language promoted translation
or editing of translations in all Churches, where there was a rich
tradition of translation (Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church) and
where this tradition was created almost “from scratch” (Ukrainian
Orthodox Church of Kyiv Patriarchate), and where translations
into Ukrainian are a problematic case (Ukrainian Orthodox Church
of Moscow Patriarchate, which generally spreads Russofilic and
Ukrainophobic policies).

The daily use of these books created a high and stable
demand for such publications, so this problem had to be solved.
The production of new translations took much longer than initially
planned. The UGCC Synod of Bishops, for example, began to
consider the need for new liturgical books as early as 1992. These
books should unite Greek Catholics worldwide: “In the modern
conditions of our nation, our Church in Ukraine and beyond its
borders MUST have only One text of all liturgical books. It would
unite us throughout the world with the Mother Church in the
homeland” [PiweHHAa 1992]. The Synod also reaffirmed the need
for “simultaneous new translations of all the other liturgical books
published by the Holy See for the Church, in order to harmonise
the various expressions, names and formulations”. However, the
fulfilment of this dictum is still far from being implemented.

The most widespread practice remains the editing of texts
produced in the 20" century. Editing also means correcting
grammatical and typographical errors and adding parts from other
liturgical books published in the diaspora, whose prototexts may
have been the publications of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church
Council and the Polish Autocephalous Orthodox Church (1920-
30s). At the same time, a large-scale reprinting activity took place
in the 1990s. In Transcarpathia, the interwar Zhovkva publications
of the Basilian Fathers were republished in collotype for the Greek
Catholics, and the Czechoslovakian editions were reprinted for the
Orthodox.

The account of liturgical prints is complicated to keep (even
approximately). Accordingtothe online catalogue of the Volodymyr
Vernadskyi National Library of Ukraine (as of April 2021), the titles
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of about 400 prayer books, liturgicons and hymnals covering all
Orthodox and Catholic denominations were recorded. Instead,
the current price lists (as of summer 2021) register about 100
titles of prayer books and popular editions of the liturgy in the
publishing house “Dobra knyzhka” and 50 titles in the publishing
house “Svichado”. Thus, in recent years, there are 150 titles in two
publishing houses, most of which are not recorded in the library’s
catalogue. Moreover, the catalogue of the most prestigious
Ukrainian library does not include the most essential liturgical
book of the RCC: the Roman Missal [Pumcbkuin 2012]. Since not all
publishers comply with the compulsory order of copies, and since
printing “on demand” made it possible to print additional editions
whenever and wherever one wanted, it is not entirely realistic to
calculate the actual number of liturgical books (titles and editions)
in public use.

Research into religious translation in Ukraine has been
uneven. The subject was silenced in the USSR, and Ukraine’s
Independence brought new achievements. In any case, liturgical
translation received little attention. Two ground-breaking
conferences, where liturgical topics were debated, were
conducted in Lviv in 1998 [CyuyacHa 1998] and in Kyiv in 2000
[XpuctuaHcteo 2000]. The Bulletin of the Institute of Theological
Terminology and Translations of Lviv Theological Academy was
launched, but unfortunately, it lasted only six years [EguHuMmum
1997-2002]. Practitioners of liturgical translation do not
generously share their thoughts about their work, and theorists
of general translation are not seriously interested in this field.
The only person to investigate the matter of liturgical translation
consistently is Rev. Dr. Petro Galadza [[anag3a 1998; lanag3a
2002-2004; lanapsa 2017], who formulated five requirements
for liturgical translation: linguistic accuracy, theological accuracy,
reproduction of the original style, attention to the style of the
publicly proclaimed text and musical dimensions [[anag3sa
2017:347-359]. Uliana Holovach echoes similar thoughts: “It is
about the demand for appropriateness, artistic perfection and
compliance with the specific features of the genre, which is aimed
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at the singing of prayers and must be clear in order to have an
evangelistic influence on the faithful, who will use it in their own
prayers” [fonoBay 2015: 517]. These views must be discussed and
developed because each translator can interpret them in their
way. Critics of liturgical translation are needed, though in today’s
Ukrainian translation studies, translation criticism is generally an
Achilles’ heel. The lack of public in-depth discussions (but not
presentations) is an antipode to the fruitful translation activities
of the Ukrainian Churches.

During the restored Independence, the Ukrainian
Autocephalous Orthodox Church was the least numerous, but as
an institution, it was the closest to the traditions of the 20" century
Ukrainian Orthodox movement in Ukraine and the diaspora. They
rightly made intensive use of all that was available to them. In
addition, the Ukrainian Orthodox Churches in the USA and Canada
had some success, so their publications were also used in Ukraine.
Some editions were reprinted in collotype [cf. TpebHMK 1994].
By the way, eminent linguists who had emigrated from Ukraine
after the Second World War worked on diaspora editions and
provided high-quality translations. The “Diaspora” Liturgicon
[CnykebHMK 1963] was slightly edited and published twice as a
new edition in Ukraine [/lityprikoH 2005]. The editors corrected
typographical errors and added additional material from the 1639
Liturgicon of St Peter Mohyla [see: JleiTypriapioH 1629] and from
similar editions of the Antiochian, Greek, Russian and Romanian
Orthodox Churches.

The compilation of prayer books presupposes the use of
already approved and confirmed texts, taken from larger approved
and confirmed prayer books or horologions, which are mainly
translations from Greek but not only translations from this language
as well as not only translations in general but also original national
texts. On the other hand, recipients should also be remembered.
Prayer books are the most popular type of religious book, and they
are usually the first publications of an ecclesiastical institution.
The UAOC is no exception: in the early 1990s, it published several
prayer books [Benukuin 1992; YkpaiHcbkuit 1994; MonuTtsocnos
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1995]. One of the first publications of the UAOC in Ukraine was
“A Prayer Book for Children” [AuTaunii 1996], which emphasised
the importance of preaching to the youth in the Ukrainian
language. When the Russo-Ukrainian war began in 2014, the
UAOC immediately responded with two prayer books: “A Prayer
Book of the Ukrainian Orthodox Warrior” [Monutsocnos 2014]
and “Prayers during the War” by St Petro Mohyla (translated by
Liudmyla Ivannikova [Moruna 2014]).

At the same time, the Church was working to produce more
authoritative editions of prayer books. One of them was prepared
by Archbishop Ihor Isichenko. It was the first edition of the prayer
book “With Faith and Love” [3 Bipoto 1998], which was published
for private use, although the church authorities approved the
following and expanded editions. The main stylistic features of
these publications are “the excessive Ukrainianisation of texts”,
“the replacement of already established theological terms with
dialectal forms and words more characteristic of fiction”, but “in
general, these translations of the UAOC are very beautiful, in
the style of the best translations of recent decades; they can be
considered a fundamental extension of the translation tradition of
the UAOC” [MpaBocnasHuin 2010:772].

Another fundamental publication of the UAOC is “The Ortho-
dox Prayer Book” (compiled by Archpriest Volodymyr Cherpak in
Kyiv in 1995 but finally published in 2010 [MpaBocnasHuii 2010]).
Some prayers were taken from existing publications and carefully
edited, correcting individual translation inaccuracies or stylistic
differences with modern standards. The translators-editors
tried to keep a balance: on the one hand, they returned some
archaic language forms describing the Lord and the Mother of
God and consciously used Church Slavonic words; on the other
hand, narrow dialectal forms were replaced by literary ones. The
publication is significant from the viewpoint of the historiography
of liturgical translation, as it contains a thorough afterword
listing the main milestones of Ukrainian liturgical translation
[MpaBocnasHuin 2010:762-773] and a bibliography of publications
from the 14" century until 1996 [MpasocnasHuii 2010:774-779].
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In the early 1990s, Russian propaganda started interfering
politically in the religious life of Ukraine in order to disrupt
Ukrainian society. In reaction, the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of
Kyiv Patriarchate emerged and began positioning itself as a pillar
of the Ukrainian nation and the Ukrainian State.

The translation activities of the UOC-KP were systematic.
The Commission for the Translation of the Holy Scriptures
and Liturgical Literature of the Holy Synod of the UOC-KP was
established in 1992. It was chaired by Patriarch Filaret Denysenko
and later transformed into the Publishing Department of the UOC-
KP as a separate synodal institution of the Church. Within a short
time, the entire main corpus of liturgical books was translated
into Ukrainian, and the editions of this series were periodically
republished:

e Liturgicon (1995) [Cny»kebHuMK 1995],

e Euchologion (2000) [Tpe6Huk 2000],

e Horologion (2000) [Macocnos 2000],

e Sunday Octoechos and General Menaion (2001)
[BockpecHuin 2001],

e Divine Office of Bright Week of Pascha (2002) [Boro-
cnyxXiHHa 2002],

e Festal Menaion (2002-2003) [CeaTkoBa 2002-2003],

e Lenten Triodion (2002) [Tpioab 2002a],

e Festal Triodion (2002) [Tpioab 2002b],

e Archieratikon (2005) [YnHoBHKK 2005],

e Psalter (2004) [McanTtup 2004],

e Octoechos (2006) [OKToix 2006],

e Akathists (in 3 vol.; 2007) [AKadicTHUK 2007],

e The First Week of the Lent (2012) [Mepwnit 2012],

¢ Menaion (in 22 parts; 2018-2022) [MiHea 2018-2022] etc.

The publishers chose the phrase “Praise God in Ukrainian” as
the slogan for their publications. Prayer books should be added
to these publications, as they all carry out the vital mission of
Ukrainisation. It is worth noting that the UOC-KP is the only Church
that has prepared an almost complete liturgical corpus for itself in
a short time. As for the quality of the translations of the UOC-KP,
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they can be considered a sample of the Church Slavonic strategy
because “there is not always a justified overloading of the language
with Church Slavonic words”, “there is an unjustified replacement
of already established Ukrainian theological terms with Church
Slavonic terms; the Church Slavonic poetics sometimes remained
unchanged”, and at the same time “some stylistic innovations
were also introduced” [MpaBocnasHuii 2010:771-772].

Despite the large-scale programme of liturgical translations,
this Church did not prohibit other editions, and there was space
for individual publishing projects [e.g. AkadicTHMK 2000].

The life of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of Moscow
Patriarchate for the last 30 years has been full of dramatic
changes, from the justified and generally accepted movement for
autocephaly to the perspective structured on the “canonical” or
“non-canonical” status of the church hierarchy. Such a turn, with
changes in leadership and self-image, hides the profound diversity
of this church. Even the translators of this church are unusual,
ambiguous and often contradictory figures.

Before 2006, no Ukrainian liturgical translation existed within
the UOC-MP, and its inauguration was made by Metropolitan
lonafan Yeletskikh, a member of the Russian Orthodox Church
and an opponent of the autocephaly of the Ukrainian Orthodox
Church, who published his manuscript “The Divine Liturgy of St
John Chrysostom and St Basil the Great in the Ukrainian language:
an explanatory guide to the Divine Liturgy with a brief historical
and theological commentary. Prayers of the Holy Communion,
Eucharistological Articles” [Eneukix 2006]. In August 2021,
updated electronic editions of “An Explanatory Guide to the
Divine Liturgy of St John Chrysostom” [Eneubkux 2021a] and “An
Explanatory Guide to the Divine Liturgy of St Basil the Great”
[Eneubkmx 2021b] were published for students of theological
schools and seminaries, catechists and missionaries. They have
the same essential subtitle, “The Experience of Explaining
Prayers and Litanies in Ukrainian with a Historical and Theological
Commentary. Eucharistological Articles”. Metropolitan lonafan
has a deep understanding of translation problems, and the
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proof of this is his creative credo: “The translation was made
in accordance with the linguistic principle of so-called dynamic
equivalence, when in modern translations preference is given to
the exact conveyance of the understanding of a phrase rather
than to the formal imitation of a foreign text” [Eneukix 2006:9].
Or there is another opinion: “the absolute coincidence of an
original text and its translation is basically impossible due to the
profound difference of language systems of different nations”
[Eneukix 2006:10]. In his translation, he referred to both the
Greek original and other translations (Ukrainian, Russian, Polish,
English, German, Romanian and Italian). He also considers
that “this Ukrainian translation of the Divine Liturgy of St John
Chrysostom and St Basil the Great is the first special contribution
to the formation of the normative liturgical Dnipro® language
school in the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of Moscow Patriarchate”
[Eneukix 2006:10].

On the one hand, the UOC-MP deploys Church Slavonic of
Russian recension in worship and print, but on the other hand,
there is a desire to acquire the entire spiritual heritage of the
ancient Kyiv Metropolitanate of the Patriarchate of Constantinople.
One such attempt is the collection “A Great Liturgical Synaxarion”
(compiled by Archpriest Oleksandr Monych [Borocny»6osuii
2014]), which is transliterated into the Civil Cyrillic Script according
to the Ukrainian pronunciation (with occasional deviations). From
the viewpoint of translation, such a publication is a mixture of
interlingual and intersemiotic translation: the characters of the
Church Cyrillic Script are replaced by the modern “Civil” ones; but
there is also a lingual — phonetic — interpretation, which enables
Ukrainian believers to think that they are using a peculiar —
religious — style of the Ukrainian language. Incidentally, semantic
shifts also occur in their minds because a believer reads a message
in Ukrainian but not in Church Slavonic.

An unusual edition of the Liturgicon was prepared by
Archimandrite Viktor Bed and Archimandrite Diodor Muratov

® Read: Dnipro dialects, i.e. Central Ukrainian dialects.
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(in two volumes [CnyxebHuK 2013]). The first volume contained
the Divine Office in Church Slavonic; the second volume, the
same services in Ukrainian. The edition was dedicated to the
1150™ anniversary of the foundation of the Metropolitanate of
Kyiv during the rule of Prince Askold in 862 (863) and to the 10%"
anniversary of the SS Cyril and Methodius Ukrainian Theological
Academy in Uzhhorod. The commemoration of Prince Askold
“from the dynasty of Kyi” is an attempt to emphasise the whole
spiritual heritage of the Ukrainian Church. Accordingly, the Orders
of the Great Vespers, the Polyeleos Orthros and the Divine Liturgy
of St John Chrysostom were “localised”: the commemoration of
“Ukrainian Apostle Andrew the First-Called” is included in the
texts of both languages [Cny»ebHuK 2013:1:115, 123, 266, 313;
2:92, 98, 210, 248] with a justifying footnote about the Council
of Kyiv in 1621 [ChyxebHuk 2013:1:115, 267; 2:92, 210]. “Our
holy fathers, Scythian hierarchs”, “Gothic bishops”, “our holy
fathers, Metropolitans of Kyiv and Halych”, “holy, right-believing,
Great Princes of Kyiv”, etc. are added in the main text as well. The
purpose of the compilers was to prepare a complete, codified
Liturgicon, and that is why their translation is “the first academic
translation of liturgical texts made within the Ukrainian Orthodox
Church (UOC-MP) from Greek into Ukrainian” [ChyxebHUK
2013:1:6; 2:6], based on the editions of the UOC-MP (2000) and
the Greek Orthodox Church (2002).

Metropolitan Sophronius Dmytruk, a supporter of Ukrainian
autocephaly, published his translation of the Archieratikon
[MpaBunbHuKk 2015]. The prayers are translated into modern
literary Ukrainian, and the correspondence with Church Slavonic
and Greek texts is preserved as far as possible. All Ukrainian
resources printed in Ukraine, Canada, the USA and Poland were
used for comparison and verification.

A group of translators and liturgists who started translating
gathered around the personality of Archpriest Andriy Dudchenko.
Their first published translation was “A Prayer Book / A Prayer
Book for Orthodox Believers” [MoantosHuk 2017]. In a short time,
the Liturgicon appeared, containing not only the Liturgy of St John
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Chrysostom but also the Office for the Dead, church services and
prayers for various needs (Ukrainian translation from the Greek
liturgical language: [BoxecTBeHHa 2018; ApabuHko s.d.]). In the
opinion of the translation team, this is an experimental translation,
and the translators are open to further discussion about textual
corrections and the use of Ukrainian synonyms. After establishing
the Orthodox Church of Ukraine, these participants became
its members, and now they are expected to form the core of
translation activity in the new church.

The transformation of the UOC-KP, the UAOC and part of the
UOC-MP into the local autocephalous Orthodox Church of Ukraine
in 2018 has not yet led to intensive religious translation activities.
Its Liturgical Commission is only beginning to do its work, which
can be felt only after a more extended period. So, the first step
was the approval of a new translation of the Creed at the meeting
of the Holy Synod on 27 July 2021 [OdiuiiHe 2021]. Comparison
with existing translations shows that the Synod approved the
replacement of the phrase “ctaBcs yonosikom” (became a man)
by “ctaB niogunHot” (became a human), thereby restoring the
usage of Ilvan Ohienko’s 1922 variant. However, the usage of the
conjunction “i” in the intervocalic position does not comply with
the Ukrainian pronunciation: “ogHakoBe NMOKOJiHHA i 04HaKoBa
cnaea”, “CobopHy i Anoctonbcbky LepkBy”. The alternative
conjunction “i” can be found in Orthodox and Greek Catholic
prayer books [[o6pwuit 1952:13; Bnarocnosmn 1996:9]. The most
recent publications of the OCU are the Prayer Book [MonuToBHUK
2021] and the Liturgicon [CnykebHuk 2021-2023]. Some editions
were prepared for purely practical reasons [Borocay:iHHa 2019;
YuHonocnigysaHHsa 2021; BilicbkoBuii 2023], and they do not
affect the general progress of liturgical translation in the Church.

After the return from exile and the official bans, the Ukrainian
Greek Catholic Church also transferred from the diaspora to its
historical homeland the achievements of liturgical translation
from the time of service to Ukraine outside Ukraine. These
achievements were the fruit of the efforts of generations of
priests and linguists; hence, the translations were and are vivid
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and were immediately well received in Ukraine. At the same time,
the declarations of the Synod of Bishops of the UGCC on the need
for new translations, unified for the entire Church, remain only
declarations. However, thorough preparations for the desired
new translations have been made. Thus, on 11 March 2013, the
“Instruction on the Submission and Approval of Liturgical Texts,
their Reprints and Translations” was approved by the ecclesiastical
authorities [Matepiann 2013:65-75].

The Instruction prescribes a mechanism for the approval of
translations of liturgical texts. It is worth quoting the following
prescription: “The translation of liturgical texts is connected with
the need to know the Classical languages, history and liturgical
theology, pastoral and ecumenical dimensions, so it would be
very good to create translation groups in institutions of research
and teaching in theological disciplines. These institutions could
also function as communities in which newly translated texts
are tested by praying” [Matepiann 2013:72]. The emphasis is
on the “human approach”, i.e. the involvement of specialists in
the assessment of translation quality, but nothing is said about
the linguistic and textual principles of the desired translations
(focus on Greek or Church Slavonic in terms of interpretation
or style, the role of the reader’s possible perception, etc.). The
“Instruction on the Organisation of Book Publishing in the UGCC”,
approved by the Synod of Bishops of the UGCC on 29 September
2020 [IHcTpyKuis 2020], already contains interesting substantive
provisions on the need for translations (“since the official liturgical
language in various local Churches sometimes differs from the
language of communication (in everyday life) of the faithful of
that Church, translations of liturgical texts may be made into a
language understood by the faithful”), on the requirements for
translators (“in order to carry out this important task, one should
know the Classical languages, history and theology of the liturgy,
including its pastoral and ecumenical aspects, in order to carry
out this important task, one should be familiar with the classical
languages, the history and the theology of the Liturgy, including its
pastoral and ecumenical dimensions”), on institutional supervision
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(“it is advisable to set up translation groups in institutions for
research and teaching in theological disciplines (especially in them
but also in other ecclesial communities and groups)), and — what
is important and topical today — the ecumenical dimension of
liturgical translation (“If in the same territory, there are different
Eastern Catholic and Orthodox Churches which belong to the same
liturgical family and use the same language, differences between
their liturgical texts must be avoided. Rather, the common
printing of liturgical books should be encouraged”). The latter
principle should contribute to an even greater rapprochement of
the Churches in developing or improving full-fledged Ukrainian
religious discourse.

The publishing activities of the UGCC are mainly undertaken
by three publishing houses: “Misioner”, “Svichado” and “Dobra
knyzhka”. If we count the number of titles of prayer books
published by these publishing houses, the UGCC is ahead of all
other Churches, even if their production is counted together.
There are prayer books for various readers and purposes: “God
is Always With Me: A Prayer Book for Children” [Bor 2006], “A
Prayer Book for the Defender of the Homeland” [MonuTtoBHUK
2010], “A Prayer Book for Students” [MonutosHuk 2012], “The
Lord is Your Healer. Prayers to the Holy Doctors: a Prayer Book”
[focnoap 2013], “A Mother’s Prayer Book” [MonutoBHuk 2013],
“The Solemn Holy Communion: A Prayer Book” [YpouucTe 2013],
“An Emigrant’s Prayer Book” [MonutosHuK 2016], “A Prayer Book
for the Visually Impaired” [MoaunTtoBHMK 2018], etc.

Among the liturgical books, the clergy paid the greatest
attention to the Euchologion. The publication of the Euchologion
[TpebHUK 2001a] was based on the Little Euchologion [Manwuit
1973], translated in Rome by the Liturgical Commission under
the chairmanship of Patriarch Yosyf Slipyi, while some rites and
prayers were also taken from the Lviv Euchologion of 1925-1926
[EvxonorioHb 1925-1926], compiled by Rev. Tyt Myshkovskyi in
Church Slavonic and blessed by Metropolitan Andrei Sheptytskyi.
This Lviv Euchologion was a source for other rites translated and
published in the book “Euchologion. Consecrations and Blessings”
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[TpebHuk 2010]. The 2020 edition of the Euchologion incorporated
the two previous editions.

Another story is that of the Euchologion, published by the Basil-
ian Fathers: “Euchologion: Orders of the Holy Sacraments, Consecra-
tions, Blessings, and Other Church Prayers for Various Needs”
[TpebHuk 2018]. It was compiled by Rev. Atanasiy Kupitskyi and
first printed by the Basilian Fathers in Prudentdpolis (Brazil) in 2001
[TpebHumk 2001b]. The Euchologion was approved by the Church.

An essential role in the development of a new quality of
liturgical translation is played by the Ukrainian Catholic University,
more precisely by the members of the liturgical translation
workshop “Trypisnets”: Rev. Dr. Vasyl Rudeiko, Andriy Shkrabyuk,
Taras Tymo and Maksym Tymo. Only one liturgical edition has been
published: “The Divine Liturgy of the Presanctified Gifts: a new
expanded edition with stichira from the Triodion, Octoechos and
Menaion” [BoxectBeHHa 2009]. However, many more texts are
circulating in the electronic version, including “The Divine Office
of Holy and Bright Weeks” (Lviv, 2012) and “The Divine Office of
Holy and Bright Weeks: a small musical supplement by Andriy
Protopsalt [Shkrabyuk]” (Lviv, 2013). In her review, Uliana Holovach
points out the main virtue of these translations: the accuracy of
the reproduction of the Greek text, as well as the fact that “the
accuracy of the reproduction of the content does not destroy the
poetics of expression; the translators do not simplify but precisely
reproduce the images encoded in the language; they try to
transform texts of Byzantine hymnography, which are complex for
modern perception, into such texts, which are understandable for
modern readers” [[onosau 2015:517-518]. It is crucial that these
“experimental” translations are sung in the university church and
thus polished and tested by singing. Another important fact is the
academic approach to translation. Rev. Vasyl Rudeiko has made
an academic translation of two horologions: “The Horologion
according to the Canon of the Holy Lavra of Saint Sabbas” [Pyaeliko
2016] and “The Horologion of twenty-four hours” [Pyaeiiko 2017].

During the centuries of the Roman Catholic Church’s existence
in Ukraine, it was considered the Church for the Poles, while in
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Transcarpathia, it was seen as the Church for the Hungarians:
historical and ecclesiastical circumstances led to the assimilation
and denationalisation of the Ukrainian nation. However, as a
result of drastic Soviet social events, the RCC in 1991 had not only
to rebuild structures which had long been destroyed but virtually
to create new ones and thus to expand into the eastern regions
of Ukraine, which had not traditionally been regarded as part of
the Catholic world. Consequently, the ethnic composition of the
RCC's faithful was no longer as homogeneous as before the First
World War. The Ukrainian language had also become the mother
tongue of a certain percentage of Poles. So, the need for liturgical
literature written in Ukrainian appeared immediately, and when
the situation with the educational and academic institutions of
the RCC stabilised, the translation process commenced [Enuckon
2013].

The leading role in preparing editions was taken by the
Liturgical Commission, which, after the approval for the whole
RCC in Ukraine, began to publish “typical” editions. Initially,
attention was focused on the sacraments, resulting in the
following publications: “The Order of the Baptism of Adults”
[O6psan 2000], “The Order of the Baptism of Children” [O6psan
2002], “The Order of Confirmation” [O6paan 2003a], “The Order
of Funeral” [O6pagu 2003b; O6paaun 2018], “The Order of the
Anointing of the Sick and their Pastoral Care” [O6paan 2007],
“The Order of the Celebration of Matrimony” [O6pagu 2008b],
“The Order of Penance” [O6psgu 2008a], “The Orders of the
Ordination of a Bishop, of Priests and of Deacons” [06paaux 2013].
Among the first publications there was also prepared a large
prayer book, “Universal Prayer” [BceneHcbka 2004]. After that, the
commission concentrated all its efforts on the preparation of the
Missal: from the abridged version [Manui1 2005] to the complete
updated edition of “The Roman Missal” [Pumcbkuin 2012].
Meanwhile, the commission participated in a multilingual edition
of the liturgy “Ordo Missae” [Ordo 2009], in which the Ukrainian
language was presented along with Latin, Polish, English, Czech,
Slovak, Hungarian and ltalian. After the publication of the main
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book, the commission started work on Ukrainian liturgical chants
accompanied by the organ (“Let us sing to God” [Cnisalimo 2014-
2022], “Requiem aeternam” (for funerals; [Requiem 2015]) and by
the choir (“Holy Week” [Beaukunin 2019], “Musica Sacra” [Musica
2020]).

It is important to stress that the source language was Latin,
unlike in the Ukrainian edition of “The Liturgy of Hours according
to the Roman Rite: abridged version” [Nlitypria 2007], where
Kostiantyn Smal made use of the Polish translation.

The functioning of translations does not correspond to
the spheres and limits of the activities of the very religious
denominations. At the stage of pre-translation analysis, all the
translators used existing translations in Ukrainian and other
languages to get some hints for making their translation decisions.
Biblical fragments were also taken from available translations of
the Bible. When translations were published, they also affected
other denominations: the lack of publications in the early 1990s
caused priests to use the available texts. Reprints helped, but
even they could not save the situation. That is why Greek Catholic
editions were and are used by Orthodox priests. It was a process
of creating the unity of religious discourse, of finding the means
to present the aesthetic glorification of God in the Ukrainian
language. To a certain extent, it promoted a sense of ecumenism
because, in the 1990s, relations between Orthodox and Greek
Catholic believers were quite different — from peace to hostility.

A prime sample of the inter-denominational nature of
liturgical texts is the publication of “The Liturgical Psalter”
[MonuToBHKIA 1990], which was published by the Stoudite monks
of the UGCC after the Psalter translated by the Orthodox priest
Mykhailo Kobryn [Mcantup 1936]. Since the text needed to be
slightly “modernised”, Rev. lvan Muzychka (UGCC), Prof. Vasyl
Lev and Prof. Dmytro Stepovyk (who was an active member of
Ukrainian Orthodoxy) were invited to review the language of the
text. Unfortunately, the translator’s name was not mentioned on
either the front or back page of the Psalter, and a lot of believers
will overlook the mention of his name in the text of the preface.
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When we speak of translation in the Church, we usually
mean the “import” of texts. However, the diaspora existence
of the Ukrainian Churches has even contributed to the “export”
of liturgical texts when translations were made from Church
Slavonic and Ukrainian texts into other languages, such as English
and Polish. The publication of the Divine Office (Horologion,
Octoechos, Triodion and Menaion) in Ukrainian [MonuTtBocnos
1990] was a monumental achievement of the UGCC. It was
published by the Basilian Fathers (and is called “Vasyliyanka” in
honour of their Patron). It also has an English version prepared
by Dymytriy Vysochanskyi [Divine 2003]. The comparison of the
two versions shows a specific dependence on the similar edition
of the Melkite Greek Catholic Church: “Byzantine Daily Worship:
With Byzantine Breviary, the Three Liturgies, Propers of the Day
and Various Offices” (compiled and translated by Most Rev.
Joseph Raya and José De Vinck [Byzantine 1969]). This Ukrainian
translation has become quite popular and is used by the Greek
Catholic and Orthodox faithful. Another praiseworthy liturgical
anthology was published in Canada: “The Divine Liturgy: An
Anthology for Worship” (edited by Rev. Dr. Petro Galadza [Divine
2004]), which summarises all the achievements of the UGCC in
the domain of its liturgical translations into English. One of the
main principles of these translations is the correspondence of
texts with the musical traditions of the Church. “Holy Mysteries”
[CBaTi 2012] is the bilingual — Ukrainian and English — edition
compiled by Rev. Bohdan Danylo and Rev. Volodymyr Sybirnyi,
though no information was provided about the translators or their
translation principles. In Poland, the UGCC also published Polish
translations, such as that of the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom
[BoxkecTBeHHa 2004]. The most recent activities of the UGCC are
bilingual editions with Ukrainian and Polish translations of the
Liturgies of St John Chrysostom and St Basil the Great, troparia
for the week and the Memorial Service from the Office for the
Dead (translated into Polish by Rev. Dr. Marek Blaza, Rev. Janusz
Czerski and Rev. Petro Kushka [YuH 2020c]) along with two other
sacraments: “The Order of the Holy Sacraments of Baptism and
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Confirmation” (translated into Polish by Rev. Szymon Jankowski,
Rev. Dr. Marek Blaza and Rev. Janusz Czerski [YnH 2020a]) and
“The Order of the Holy Sacrament of Matrimony” (translated
into Polish by Rev. Szymon Jankowski, Rev. Dr. Marek Blaza and
Rev. Janusz Czerski [HnH 2020b]). The Ukrainian Orthodox Church
in Canada published a comprehensive prayer book, which is
an admirable liturgical anthology for the Orthodox “The Good
Shepherd” [do6puin 2007]. It will satisfy the spiritual needs of
Orthodox believers from the cradle to the grave [A new 201-?]
This bilingual edition bears the same title as the earlier Ukrainian-
language prayer book “The Good Shepherd” [dobpuin 1926;
LOob6pwuin 1952].

In Transcarpathia, there is a long tradition of transliterating
Ukrainian liturgical texts into the Roman Script, which dates from
the time of the Austro-Hungarian Empire (or rather, its part, the
Kingdom of Hungary) and was supported in Czechoslovakia and
the present-day Slovak Republic. This way of publishing liturgical
books, which seems strange to the majority of Ukrainians, overlaps
with the newly created movement of “political Rusyns”, whose
supporters produce their so-called “Rusyn language”, though, in
fact, their texts represent South Lemko dialects of the Ukrainian
language with a large admixture of Slovak words, or simply hybrids.
The grain of truth of the “Rusyn versions” of liturgical books is
that the translators are trying to resist the Slovakisation policy
embodied by the Slovak Greek Catholic Church, even though
the Church itself should take care of preserving the national
memory of the local Greek Catholic Ukrainians. Rev. FrantiSek
Krajiiak (Krainiak) initiated translation activities in the 1980s with
a group of like-minded people who started serving the Liturgy in
their translations and translating the Bible. The source texts of
their translations were Church Slavonic texts. Krajndk and Yosyf
Kudzei translated and published parts of the Euchologion: “The
Little Euchologion. Chapters 1-10” (with the imprimatur [Manbiit
2013]) is published in the Cyrillic and Roman Scripts, and “The
Little Euchologion. Blessings and Benedictions” (self-published
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without the imprimatur [Malyj 2013]) was published only in the
Roman Script. The texts were ready in 2004; the official liturgical
commission approved some of them in 2005, some more in 2011,
and some remain without ecclesiastical approval. Thus, only
the first part of the Euchologion has been officially published.
However, the prayer book “Radujte sja v Hospodi” (translated by
Yosyf Kudzei and Rev. FrantiSek Krajidk; with imprimatur; [Radujte
2021]), which was officially published in July 2021, contains
prayers, catechetical information, services and rites, the Liturgy
of St John Chrysostom, troparia and kontakia, the Office for the
Dead, as well as church songs. Part of the text is in two versions —
in Church Slavonic and in the dialect, — but everything is printed
in the Roman Script. This prayer book is a significant addition to
the earlier edition: “Sunday Vespers. The Liturgy of Presanctified
Gifts. Readings for the Liturgy of Presanctified Gifts” (translated by
Yosyf Kudzei and Rev. FrantiSek Krajiiak; with imprimatur; [Nedilna
2016]).

Pannonian Ukrainians (in Vojvodina, now Serbia) began
translating religious literature into their dialect earlier [Mus
1994:127; HaykoBo 2019]. In recent decades, they have
concentrated on biblical texts, especially those used in the Liturgy.
Of the remaining prayer and hymn books, known is only “A Prayer
Book. Peace to all” [MonutseHik 2007], compiled by Rev. Mykhayil
Kholoshniai-Matiyiv.

The restored Independence of Ukraine has triggered
translation events and actions in various ecclesiastical institutions.
The most important feature is that it has created a space for the
realisation of the desire to create new, highly artistic and, at the
same time, theologically accurate texts which correspond to the
current development of the Ukrainian language and speak to the
hearts of the faithful. A certain dispersion of efforts may mean
that this only prepares the ground for a genuinely new stage of
Ukrainian liturgical translation.



178

lll. CASE STUDIES OF TEXTUAL ANALYSIS

1. Feminist motifs in liturgical translation:
the case of the Feast of the Nativity of the Mother of God

Mykola Zerov characterised the literary turn of the 19%
century with a very insightful and precise description: “The former
Ukrainian clergy and the Cossack upper class, which produced and
consumed literary values in the 17" and the first half of the 18"
century, gradually started to lose their national disposition” [3epos
2003:7]. The emphasis on axiology and nationality is the key to
the successful interpretation of many types of texts, including
religious texts, which are often manipulated for doctrinal reasons.

Feminist translation theory belongs to the group of theories
that deal with milieu-determined assessment, which usually has
little to do with evaluating the quality of a translation but much
to do with understanding the textual identity of an original.
Although feminist theory tends to focus on heroine-centered
writing for women, it can provide some criteria for judging texts
outside this framework. Sherry Simon believes that female types
and translated texts are relegated to discursive inferiority [Simon
1996:1], but liturgical texts and translations propagate values and
visions which testify to the opposite.

The image of the Virgin Mary is one of the key images of
Christian writings. Christianity, like other Abrahamic religions,
appears publicly patriarchal, although, in some texts, women
have managed to gain more space for visibility and activity. The
liturgical service for the feast of the Nativity of the Virgin Mary
is an essential woman-centred service. Since the whole feast
comprises Small Vespers, Great Vespers and Matins, the hymns of
Small Vespers are particularly full of vivid female imagery, while
the Matins service tends to repeat the topoi of salvation and the
presence of Jesus Christ. However, this structure has suffered from
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the shortening and simplification sanctioned in the second half
of the 20 century: the Small Vespers is not celebrated and thus
published in English-language translations used by various Eastern
Orthodox and Greek Catholic Churches.

English can be described as a “Catholic” language because, for
much of its history, it has served the needs of the Roman Catholic
faithful. This Roman Catholic linguistic mentality is a decisive
factor for the reader. The fundamental difference lies in naming
the Virgin Mary: Roman Catholics admire the poetics of referring
to the Virgin Mary, while Orthodox and Eastern Rite Catholics
admire the veneration of the Mother of God.

The group of seven texts selected for the study (listed in the
references) represent diverse denominations: the Ecumenical
Patriarchate of Constantinople, the Greek Orthodox Church of
Antioch, the Ukrainian Orthodox Church, the Ukrainian Greek
Catholic Church, the Melkite Greek Catholic Church, the Russian
Orthodox Church. The oldest text is the 1619 Ukrainian Church
Slavonic Service, which contains some deviations from today’s
Greek-language Textus Receptus, though the Ukrainian editors
and translators claimed in the preface that they were following
the Greek text. These deviations were accepted and practised in
the Ukrainian, Serbian and Russian Orthodox Churches.

Aesthetic dimension. The aesthetic value of the description
of the Theotokos in this service is expressed first of all through
beautiful epithets and metaphors. The Theotokos is described as
a flower and a garden in the hymn “From Ann today” of Small
Vespers. This description is a biblical reference (Isaiah 11:1), but
in the Slavonic biblical tradition, the image “I¥7” of this verse is
rendered as “ugkTw” which reflects naturalistic or agricultural
imagery by emphasising a more colourful and pleasant part of the
plant. The Old Hebrew lexeme means a stick with interpretations
of guarding and even loyalty, preparing the ground for a sapling
as a symbol of power and control. In Patristic Greek, the meaning
of “pPABsog” evolved from a stick to rich connotations, especially
divine, associated with God the Father, Jesus Christ and the Holy
Spirit.
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The English translation by Mother Mary and Kallistos Ware
followed the line of Textus Receptus by deploying the lexeme
“rod”. However, the following epithet after “papdog” is “¢putOvV
Be00dotov”, which can be interpreted in two ways: both as a
garden plant and as a spring. This interpretation gives rise to the
idea of a new generation. In the English text, the idea of a human
offspring is very gentle, based on a genuine metaphor (“a branch
given by God”), while in the Old Greek language, it already had
direct connections with the description of a human. In the Church
Slavonic text, the accent is open and vivid: “Gaas Bropavens”
(“garden given by God”). The reading movement from a flower to
a garden has the effect of an aesthetic emphasis. It is a deviation
from the known Greek text which may be explained by the fact that
the Ukrainian translators followed a different text or introduced a
more pleasant colouring of their own.

Nevertheless, the garden metaphor is reiterated in the hymn
“Today God who rests upon the spiritual thrones”. The same
metaphor “dbutOv {wndOpov” exists in the Slavonic text as “cap
>KHRONOCEN” (“life-bearing garden”), which is an amplification
or enlargement of the original image. This is a hymn of Great
Vespers, and it is available in a number of translations, but all of
them can be considered modern, and they contain only “branch”:
“a life-bearing branch” (1938, Rev. Seraphim Nassar, Antiochian
Orthodox Church), “a branch full of life” (1969, Most Rev. Joseph
Raya and José De Vinck, Melkite Greek Catholic Church), “a branch
full of life” (2003/2014, Rev. Dmytro Vysochanskyi / Demetrius
Wysochansky, Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church). However, the
Ukrainian-language text of the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church
renders it as “MBOHOCHMWI cag”’, meaning that the Basilian
Fathers used the Slavonic text as their original. The modern reader
finds more beauty in the Kyivan text than the “strict” translations
while the Greek text is not so strict and contains space for the
stimulating interpretation of a beautiful garden.

Luise von Flotow and Farzaneh Farahzad note that “national
cultures are never hermetically sealed or closed to difference;
difference attracts, fascinates, triggers curiosity and interest, and
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always manages to penetrate borders” [Translating 2016:xiv]. Here,
we are witnessing the transformation of the Judeo-Hellenistic
symbol, even though this is a text of the highest authority, which
is typically rigid against corrections in dogmatic descriptions. The
received sacred cult should be “hermetically sealed” for the sake
of the purity of the faith, but this is not the case even in liturgical
texts.

Linguistic dimension. Every image is influenced and, thus,
defined by the words or images used around it. The image of the
Theotokos as a nursing mother is clear, familiar and acceptable:
“ tpod0O¢ tg Iwhg AUAV” is used in the hymn “The soil which
formerly was barren” of the Small Vespers as well asin the Troparion
of the Prefest. The main idea of nourishing or rearing a child (i.e.
a Christian) is not distorted in all the translations: “nuraTeanna
JKH3HH Hawea” (Kyivan text), “the Theotokos who nourishes our
life”, “the nourisher of our life” (Antiochian OC), “she who sustains
our life” (Mother Mary and Kallistos Ware), “the Sustainer of our
life” (Melkite and Ukrainian GCCs), “KopmuTenbKa »KUTTa Halloro”
(Ukrainian GCC). However, it borders on another description of the
Theotokos: “Balpa dpwtdv” which appears as “M0A0 cTpALLING”
in the Kyivan text and as “dread wonder” in Mother Mary and
Kallistos Ware’s translation. The terrible connotations are the
ones to be avoided here, though they were originally present in
the lexeme “dpikwdnc”. The Dictionary of Patristic Greek suggests
a very successful explanation for “dpiktog”: “awe-inspiring”.
Christian doctrine does not promote an angry God, and in a neutral
and positive context, it is not fear that is implied but a specific
emotional state of the feeling of respect and reverence mixed
with latent fear and wonder and inspired by what is majestic or
powerful in nature. The Oxford English Dictionary records similar
connotations for “dread”, and a more explanatory variant would be
a better option for the reader. In the 1619 Kyivan text, the lexeme
“cTpawbinii” might have been a possible equivalent, while in
today’s Ukrainian, it requires quite an inventive way out.

These contemplations show how accurate a translator should
be when interpreting a time-distant text. Some hymns from
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this service are now celebrated only in the Slavonic churches,
and we cannot compare what variants could be acceptable for
“maapencTrSOULA AR™A” (hymn “KTo AoRoaHW”) and “npemkTaa
H™ HEHCKYCOEpAMHAA” (hymn “BCeHECTHOK TROKE POXKAECTRO”).
They should be treated in a very delicate and creative way, and
the main rule for a successful translation is to keep in mind both
Christian doctrine and the polysemy of Old Greek.

Luise von Flotow speaks of the need to compensate for the
losses of untranslatable feminised neologisms [von Flotow 1997:22
ff], while in the available non-Greek translations, — on the contrary
— the translators try to avoid failure by experimenting with the
nomens for the Theotokos. This state of arts can be explained by
the different time-distant amount of semantic loads in concepts,
as well as by the appeal to the ideal woman — the Theotokos —who
was to be described with exclusive epithets. The ideal status could
also determine how other female personalities were represented.
So, here we have the opposite situation: the original was stable
and transparent, which is why the translations are full of highly
expressive neologisms for portraying women.

Fictional dimension. The act of childbirth is the result of sexual
behaviour, and it is not surprising that the sexual metaphors may
be seen as easily detectible in the hymn “Today the barren gates
are opened and the virgin Door of God comes forth”. However, the
two phrases are “tUAat Gvoiyovtal” (“BpaTa Wepb3aKTCA”, “the
gates are opened”, “6pama BigunHaeTbca”) and “rtUAN oPBOEVIKN
Bsia” (literally: door virgin divine) do not have a traditional sexual
interpretation. On the contrary, it is much more deeply connected
with righteousness as the gate of life that elevates the status of
the newborn girl as a necessary condition for human salvation.
Some translations directly express this majestic metaphor of
a woman as the way to salvation: “the Virgin, the Gate of God”
(Melkite GCC), “the Virgin, the gate of God” (Ukrainian GCC).
Other translations exploited the genuine phrases and resulted
in awkward formulations which are unclear without a proper
theological clarification: “Ageph  AB HYeCKaa, B¢ ThBHHAQ”
(1619 Kyiv), “the divine, the virginal gate” (Antiochian OC), “the
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virgin Door of God” (Mother Mary and Kallistos Ware), “ainui
asepi” (Ukrainian GCC).

The male genitals are present in the text as well, so we do not
have a discriminatory approach to describing the event, but they
indicate only the lines of the progenitors. Thus, on the second level
of interpretation, we can point to the heavenly nature of women
and the physical nature of men.

Sherry Simon refers to the conflicts of beauty and infidelity,
production and reproduction, active/male and passive/female
which are deeply rooted in the memory of Western culture [Simon
1996:11]. In the collected epithets and metaphors associated
with the Theotokos, the active part, which is more evident and
vibrant, is the female presence. Thus, this liturgical piece discloses
a different part of ancient memory where the female component
was more important and accepted as a higher status.

“True” dimension. The titular references to the Theotokos are
usually perceived as granted and accustomed, whereas they have
symbolically loaded senses. In the hymn “Joachim and Anna keep
festival...”, we worship “trjv povnv @sotokov”. In this phrase, the
lexeme “povog” is to express the rhetorical preeminence of the
Theotokos in her divine quality or action. Formally, the Slavonic
and English equivalents used (respectively “eaun¥’ Boropoanis”
and “the only Theotokos”) render the exceptional status of the
Theotokos, although, in the array of other and much more
frequently used senses, the major sense of rhetorical preeminence
may not be activated in all appropriate contexts. In New Ukrainian,
the lexeme “eguHa” is generally dubious.

In the hymn “Today Ann the barren” and in the Troparion of
the Prefest (as well as in other hymns), the Theotokos is called
“Beonalg” which the Dictionary of Patristic Greek records both as
a “male” sense (“whois a divine Son”) and a “female” sense (“who
bears a divine Son”) by fixing different roles to men and women.
The Dictionary of Old Greek discloses the gender-free ground of
the lexeme “mai¢”, which signifies any male or female offspring, a
young one, but it can also stand for a slave or servant of any age.
Following the Patristic doctrine, all the translations are deviant
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because, in the hymn, the focus is on the mother, who is chosen
for the highest mission. The translations — “Br ooTpokogHua”
(1619 Kyiv), “the divine Maiden”, “the Maiden of God” (Antiochian
0C), “the Child of God” (Mother Mary and Kallistos Ware), “the
maiden of God”, “the Maiden of God” (Melkite and Ukrainian
GCCs), “6boxkecTBeHHa [liBa”, “Boxa otpokosuusa” (Ukrainian GCC)
— have an emphasis on the reverential quality regardless of her
future birth.

Hongyu Li summarises a case of de-womanising the theme of
the original [cf. Translating 2016:154], and this experience must
be widespread in hardcore patriarchal societies. In the Service
of the Nativity of the Theotokos, the gender role is fundamental
because it reflects the physical reality and is obvious and visible.
In the translations, the lowering of Her social status can be
interpreted manipulatively if we want to emphasise Her family /
“occupational” relations instead of Her age.

Expressive dimension. The expressive parameter of each text
is also oriented to presenting the uniqueness of the protagonists’
personalities. This perspective encourages us to reflect on how we
see or want to see the Theotokos and what we know about her
personality. In the hymn “The soil which formerly was barren”, the
traditional mother-daughter dyad is realised in the metaphorically
extraordinary but miraculous contrast “dyovo¢ xwpo” — “Vij
kaprodOpoc”. The physical contrast “sterile-fertile” is not very
productive for studying the protagonists’ emotional states or
personal features as it offers too much space for imaginative
interpretation. The reader may note the patristic sense of
“kaprodOpoc”: it means “bearing offerings to the church”, and
it reveals more radical interpretations of the hymn. The 1619
Kyivan text contains the pair “HenaopHaA CTpaHa” — “3eman
Boronaoptaa” (God-bearing land/soil), the latter part of which
was later changed to “3emaa naopoHocHaA” (fruit-bearing land/
soil). It is thought-provoking whether the Ukrainian translators
used a particular original or decided to offer their explanatory
equivalent. In Mother Mary and Kallistos Ware’s translation, the
pair is “barren soil” — “fertile ground”, which does not present any
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peculiar difficulty in assessing its quality since basic agricultural
terms are not very problematic for translation.

The emotional descriptions of the Theotokos are often
missing in liturgical hymns. Her role in the salvation of the human
race is much more critical than Her personality. The metaphor
of “védupa” (bridge) was quite popular in Patristic literature,
but then again it shows the importance of the Theotokos as
the essence of life and provides no information about Her self-
assessment: “H tfig {wiig tiktetal ofuepov vEdupa” — “Kurora
PAKAAETCA AHECH MOCT'R” (1619 Kyiv) — “Today the Bridge of Life
is born” (Mother Mary and Kallistos Ware). In another hymn of
the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church, the Theotokos is the bridge
directing us to the salvation incarnate in Jesus Christ: “Ak mict
00 TBOpUA Bennyaemo Tebe, boropoguuw” — “We extol you, O
Mother of God, as the bridge that leads to the Creator”.

Reflectingon Eliana Maestri’s observationson “how ideological
institutions engage with women by regulating their perceptions
of class, social interactions and mental representations” [Maestri
2018:78], we can also notice the connection between the epithets
for the Theotokos and the class of peasants. At the same time, it
shows the ancient state of conceptualisation and the vibrancy of
archetypal visions, even if today’s urban readership does not feel
and absorb all the power of such comparisons.

Affective dimension. In religious texts, a number of terms
are employed to evoke an emotional response in the reader
immediately. In the hymn “Joachim and Anna keep festival...”, the
phrase “tfiv Anopxnv tg NU®V cwtnpiag” contains even more
than just another epithet for the Theotokos. The lexeme “drapxi”
is a primal offering or sacrifice which is offered to prophets, the
poor or as a thanksgiving prayer. It signals the reader to follow
and act accordingly: the writer expects the reader to make
their unique and special offering. In the translation, this effect
is less evocative and more hidden in the praising observations:
“HAMATOK® Halemy cnacen 0” — “first fruit of our salvation”.

The Greek religious hymns are full of associations. Ancient
languages are prone to polysemy and multiple interpretations.
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Thus, laypeople may feel involved in creating a living text, while
some semantic parts may remain uncovered. Like in the hymn
“Today God who rests upon the spiritual thrones”, the lexeme
“thrones” will attract readers’ and listeners’ attention to another
lexeme, i.e. “voepdc” (“O Toic voepoic BpOvolc”) which is a real
challenge for elucidation because it encompasses both intellectual
(thus, human), and heavenly (thus, divine). Meanwhile, something
meaningful is still missing. The intellectual side is present in two
translations: “Ha pa3¥mubixs npecToakxs” (1619 Kyiv) and “on
noetic thrones” (Antiochian OC). Four translations opted for the
word “spiritual”: “upon the spiritual thrones” (Mother Mary and
Kallistos Ware), “on the Spiritual Thrones” (Melkite GCC), “Ha
ayxoBHux npectonax” and “on the spiritual thrones” (Ukrainian
GCC). However, this variant looks too superficial to be correctly
understood without involving the semantic components of
thought, ratio and intelligence.

Terms in feminine writings are an central feature of female
identity, and it is imperative to preserve or render the term in
the translation [Aauyk 2016:101 ff]. In the time-distant religious
text, terms should be treated not only as a word with a narrow
scientific meaning but also as a word with a specifically doctrinal
sense. This is why the chosen variants should be both doctrinally
correct and semantically precise.

In religious texts, the practices of silencing and erasing the
Other are not numerous because the Otheritselfis sacred, even if it
may be incognizable and threatening. On the one hand, millennia-
old traditions influence the continued use of once-approved
modes of expression; on the other hand, doctrinal teachings
dispense with today’s linguistic analysis and shape textual insights
based on Patristics and personal emotions.

The historical dimensions of ancient texts, especially those
that are manifestos of cultural imperialism, are superficially
interpreted, frequently as exotic forms, though they reflect all
the historical and emotional experience of a community: this
may explain the fact that in the Ukrainian tradition the “narrow”
metaphor of a branch was transformed into the “wide” metaphor
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of a whole garden, which can be a mirror of a more familiar
landscape.

Every text renders an identity, but a translation contains a
multiplicity of identities, and sometimes, these identities can
compete with each other. In the original and in the translations of
the service, we still see the Theotokos as a strong, outstandingly
beautiful personality who is the happy key to our salvation. The
reduced image of Her, which we experience it in the abridged
services, appeared as a result of liturgical reforms, which are quite
another story...

2. Emotion terms in the Office for the Dead

2.1. The Byzantine/Slavonic perspective:
modest grief in the translations of the Orthodox Funeral Vigil

Funerals are highly emotional events, and emotionality is
also expressed in the funerary text through the appropriate set of
emotion terms. Death is not only a tragic event of earthly life but
also the hope of a better — heavenly — life. This approach to death
helps the Christian Church to celebrate the saddest act of human
life in a quietly joyful way. The contrast between folk laments and
ecclesiastical rites (covering oratory and musical parts) shows how
the Church tries to ease the emotional burden of this event by
leading people to a more peaceful acceptance of bereavement.
The balance between the use of strong and weak, positive and
negative emotions is different in various denominations and
communities, though it is the key to the power of influencing the
emotional intelligence of the faithful.

Typically, even tactile perception can evoke references and
associations to previous experience in childhood: warm objects
evoke “early experiences with caretakers who provide warmth,
shelter, safety and nourishment” [Williams, Bargh 2008:606]. In
eschatological contexts, we also want to return to happy, safe
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places, and the Church can help by using the emotion terms
associated with these experiences.

The study of emotional states in speech dominates current
research, and the focus on their verbalisation covers wider circles of
lexis (terms and evaluative vocabulary). The emotional aspects of
communicative acts, pragmatics and semasiology are broadly and
deeply summarised in two volumes of the collection “Handbook
of the Sociology of Emotions” [Handbook 2006; Handbook 2014],
which testifies to the scarcity of research on the naming and
classification of emotions. Much less attention has been paid to
the naming of emotions, which depends on their etymological
origin but reflects the historical dynamics of their semantic life
(see the existing literature and some pioneering ideas in [Shmiher
2018]). The lexical study of emotion terms can also contribute
to understanding an emotion itself as a mental phenomenon by
pointing to the nexus of interacting relations between its subjects,
objects, causes and means of expression in the text.

A history of texts

The study of emotion terms is conducted in the texts of the
Orthodox Office for the Dead in the Church Slavonic, Ukrainian,
English, Polish and partly Greek versions. The dominant tradition is
Church Slavonic, which is the original for many modern Orthodox
Slavonic communities. The Greek text, which should have been
the authentic original for the Church Slavonic translation,
differs in many places from the texts accepted today. This fact
is explained by the independent life of the Churches and their
shortening or changing the text for their accepted practice. This
state of affairs explains why translators use the Church Slavonic
text [EyxonoriwH 1646; EvxonorioHb 1926] as the main text and
refer to the Greek text [cf. Funeral 2011] only in exceptional cases.
The authored translations are some English (by Isabel Florence
Hapgood [Service Book 1922]) and Polish (by Rev. Henryk Paprocki
[Euchologion 2016]). The Ukrainian texts are approved by the Holy
Synod of the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church and are unsigned,
like their English translations and some others. The collected texts
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represent three liturgical traditions according to the accepted and
approved editions circulating in the liturgical life of the Churches:
first, the Greek Orthodox Church [Funeral 2011]; second, the
Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the 17th century as well as the
Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church [EyxonoriwH 1646; EvxonorioHb
1926; TpebHuk 2018; TpebHuk 2020; Order 2012]; third, the
Russian Orthodox Church and the Polish Autocephalous Orthodox
Church [TpebHukb 2014; Service Book 1922; Euchologion 2016].
The central texts for study are the Great Litany and the prayer
“God of all spirits and of all flesh”.

The importance of traditions and the outer history of
emotions

The litany is constructed in such a way that it balances the
powerful negative and positive emotional words, and the aim of
this co-use is the outcome of a calmed emotional state. In fact,
the key phrase is right at the beginning of the litany: “BAa’keHHHF
nokort”. The Church Slavonic “nokon” denotes either the state of
emotional, psychic peace (which is transformed into the later
interpretation and sense of “death-as-sleep”) or the place where
a person can attain such a peaceful state. The development of
the meaning from physical rest to spiritual rest, death and other
mortal associations is directly connected with the essence of
Christian theology.

The Russian tradition transformed blessed repose’ into
“blessed memory”, immediately changing the leitmotif of the
whole litany. Although the Patristic Greek “pakapitng” is associated
with a dead person because of the happy memories associated
with that person, the Kyiv tradition used to emphasise repose
as the principal value for the afterlife and the need to exercise
peacefulness in earthly life, even in the most drastic emotional
events. Later in the litany, the same number of negative emotions
(tribulation, wrath, necessity, dread tribunal) is contrasted with
the same number of positive emotions (the realm of the living, the
place of light where all the saints and the just repose, unceasing
joy). This litany is not found in newer and older Greek official
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Orders for the Dead that means the Kyiv translators either used
even older Greek manuscripts or designed it by themselves. The
internal logic of the text is clear: the idea of repose is essential for
the litany, and its authors and performers do not want to arouse
excessive emotions in the participants of the funeral. The Russians
have modulated the text, but this “peaceful opener” is lost, and
this loss is preserved in the translations by Hapgood and Paprocki.

Although these verbal formulae function as highly authori-
tative texts of the Judeo-Christian heritage, contradictory ways
of perceiving and using them contribute to the diversity of
intercultural interpretations. In the Polish cultural space, “blessed
memory” (“btogostawionej pamieci”) is seen as a Jewish symbol:
“zikhroine livrokhe”. Interestingly, this phrase entered the Polish
lexicon, even though Ashkenazi Jews settled on a much larger
territory. It entered Polish culture so strongly that Orthodox
memory has no place init, as recorded in the dictionaries of Polish.

Eve Sweetser once hypothesised that rhyming is also a way
of conceptual and poetical blending to achieve a very powerful
aesthetic effect [Sweetser 2006]. This observation applies to the
litany, where the juxtaposition of positive and negative emotions
can have a modulating — and soothing — effect on the listener. It
gives an additional spur to interpretation: thus, the ideal “realm
of the living” is the place without “tribulation”; “the place of
light” is marked by the absence of “wrath”; “all the saints and the
just repose” because they have the “necessity” of nothing; the
greatest victory of the soul is when Christ’s “dread tribunal” ends
with “unceasing joy”.

Ecclesiastical emotions

The sociocultural parameters for assessing the translation
of emotion terms were taken from the sociological analysis of
J. E. Stets and J. H. Turner [Stets, Turner 2008] and confirmed for
translation quality assessment in [Shmiher 2018]. The main ideas
applicable to the context of penetrating the semantic structure
of emotion terms focus on revealing their correlation with social
structures and cultural experience. The aim is to identify how
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emotion terms represent Christian experience and values and thus
can evoke the required peacefulness during funerary procedures.

The promise of “unceasing joy” sounds like an alien phrase in
the Christian funerary text. The similar emotion term “dyaAAiaotg”
in Patristic Greek renders a strong, fervent joy of a spiritual nature,
associated with charity, grace, the visitation of the Lord and the
saint, and even the Resurrection. The term “eUdpooivn” stands
for joy after death and the enjoyment of angels. The bookish Old
Ukrainian lexeme “BRecearie” was used to render these two Greek
emotion terms. That is why the sense of spiritual joy dominates
in the written monuments, though it may have contradicted the
vernacular usage (scarcely fixed), where it denotes a wedding. In
the early Ukrainian translations, the lexeme “Beceatie” was used
to change people’s mentality and make them feel spiritual joy.
From the point of view of a thousand-year-old written history
of the Ukrainian language, this failed because in New Ukrainian,
“Becenictb” has more to do with frivolity and entertainment than
with the Christian idea of life after death.

Itis not surprising that modern Ukrainian translators opted for
the variant “pagictb”, which is strongly associated with pleasant-
ness and comfort but lacks Christian incorporation or gift. The
Ukrainian translators chose “pagicts”, which historically contains
both psychic satisfaction and Christian associations, though the
Christian associations are not well manifested in contemporary
usage but can be considered a successful equivalent in translation.
At the same time, the Ukrainian Greek Catholic translation (into
English) chooses the variant “joy”, which has the features of “a
pleasurable state or condition; a state of happiness or bliss” and is
associated with “the perfect bliss or beatitude of heaven; hence,
the place of bliss, paradise, heaven”. Hence, the tradition of
Christian joy after death is equally represented in Petro Mohyla’s
and the UGCC'’s Offices for the Dead.

The Russian Orthodox tradition transforms the litany and
propagates Christ’s “oyrkuuenie”, which stands for the action of
cheering or comforting, which also includes religious contexts. This
term expresses an emotion that is not as exultant as joy: it is more
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oriented towards the listeners of the Funeral Vigil and does not
actively promote the idea of the extreme happiness of meeting
the Lord after death. This emotion is rendered “consolation”
in English (by Hapgood) and “pociecha” in Polish (by Paprocki),
accurately reflecting the Russian tradition.

The Ukrainian and Russian traditions equally appeal to the
emotion of fear, though the difference is in the object of fear: in
the Ukrainian tradition, it is the “tribunal”; in the Russian one,
it is the “throne”, which is tied to the power of God rather than
the emotional assessment of a Christian. The Polish translation
uses the bookish lexeme “bojazn”, which is also used in the idiom
“bojaznii Boza”, meaning the attitude of accepting the greatness,
power and holiness of God in comparison with human fallibility
and sinfulness, expressed in the desire to do good and avoid evil.
This perception parallels the Christian understanding of non-sinful
behaviour.

The emotional power of the tribunal/throne lies in the
epithet “cTpawHnit”, rendered as “awesome” (UGCC) or “dread”
(Hapgood). Both words developed complicated senses of fear
and reverence from the simple subjective emotion of fear. The
religious perception added the connotation of majesty, which
closely integrated the subject’s threatened impression of the
unknown and the desire to express admiration for authority. The
dogmatic interpretation of man’s fearful state is that God is not
interested in simply frightening people but also in manifesting
God’s power so that people will act righteously. Today’s semantic
and distributional differences between “awe” and “dread” are not
so significant that both lexemes are suitable equivalents for the
dogmatic emotion “cTpawHuin”.

Why anger?

In the litany, the happy place is a place without anger. The
listener can easily interpret this as a place where a believer will
not be angry. However, the logical implication is that anger can
be expressed against the believer. This view has a deep dogmatic
background, based primarily on the Bible, where God’s wrath is a
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synonym for judgement. Dogmatically, God’s wrath is not a psychic
concept (emotion) but an ethical one (punishment), and it always
involves the improper actions of a believer.

The conceptual modelling of emotional concepts developed
by L. A. Antypenko [AHTMNeHKo 1995:8] describes the scheme of
a situation (feelings; cause; subject; object), a plot (retrospective
and prospective implications) and associations. Looking at the
emotion “anger” through the prism of the whole plot can lead
us to uncover an important area of emotional life related to
Christian eschatology: the Last Judgement. Anglophone religious
discourse has two main synonyms for the angry emotion: “anger”
and “wrath”. The former emotion is the most general term; the
latter is supported by the tradition of translating the funerary
hymn “Dies irae” as “The Day of Wrath”. The contrastive table of
the conceptualisation of the two emotion terms delineates their
emotional and ethical essences:

Anger Wrath
Feelings a psychic state  a psychic state covering
covering rage violent indignation and
and suffering resentment
Cause trouble, unjust, mean, or unworthy
affliction, pain actions
Subject a human a human
OR: the Deity
Object causative causative relations with other
relations with humans
other humans  OR: the Deity’s reaction to the
believer
Retrospective improper sinful behaviour
implications  behaviour
Prospective  injury and punishment or vengeance as a
implications  vengeance manifestation of anger
Connotations sorrow, trouble  passion
Cases physical afflic- acts of righteousness

tion or pain
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Superficially, the emotion term “wrath” looks stronger
than “anger”, but its real power lies in incorporating ethical
parameters that appeal to such high-authority categories as the
Deity, Divine Law, Divine Punishment, and so on. This historical
background makes it a good Christian equivalent for expressing
the idea of God’s wrath for wrong — indeed sinful and therefore
criminal — behaviour that needs to be punished. This idea of divine
punishment is very coherent in the text of the Funeral Vigil and
relevant to the description of Paradise as a place for the righteous
(people who do not cause God’s wrath and punishment).

In the Middle Ukrainian mentality, the concept of anger /
wrath is not divided into two: the lexeme “rikgw” designates both
a psychic state, which covers anger and the ethical punishment
from the Deity. The cause may be painful relationships with other
people, as well as unjust, mean or unworthy actions that require
divine punishment. The proximity of emotional and ethical
parameters is explained by the predominant place of religious
views in the social and cultural life of 17"-century Ukrainians.
The idioms “rtkgs ghunsift”, “rikgs Boxurt” and “ruken
Tocnoaniti” mean punishment by supernatural forces. In the
liturgical text, the phrase “ckopg™, rike™s 1 HykpAQ” refers first
of all to the physical conditions of a happy life after death. Thus,
“wrath” is a good equivalent for Church Slavonic and Middle
Ukrainian “rakgs”, although “punishment” could also fulfil
the contextual function of this lexeme. In New Ukrainian, the
role of “rHiB” as an emotional and ethical amalgam has partially
faded: the idioms are not recorded in the dictionaries, though
their occurrence is not rare (except for the idiom “BiuHnit rHis”).
The tendency to deviate from the priority of religious writings
activates primarily the stimulus of wrath-as-emotion, while wrath-
as-punishment is not perceived as a result of the judgement of
the deceased person’s life.

The Polish counterpart “gniew” follows the conceptual scheme
of the Ukrainian lexeme: in its historical dynamics, the concept
“gniew” resembles the English “wrath” and the Ukrainian “ruis”,
indicating the semantic movement from a complex emotional and
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ethical phenomenon in the Late Middle Ages to a more emotional
phenomenon. The ethical essence of this concept is manifested in
the idiom “Swiety gniew”, but the Christian heritage of this word
is not so often repeated in contemporary Polish discourse. Even
in Old Polish, it did not have an explicit sense of punishment, so
today, the lexeme “gniew”’ is treated as an emotion term rather
than a term associated with law and judgement.

Ancient emotions and modern readers

In the prayer “God of all spirits and of all flesh”, the place of
eternal rest is described in two ways: first, it is “a place of light,
a place of verdure and a place of tranquillity”, and second, it is a
place “from which pain, sorrow and mourning have fled” (“€va
anédpa 080vn, AUmn kal otevayp”). The second description can
again be interpreted both positively and negatively. Depending on
the negation, this description refers to Paradise or Hell. Similarly,
some emotion terms can also be ethical terms.

The ancient Greek term “AUmn” contained the meaning of
pain in the body and mind, which enabled its ethical extension
in Patristic literature, where it began to denote grief, especially
grief for sins. The term “d80vn” is very similar to the semantic
structure of “AUmn”, though it was not used in Patristic writings,
and its potential for grief over sinful behaviour is not recorded.
The original may suggest the dynamic movement from physical
and moral suffering (“080vn”) to Christian suffering (“AUmn”),
which is the specification required of a pious Christian. The lexeme
“otevayuoc” (sighing, groaning) did not receive the ethical or any
additional Christian extension, and in the text, the third word is
used for stronger sentiments.

The phrase “Boak3nb, Mevaab H Bh3ALIKAHIE” in the 1646
Euchologion of St Petro Mohyla was ethical not only because
of the context of its usage and the context of the published
source but also because of the well-accepted Christian heritage:
“goak3nk” meant both illness, physical suffering, moral grief and
— transfiguratively — heresy. Given its usage, it was often used in
various religious contexts, supporting the ethical character of this
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lexeme. In New Ukrainian, this word has disappeared, and the
remains of its usage refer only to illness. That is why the lexeme
“6onisHb” used in the accepted text of the UGCC pays homage
to the Church Slavonic and Middle Ukrainian heritage but is not
dogmatic since the basic idea of suffering is not even primarily
evoked. The lexemes “nevaan” and “Bb3abIxanie” also contained
some Christian associations related to catharsis and repentance,
respectively. Their modern counterparts “neyans” and “siTxaHHa”
have moved away from the essence of deep ethical suffering
and are now much closer to everyday difficulties (“neuans”) or
falling in love (“3iTxaHHs”). The use of the lexemes “myka” and
“cTpaxaaHHsa” could bring the text closer to the ethical description
of life after death.

The contemporary Polish phrase “bolesé, smutek i west-
chnienie” faces the same problems of transmitting the Christian
heritage as the Ukrainian one. In today’s mentality, it does not
evoke specific associations with sins or other punishable behaviour.
It has an impressive semantic structure: the object or cause of
suffering is followed by the psychic state of sadness achieved
and concluded by the external sign. Although the external sign
(“sighing”) can be misleading (its cause can be both suffering itself
and loving admiration), it is a very dynamic phrase in the context
of the whole prayer. In fact, in its Ukrainian form, this phrase
became part of the general stock of sayings associated with death.
If Poland had been an Orthodox country, this phrase would have
been quoted very often, revealing the Christian background of the
speaker.

In the English-language texts, the choice between “sickness”
(Hapgood) and “pain” (UGCC) for rendering “G80vn” clearly
favours the latter: “sickness” stands only for physical incapacity,
while “pain” has the sense of punishment and suffering for a crime.
From this perspective, Hapgood’s variant is person-oriented, and
the option “pain” is a dogmatic word for the relevant original
Patristic Greek interpretation. In the history of English, the word
“pain” used to mean “the punishment or sufferings of hell (or
purgatory)”, though this sense is now considered obsolete.
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In Hapgood'’s translation and in the UGCC’s translation, the
Greek “AUmn” is translated as “sorrow”, which has a tradition of
being used in translations of Isaiah 53:3, where the prophetic
phrase “Man of Sorrows” means Jesus Christ. From this viewpoint,
the “biblical” word is like a dogma, and it is possible to change
it in order to accept a specific translation of the Bible. In the
translation approved by the Melkite Greek Catholic Church, the
second word of the verbal triad is “sorrow”, which is also used in
the same biblical verse, but in modern restricted usage, it denotes
a deep or intense feeling of regret for something lost or remorse
for something done.

The third member of the triad — “otevayuog” — is rendered
as “sighing” (Hapgood) or “mourning” (UGCC). The two words are
quite close. Sighing’ contains the component of emotional relief,
which can be a word of support for mourners. As “a ceremonial
manifestation of grief for the death of a person”, “mourning” is
stronger in terms of emotional connotations. The lexeme “mourn-
ing” fits well with the stylistic dynamics of the Greek phrase.

The analysis of the conceptual matrices of emotion terms
shows that in the complicated conceptual structure of universal
terms like emotions, and even in more or less uniform dogmatic
interpretations, there is always a place for the national perception
of the Divinity. Despite their common biblical and dogmatic
background, emotion terms still represent the experience of
a specific cultural community, encoded uniquely. Historically,
some emotion terms have been extremely close in meaning,
but gradually, the difference grows. Actually, they were all closer
to each other centuries ago, and now they are gaining new
experience, and previous experience is being lost. The greater
the difference in time is, the greater the difference in meaning
is. This can be explained by the movement away from the
theocentric mentality that prevailed before the Enlightenment,
but the conceptual matrix of the emotion term was drastically
restructured afterwards.

The search for equivalents of emotion terms in religious
discourse should be based on two interdependent principles of
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verification: 1) some lexis is of biblical origin, and it is necessary
to adhere to the codes accepted in the existing translation(s);
2) some lexis comes from Patristic Greek writings, where it
became dogmatic. The Liturgy derives from the understanding
and interpretation discussed in Patristic writings, so if there is a
discrepancy between lexical options, the translator should start
with Patristic Greek, where the codes acquired new associations.
Sometimes liturgical texts contain biblical quotations, in which
case the translator should refer to the Bible, but in other contexts,
they should be aware of the radical change in conceptual matrices
that existed before and as a result of Patristic literature.

This point s critical in the case of emotion terms when they do
not designate emotions but other ethical concepts. The standard
sample is the case of “anger”, which is often a “punishment” but
not a “psychic state”: thus, the substitution of “anger” for “pain,
punishment” can be considered successful and equivalent in some
instances of translation.

Concerning retranslations, the translation historian should
also be careful to identify other translations as originals that
influence the understanding of the conceptual matrices of a
particular liturgical tradition. Although the primary original of
the Orthodox Office for the Dead existed in Greek, each Church
modified the Textus Receptus according to its needs and dogmata.
In this way, the Church Slavonic text was transformed into various
liturgical translations, and the historian must remember that what
is right for one tradition may not be so for another. Hapgood'’s
translation with the Russian mental background may be
sufficient for the Russian Orthodox Church, while it is sometimes
contradictory for the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church, simply
because the senses and concepts of related words have different
dogmatic interpretations.

The above approaches to studying emotion terms will help the
analyst penetrate the exchange of interpersonal and intercultural
experience, as well as the subtle beauty of literary communication
and emotional manipulation. Traditionally, negative emotions
have been more popular with researchers, but the study of joy can



199

reveal the mechanics of how Christian hymnographers wanted
believers to behave morally through emotional modes (such as
“calm joy” as opposed to “crazy exaltation”). In religious discourse,
emotional balance is of paramount importance, and it can block
believers’ unintentional desires and tendencies to over-interpret
under aggressive emotional states of grief or joy. Similarly, the
application of emotion terms to the behaviour of target audiences
can lead recipients of literary texts or political speeches from a
distant culture to misinterpret the stimuli encoded in the main
body of the message, especially if the common cultural — e.g.
Christian — topoi are not chosen effectively.

2.2. The Roman perspective: Ancient emotions
and their translation into modern languages

Christian funerary rites derived from the same biblical and
theological implications: the absolution of sins for the deceased
and the hope of a better life after death. Conversely, local rites
chose very different points of emphasis to mention during the
ceremony of seeing the dead person off to the afterlife. The
differences between Roman Catholic and Byzantine Orthodox
funerals were intertwined with the search for remembrance and
repose, positive and negative emotions, different reactions of the
faithful.

The sequence “Dies irae” had served as a recognisable symbol
of funerary rites for several centuries when it was removed from
the Roman Catholic Office for the Dead and left in the Mass of
the last week before Advent. The Second Vatican Council wanted
to emphasise the “paschal mystery of Christ”, linked to hope
and resurrection, and had to eliminate “a negative spirituality
inherited from the Middle Ages” linked to judgement, fear and
despair [Bugnini 1990:773]. Meanwhile, the sequence “Dies
irae”, after being a funerary sequence for 400 years, remains
a commemorative hymn in the Liturgy of Hours. The emotional
intelligence and the perception of the concepts of Latin emotion
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terms and emotional lexis are different in various periods of the
history of Latin because of the diverse experience of reading
communities. Hypothetically, we can speak of three levels or
modes of perception and interpretation:

1) the biblical mode draws our attention to the texts of
supreme authority originally written in Old Hebrew and Old Greek
and later translated into Latin;

2) the medieval mode directs our attention to the Christian
poetics and mentality of the Middle Ages;

3) the modern mode raises the question of the ability of a
contemporary reader/listener to comprehend and feel all the
theological reverberations encoded in the cited emotion terms.

“Dies irae” provides another sample of a paradox in religious
literature when the true meaning is revealed “in an act of
overcoming the seeming contradiction, or resolving it on a higher
level of understanding by inferring knowledge or beliefs, i.e. by
actively supplying what the text has left unsaid” [Lederer 2007:40].
Applying their emotional experience, a believer can sense and
comprehend why mercy is not opposed to the frightening visions
of punishment by fire, but the fear of punishment is a direct path
to salvation and relief. This understanding, in turn, makes the
sequence more of a mystical text.

Temporal and intercultural distances make the decoding
of religious key terms very complicated. First, emotion terms
themselves may refer to different psychic states or even ethical
categories. Second, some terms associated with curse and
forgiveness evoke specific emotional responses which should
be preserved in translation. Third, even the names of historical
persons have an additional emotional charge in religious texts,
while the charge of the same names may be different in various
socio-cultural communities.

A history of texts

The 13%"-century sequence, allegedly composed by Thomas of
Celano, immediately became animportant funerary hymn. The first
Polish-language fragment of the sequences dates back to the 15%
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century, and the first complete translations were done by Stanistaw
Grochowski (1599), Jan Biatobocki (1648),%° Stanistaw Jagodynski
(1695) [Strawa-lracka 2011:107, 124-125]. All Polish hymnals of
the 19th and 20th centuries contain “Dies irae” in the chapter of
songs-prayers for the dead [Bodzioch 2014:116]. Moreover, as part
of the Office for the Dead, it was also published in Polish or Latin-
Polish editions of the Missal [e.g. Roczne 1845:2:452-454; Mszat
1874:1363-1365; Mszat 1932:1717-1719]. Gradually, it entered
the general literary scene when Polish writers and translators also
attempted to produce an aesthetic variant of this religious text,
such as Antoni Czajkowski [Czajkowski 1841:32-37] or Leopold
Staff, an eminent Polish poet and composer of Czech origin born
in Lviv, whose translation became a classic and was republished in
Polish Catholic hymnals [Strawa-Iracka 2011:107].

The Ukrainian tradition of translating “Dies irae” is much
poorer. Although the first translations into Church Slavonic
appeared in the 17"-century Greek-Catholic manuscripts of the
Hirmologion [e.g. Upmonoit 1662: 1-1v], this was because the very
Church made some Latin influences permissible. The translations
into New Ukrainian are brand new texts — by lvan Smazhenko in
2018 [MHiBy aeHb 2018] and by Anton Herasymenko in 2019 [[HiBy
AeHb 2019], which have not acquired an authoritative status in
religious publications and performances.* This situation is strange
as “Dies irae” is part of numerous musical Requiems, many of
which follow the Mass for the Dead strictly. However, no Ukrainian-
language translation of any Requiem has circulated in Ukrainian
musical culture by now, and the translation of “Dies irae” opens
the way for stimulating the appearance of the complete Requiem
in Ukrainian translation.

The Anglophone culture of translating “Dies irae” is extremely
rich. A source claims that at the turn of the 20™ century, the
English-language versions of “Dies irae” outnumbered 200 trans-

10 published in the bilingual collection of his translations [Hymny 1648:279-283].
11 The third translation was made by Anatoliy Olikh in 2022. It has not been
published, but it was approved for liturgical use by the Liturgical Commission of
the Roman Catholic Church in Ukraine in April 2022.
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lations (for the profound overview of early translations, see
[Warren 1904]). This is why only seven translations are selected
to identify general strategies in interpreting and rendering the
original: the translators are Edward Caswall [Lyra Catholica
1849:241-244], Richard Crashaw [Crashaw 1858:195-198], Bishop
Edward G. Bagshawe [Breviary Hymns 1900:29-31], W. F. Wingfield
and Fr. Aylward [Hymns 1936:202-204]. As part of the Roman
Catholic funeral [Office 1825:85, 87; Sarum 1911:200-202], this
sequence also survived in the Anglican Church [Anglican Missal
1921:G122-G124].

Anger for frightening or for punishing

Since poetic language also aims to depict religious experience,
it combines two mysteries of religious sensation and cognition —
“mysterium tremendum”, which highlights the majesty of God,
and “mysterium fascinans”, which brings it closer to the believer
through prepared perception. The terrifying and fascinating
— “numinosum” — stimulates believers to search for ways of
purification, sanctification and reunion with God [Krupa 2011:13-
15]. Death is the ideal opportunity to reflect on past earthly
experiences and take a step towards a new and — hopefully —
better life. Heaven is usually meant for the deceased, though
someone’s death is also an important experience for the living
to change themselves, their behaviour or even identity. As this
happens emotionally, it makes us think that emotions are not only
the psychic states of believers but also stimuli for their behaviour.

In the oldest parts of the biblical texts — i.e. those written
in Old Hebrew, — anger is a strong emotion, aroused by a wrong
experience and ultimately calling for revenge. It includes “all
degrees from displeasure and indignation at unworthy acts to
wrath and fury” [Jewish Encyclopaedia 1901:1:597]. The cluster of
Hebrew synonyms dealing with this violent human passion denotes
various aspects of its outpouring, such as boiling, provocation,
chagrin, anger and fury, which are anthropopathically attributed
to God. Nevertheless, even in the Old Testament, anger is seen as
“an element of punitive or vindictive justice in man” [ibid]. One of



203

the brightest images of divine anger comes from Deuteronomy:
“For a fire is kindled in mine anger, and shall burn unto the lowest
hell” (32:22), which may have inspired the author of the sequence,
though in the Vulgate, the emotion term from this quote is “furor”.

The direct reference comes from the Book of Zephaniah:
“Dies irae dies illa, dies tribulationis et angustiae, dies calamitatis
et miseriae, dies tenebrarum et caliginis, dies nebulae et
turbinis, dies tubae et clangoris super civitates munitas, et super
angulos excelsos” (1:15-16).22 This image describes the Judgment
of Gehenna very expressively, although later in Romans (1:18),
the Apostle Paul speaks of righteousness and unrighteousness
in @ much milder, less emotional but more lawful way. This is
the central collision between these two contexts — the clash of
vengeance and punishment. A believer’s crime can be petty or
serious enough to require punishment, but only serious crimes
cause vengeance.

Dictionaries of ancient and medieval Latin do not fix the
idiom “dies irae”, which means that its interpretation in relation
to punishment was flexible and required a direct biblical or
theological context. The emotion term “ira” implies a fierce
conflict, but it can be directed at a person who feels it (just giving
it away) or at a person who receives it (another person has to
experience it). Thus, the pragmatic goal is initially unclear: it may
be to frighten or to punish.

The supporting emotion term “tremendus” works with
the aim of frightening, even though in Christianity, the idea of
awe remains mainly between fear and admiration. The lexeme
“tremendus” isindeed numinous, but the tandem with the lexeme
“ira” indicates the perceiver’s strong emotional state associated
with the frightening.

In translation, this emotional landscape is distorted because
the poetic and musical patterns have to concentrate on the key

2 The King James Version reads: “That day is a day of wrath, a day of trouble and
distress, a day of wasteness and desolation, a day of darkness and gloominess,
a day of clouds and thick darkness, A day of the trumpet and alarm against the
fenced cities, and against the high towers.”
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ideas and concepts of the original, which means the loss of some
important structural and expressive details. In the eternal struggle
between content and form in the process of translation, the main
interpretation usually dominates over other associations that may
still speak to a believer but are silenced in translation.

In the Polish translations, the emotion term “gniew” retains
the emotional charge that leads believers to think about their
atonement. In the structure of the whole sequence, this term
begins the passionate description of the Last Judgement. It can be
seen as the emotional perception of the sequence that gives the
first hint, and the hint develops more and more (horrific scenes
of the dead being brought back to life for punishment). The key
tone is rendered literally as “gniew” in most Polish translations
(15t™-century manuscript, Grochowski, 1845 and 1874 Missals,
Czajkowski).

Emotional perception is opposed to rational perception when
the first stanza immediately reveals the objective theme and aim of
the image. The idea of judgement is openly expressed by replacing
the legal term “sgd” (trial) with the emotion in the translation (15%-
century manuscript, Jagodynski, 1874 Missal). The 1932 Missal
and staff employ the lexeme “pomsta” (“vengeance”), which is
stronger than “sad” because it promotes the idea of punishment
when the presumption of innocence is not even mentioned and
implied, and this is frightening. The coexistence of the emotional
and the legal in one verse makes the main expression even more
frightening: “gniew” and “sad” (15%"-century manuscript, 1874
Missal) or “pomsta” and “gniew” (Staff).

The sum of the Ukrainian translations leaves little room for
experimentation with words and associations. The Ukrainian
translators try to be quite literal by insisting on the emotion
term “ruis”. They have to reverse the word order (“rHiBy aeHb”
instead of “geHb rHiBy”) in order to preserve the rhythmic pattern.
Smazhenko introduces the metaphor “OeHb MHiBy | Chasn” (“Day
of Wrath and Glory”), which generally reiterates the believer’s
original attention to God: it underlines God’s power but does not
stimulate the believer to reconsider their behaviour. By the way,
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the 17™-century translation reads “penn rukey”, so the direct
word order for musical performance was possible long ago.

The history of Anglophone translation is so rich that there is
room for strict religious translations and free poetic adaptations
that show how deeply this sequence has penetrated popular
culture. In any case, the phrase “Day of Wrath” predominates
in translations. Curiously, it is always a day of “wrath”, whereas
theologians traditionally and mainly speak of God’s “anger”. The
word “anger” can be adapted into a shortened phrase that retains
the meter. However, the lexeme “wrath” has a longer history of
describing the relevant context, and this translation variant was
not challenged. Returning to the question of what dominates
the translation — a motif of fear or a call for punishment — some
neighbouring lexemes, such as “mourning” (Sarum) or “doom”
(Anglican), support the former idea. The latter option is well
introduced later, in Stanza 2: the lexeme “Judge” (Crashaw, Office,
Bagshawe and others) can redirect the opinion of despair into the
stream of seeking justice, though the emotional picture of Stanza
1is then unaltered. The variant “Day of Prophecy” (Caswall) has a
sound theological foundation, but in the case of the sequence, it
sounds more poetical than theological.

The phrase “Rex tremendae maiestatis” expresses the state
when admiration borders on fear. This numinous state is well
encoded in the lexemes “dread”, “awe”, “tremendous” and even
“formidable” (Office), while the option “fearful” (Bagshawe)
lacks associations with admiration and veneration. The Ukrainian
variants “ctpawHuit” (Herasymenko) and “skaxHuit” (Smazhenko),
as well as the Polish options “straszliwy” (Grochowski, Jagodynski,
Czajkowski), “straszny” (1874 Missal) “strach” (1845 Missal),
gromy” (1932 Missal), “bezmierny w grozie” (Staff) present only
the frightening authority of God that makes the theological sense
of this divine epithet much poorer and less valuable.

Incidentally, the sequence “Dies irae” is a perfect sample of
how the musical mode of performance determines the listener’s
interpretation: the Gregorian chant evokes the feeling of
atonement for our sinsin the spirit of the Apostles’ teachings, while
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the musical patterns of Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart and Giuseppe
Verdi lead the listener to the contexts of the Old Testament.

Cursed and forgiven acts

Remembering that the identification of equivalence in
interlingual and intercultural juxtaposition is determined by the
shared knowledge of the experienced context [cf. KyapsaBuesa
2017:119], the decoding of the very emotion terms and contexts
strongly depends on the more profound dogmatic interpretive
power of these terms. This power is somewhat subjective, as a
believer’s ability to integrate their subjective feelings and dogmatic
knowledge can vary greatly.

The lexemes “tremor” (“trembling”), “ingemiscere” (“to moan,
groan”) and “patior” (“to suffer”), as well as their numerous
derivatives in the form of verbs, participles or verbal nouns, all
have a common feature: the presence of the emotion of fear
generating power. This emotion is not expressed directly, and
it partially resembles our usual strategy of using action verbs to
describe actual emotional states. A good example is the term
“sigh”, which is understood both as an emotion term for sadness
and as an action verb for physical activity. This makes sense
because a person uses their physical experience to penetrate their
psychic depths. It should come as no surprise that some verbs
later acquired the ability to serve a double purpose by being both
action and emotion in different contexts (distinguishing between
physical and psychic spaces of description).

This is why, in my opinion, the lexemes “tremor”, “ingemis-
cere” and “patior” are used to demonstrate how the emotion of
fear can be exercised. The lexeme “tremor” expresses the highest
degree of fear in the initial stage, while in the final stage, when
the believer’s psychic state is exhausted and calmed, fear is
calmed and has less power: the words “ingemiscere” and “patior”
(especially the past participle form “passus”) show the end of the
action when the goal of repentance has been achieved.

Translators have immense problems decoding the personal
and cultural echoes of emotional states in intercultural



207

communication. The transferred physical experience can help
them to find good correspondents in the target language. For
instance, some Polish and English translators identified the basic
emotion and exploited this idea by naming the exact emotion term
(Pol. “strach”, “przestrach”; Eng. “fears”, “dread”, “terror”, “tremor”)
or its derivatives (Pol. “straszliwy”). Others applied action verbs

Y N VAN TH Vs

and nouns (Pol. “wzdycha¢”, “jeczec”, “jek i tkanie”, “zameczony”,
“umeczony”, “cierpigcy”; Eng. “cry”, “moan”, “groan”, “pain”, “suf-
fer”; Ukr. “tpemTtitin”). These variants expanded the spectrum of
subjective emotional feelings. In some cases, the emotional word

disappeared in translation, such as “patior” in the Ukrainian texts.

Cathartic pity deals with the basic emotion of sadness
and the minor emotions of regret and guilt, though its goal is
the emotion of relief. This tangled bundle of major and minor
emotions is complex to describe rationally. In a state of exaltation,
everything is mixed, as in Stanzas 17 and 18: “parcere” (“to spare,
show consideration”), “suplicare” (“to kneel, beg humbly”), “accli-
nis” (“inclined, disposed”), “contritus” (“penitent, contrite”),
“lacrimosus” (“tearful”). Taken together, these lexemes paint a
complete picture of suffering and remorse. Their emotional links
are so close that it is problematic to identify the exact lexical pair
in the source and target texts. Moreover, a translator’s emotional
aspirations and poetic structures encourage wider use of synonyms
and amplifications. This is particularly true of English-language
verse translations: for example, in the description of “heart-
submission”, the heart is not only “contrite” but also “crushed and
crumbled” or “crushed and dry”. In the Polish translations, the
exact and short versions “skrucha” and “skruszony” are echoed in
the longer versions “w pokutnym worze” and “bijgc czotem”.

Of all the translations studied, amplification is the most suc-
cessful strategy for conveying the impression of atonement in this
fragment. It prolongs the emotional tension until the desired effect
is achieved. The single epithet “lacrimosus” has been transformed
into the phrase “tears and mourning”. Even the emotion “fear” is
repeated. The Ukrainian translator Smazhenko adds the emotion
term “ytixa” (“consolation”): “BTiwHy gai KoHunHy”. This amplifi-
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cation trick introduces the emotion of relief, which is a symbol of
Christian hope, and makes the stanza less gloomy. Theologically
and emotionally, it is justified: after catharsis, a believer should feel
relief and liberation. Astonishingly, a subsequent responsory of
the Office of the Dead is the prayer “Libera me”.

Unjoyed forgiveness is what the reader feels after reading
the whole sequence. The anti-emotional ending can also mean
that no emotion is an emotion as well. This is a normal psychic
state after a series of violent sensations. In fact, a new emotion
appears: quiet comfort or peaceful pleasure. In this way, the
lexeme “requies” (“rest”) can be interpreted as an emotion term
of relief. In the last line of the last stanza, this word sums up the
emotional strain of a believer participating in the funeral.

The original is very laconic and precise: it uses only one
noun. The majority of translations tend to use amplifications: Pol.

s u

“wieczny pokdj”, “btogie / wieczne spoczywanie”; Ukr. “6naskeHHN
Munp”, “BiuHuniA 3aTUIWLOK”; Eng. “blessed requiem”, “eternal / sweet
rest”. The additional adjective “wieczny / BiuHuit / eternal” is
explained by the proximity of another but almost identical context
“requies aeterna” in the separate prayer “Requiem aeternam”
or part of the antiphon “Lux aeterna”. The formula “blessed
requiem” / “6naxeHHunit mmnp” also functions in religious discourse.
Meanwhile, the epithet “btogi / sweet” sounds confusing. The
Oxford English Dictionary notes that this lexeme stands for “an
emotional epithet expressive of the speaker’s personal feelings
as to the attractiveness of the object”. So, relief in the afterlife
is indeed highly desirable, but the very “attractiveness” is quite
striking from the viewpoint of funerary discourse.

The physical features of the term “requies” are subordinated

n o u

to spiritual relief, and the variants “odpoczywanie”, “spoczywanie”,
“pokéj”, “mnp”, “rest” and “requiem” are successful equivalents
for the activity and pseudo-emotion term. The only exception is
the Ukrainian “3atuwok”, which has no funerary associations, and
the lexeme “cnounHoK” is very often used in the relevant contexts.

Earlier, in Stanza 4, the verb “stupere” (“to be stupefied,

knocked senseless”) can be understood as an emotion term
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combining amazement and numbness. Death and Nature will
be stunned, and so will believers. However, the effect is not
caused by happiness, so this resolution of the seen cannot be
accompanied by joy. Most translators opted for the emotion of
surprise: Pol. “truchle¢ w podziwie”, “przejmac dziwy”, “zdumiec”;
Eng. “amazed / in amaze”. Rare are the variants of silence (Ukr.
“moBuatn”; Eng. “struck”) and even fear (“horror”, “appal”). The
case of mentioning the emotion term “horror” illustrates how
translators make an emotion term even more expressive by
clearly naming emotions, but this also correctly draws the reader’s

attention to the emotional essence of typical non-emotion terms.

Emotions in names

The text of the sequence is highly emotional, and so are all
its components. This is especially true when it comes to deeply
meditative or symbolic concepts such as “culpa” (“guilt”) or “fa-
villa” (“ashes”). From this viewpoint, proper names can convey
some emotion in two ways: first, historical figures have acquired
some emotional associations (Jesus as a comforter of the suf-
fering); second, their proper names have become contextually
and later traditionally general (Sibylla as a prophet, sibyl who can
be fearful). This reveals a translation strategy whereby when a
proper name does not fit the rhythm of the verse, a general name
with the same emotional associations can be substituted.

David is famous for his psalms, and his title “psalmist” evokes
a sense of awe and reverence for his authority, for it was he who
composed the perfect prayers sung by Christians at Mass and in
private worship. He is also a king-prophet who prophesied the
coming of the Messiah (Acts 2:29-31). In the original, David has
the proper authority to prophesy the Last Judgement. Rarely do
translations omit the names of David and Sibylla (Polish: 15%-
century manuscript; 1845, 1874 Missal; English: Caswall); more
often, the name of Sibylla is replaced.

The authority of David’s name should inspire awe and
respect. This authority derives from his royal position, which is
evident in the translations: “krdl psalmista” (Czajkowski) or “uap
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Oasna” (Smazhenko). The reference to “Psalm” (Crashaw) is not
so emotionally charged as to evoke further emotions such as
compassion and suffering for sins. Meanwhile, the variant “Seer”
(Sarum) is an earlier synonym of a prophet and means “a person
gifted with profound spiritual insight” (Oxford English Dictionary).
So, substituting the proper name “David” for the capitalised
general name can be considered a success, as the awe-inspiring
authority is not only preserved but is apparent.

Sibyls are less popular among Christians, though they have
earned respect in Christian history. It was the Erythraean Sibyl who
prophesied the resurrection of Jesus Christ, the Redeemer and
Judge, and this prophecy is recorded by St Augustine [Augustine
1952:483-484]. She portrayed the Last Judgement similarly to
Zephaniah and is thus revered as a prophet in the sequence.
Consequently, the translation of her name as “Sibyls” (Office,
Bagshawe) in some English translations is a textual and historical
error. The use of the Ukrainian term “BiwyHka” (Herasymenko)
carries the same emotional charge of awe-inspiring respect for
an ancient sibyl “cusina”, but it is less intense than in the lexeme
“npopok, npopounua”’, whose general currency reflects a much
higher status. The Polish phrase “proroczy s$piew” (prophetic
singing; 1874 Missal) reaches this high emotional status, though
the proper names are not mentioned.

The authority of the name “Jesus” is insurmountable and
protective. Although at the beginning of the sequence, the second
coming of Jesus is described in fearful terms, later, the very name
appears with the epithet “pius” (merciful), which brings the
emotion of peaceful happiness observed in the second part of the
sequence.

The name “Mary” in Stanza 13 is complicated. First of all, an
ordinary reader (especially one who is not very steeped in Christian
theology) will immediately associate this name with St Mary, the
Mother of God. The person who is referred to is typically meant to
be St Mary Magdalene. Yet, the Ukrainian translator Smazhenko
comments that this name can refer both to St Mary Magdalene
(who was a sinner absolved by Jesus Christ) and to St Mary,
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Mother of God (who was absolved of the Original Sin by giving
birth to Jesus Christ). In any case, after the Second Vatican Council,
the text of the sequence was modulated, and the proper name
“Maria” was replaced by the general term “peccatrix” (female
sinner). Interestingly, a Polish translation had already used this
option: “grzeszna” (Missal 1845). In the Anglophone culture, it was
also the Anglican Missal (1921) which indicated “a sinful woman”
instead of the proper name. The use of the lexemes “sinner” and
“robber” is intended to evoke the emotion of disgust, which will
contribute to catharsis, but the last line of the stanza is more
optimistic and hopeful: it promises salvation to a believer because
of the salvation given to Mary and the Penitent Thief.

The Anglophone translations do not fix the use of the name
“Magdalene”, while the Polish and Ukrainian translators regularly
referred to this option: “Magdalena” (Grochowski, 1874 Missal)
and “MarganuHa” (Herasymenko). The reason may also lie in the
emotional treatment of this name: St Mary Magdalene witnessed
all the tragic stages of Jesus’ life, which suggests the emotion of
compassion. It is precisely this emotion that the faithful seek on
the deathbed.

Nevertheless, most translations used the original proper
name: in Polish, “Maria” (1932 Missal, Czajkowski, Staff); in Ukrain-
ian, “Mapia” (Smazhenko); in English, “Mary” (all the translations
except the Anglican Missal). This left more space for personal,
subjective meditations.

Perceiving religion as memory is an impressively fruitful
way of searching for hidden values and forgotten contexts that
pass beyond the average believer’s attention of. A thorough
knowledge of biblical and theological motifs can contribute to
a broad appreciation of any religious text. Funerary texts are
specific because of the time and place, in which they function.
Funerals usually redirect or disperse a believer’s understanding
of this text, and it shows different characteristics under
different conditions of meditation on it. Translators have a great
responsibility to provide a text that will be pronounced, read
or sung in emotional situations and evoke different emotional
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perceptions. They have to work out a level of explicitness and
implicitness that emphasises the desired theological points
without distracting from other neighbouring but not necessary
visions.

The sequence “Dies irae” and its translations show how, in
the process of transforming the text, translators have to replace
action terms with emotion terms after adequately assessing
the emotional load of the words written or suggested. Hidden
emotions are particularly important because a religious text
(especially a liturgical one) depends heavily on the emotional,
faith-based ability to perceive what religious authorities want
readers or listeners to perceive.

One point of dissatisfaction or displeasure with this sequence
was that it was too dark and gloomy. Indeed, the emotion of fear
dominates the text. Besides, the poetic translation stimulated the
translators to use more emotion terms of fear explicitly as they
tried to preserve the profound drama of the Last Judgement. For
this reason, it was reasonable to introduce more Paschal motifs
into the Office for the Dead during the liturgical reform that
followed the Second Vatican Council. The ecclesiastical authorities
were aware of the needs of a living reading community, which
was different from the one that lived under different conditions of
appreciating human life and death.

Medieval Latin poetics is very precise and the original
author triumphantly achieved his goal of laconicism. His poetics
created additional difficulties for translators, who had to adapt
the grammar of the target languages to the poetic structures and
patterns. In time-distance texts, amplification is often justified.
The same can be said of greater explicitness. Every translation is
always an interpretation of a single translator and leaves enough
space for another.
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3. Triduum as a text and cognitive space:
the problem of translating its entire symbolicalness

The Easter Triduum, which joins Maundy Thursday, Good
Friday and Holy Saturday, is the liturgical year’s central part of. This
period sums up the dogmatic essence of the life of Jesus Christ:
divine sufferings unlock human salvation. The texts of the Triduum
are imbued with the idea of venerating Christ’s Passion, glorifying
His gift to humanity and commemorating His acts and deeds.

The liturgical reform after the Second Vatican Council required
new translationsinto the national languages. Some languages (such
as English) were relatively quick in producing new translations of
the entire cycles of prayer (the Triduum hymns are sung in the
Roman Missal and the Liturgy of Hours); some were slower, taking
up to two decades to translate everything (such as Polish); some
are still in progress because Roman Catholicism is not the main
religion of their speakers (such as Ukrainian). Nevertheless, the
multiplicity of translations offers more successful variants for
further retranslations, and the process of translating even the
Triduum hymns will never end. Hence, the aim of this chapter is to
assess the possibilities of translation interpretation and choices by
applying terms and tools of Cognitive Poetics.

The cornerstone of this chapter lies in the apparatus,
principles and implications of Cognitive Poetics, which can be
applied to in-depth literary interpretation: “It is necessary to
know the principles of Cognitive Linguistics, for example, and have
a systematic notion of how language and communication works,
in order to be able to provide a proper, rational account of literary
meanings and effects” [Harrison, Stockwell 2014:219]. Cognitive
Studies can offer a promising and non-rigid analytical scheme
for describing the textual connections, cultural associations and
semantic values that are important to any translator.

Iconicity is often explored through the prism of sound
symbolism, as lexical concepts may not seem very problematic,
and the grammatical structures of the source text have to be
largely ignoredin order to produce a target text [e.g. Cohen, Fischer
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2015]. However, lexical means of expression have so many pitfalls
that it is worth looking at them in a broad cultural and historical
context (sometimes even involving etymological insights).

The figure-ground relationships reveal the depth of inter-
pretation of the gestalt, whichisvisiblyasymmetricalinintercultural
communication. The textual image and the prototypical image of
the same object are also usually asymmetrical. Thus, it is necessary
to remember that “the operations of selective attention [are]
fundamental to higher mental processes, which are dynamically
structured by a distinction between foreground (focus of attention)
and background” [Sinha 2007:1279]. The focus of attention is
crucial for correctly interpretating a text (or a sign in a text).

Texts as memory

The Liturgy is a model of ecclesiastical history-making: the
events of Christ’s life are recalled in connection with moral
teachings. Indeed, this approach is the repetition of the ancient
attitude towards a text summarised by Horace: “He has won every
vote who has blended profit and pleasure, at once delighting
and instructing the reader” [Horace 1942:479]. Delighting and
instructing worked very well in aural cultures, and since most
medieval societies were largely illiterate, listening and easy
memorisation determined the success of a proper message and
evangelisation.

Symbolically, the first hymn of the Triduum contains the quint-
essential term “memory” (“O memoriale mortis Domini”). All the
hymns that celebrate the Triduum in Latin [Liturgia 1977] are
united by the idea of Christ’s death, which creates life, atonement
through empathic suffering, pain that brings glory and the gift of
salvation. Death is seen as the end of life, even the end of earthly
life, but it is the reason for eternal happy life (“O memoriale mortis
Domini” (Thursday, Vespers)). Death is even presented as the
payment of a price — or a debt — (“Salva Redemptor, plasma tuum
nobile” (Friday / Saturday, Terce)), which directs our attention
from the present misfortune to the future life, which will be full of
benevolence and benediction.
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Passions are not presented as detrimental emotional states
but with due respect (“En acetum, fel, arundo” (Friday, Matins)),
which can generate more hope linked to the greatness of Christ’s
Deed and Sacrifice instead of creating only a gloomy mood of
fatality. In the time of mourning, lament is also replaced by a
sense of triumph, as the salvation of the faithful is achieved in
the face of astute temptations and is treated as a victory that can
be underestimated in the usual everyday contexts (“Pange, lingua,
gloriosi proelium certaminis” (Friday, Office of Readings)). The
Cross on which Christ was crucified becomes a sign of blessing and
a cause for gratitude (“Crux, mundi benedicto” (Friday/Saturday;,
Sext); “Per crucem, Christe, quaesumus” (Friday/Saturday, No-
nes)): the awareness of remembering our gratitude to God inspires
an emotional harmony in the faithful, who are called to combine
faith and despair in the narrative of Passiontide.

Although He is a sacrifice, Jesus Christ is never a victim:
He is our Lord (“Christe, caelorum Domine” (Saturday, Office of
Readings)) and our triumphant King (“Vexilla regis prodeunt”
(Friday, Vespers); “Auctor salutis unice” (Saturday, Vespers)). This
vision already motives shared joy and expected improvement
among the faithful. The King’s triumph is also in His justice (“Tibi,
Redemptor omnium” (Saturday, Matins)), and we implore Him for
our gifts because of His justice and our desire to be saved.

In the Latin Liturgy of Hours [Liturgia 1977], we see how this
consistency of images forms a general picture of suffering and
salvation, and the emotional perception ranges between the fear of
one’s death, suffering and the joyful hope of eternal life, salvation.
The Polish official translations [Liturgia 1984:vol. 2; cf. Mataczynski
1985:328] more or less reproduce this consistency, as far as the
translation of religious poetry allows. The Ukrainian translations
currently being prepared by Anatoliy Olikh [manuscripts shared
by the translator (2022)] or in the separate existing translations
[Nitypria 2007; Benukumii 2019] also provide an approximate
consistency. In the Anglophone world, “Liturgia horarum” exists in
two English-language variants: the three-volume Divine Office for
use in the United Kingdom and Australia [Divine 1974] and the four-



216

volume Liturgy of Hours for use in the United States and Canada
[Liturgy 1976:vol. 2]. Still, the collection of Triduum hymns in English
is different in the two translations. The reason for this discrepancy
is that the Holy See does not require that all the hymns of the
Liturgy of Hours be translated into national languages [Mataczynski
1985:328]. Since it is permitted to use original hymns, Anglophone
translators and compilers used several texts from the very rich
English tradition of religious hymns. As a result, the consistency of
the Latin imagery varies between the Latin, Polish and Ukrainian
texts on the one hand and the English translations on the other.

Iconicity

The phenomenon of iconicity was already described in the
writings of Charles Peirce, who defined the “icon” as the closest
concrete experience of our senses, the “index” is one step removed,
and the “symbol” is the most abstract: thus, “the skull iconically
signifies the living person, it points to the fact of human mortality,
and it symbolises death” [Freeman 2009:170-171]. Iconicity is a
ground for masterful religious intention and interpretation in texts.
It is enough to select a few keywords to understand how one word
is essential in discarding the rest of the intended message.

Word Icon Index Symbol
Lingua Human beings Speech Glorification
(tongue)
Vexillum  Army or Service Victory; Foundation
(banner) Authority tool of a colony
Pellicanus Caring being Mercy at one’s Inclination to
(pelican) own expanse sacrifice

In the Bible, the tongue often represents a language or an
utterance. So, the tongue is also a bearer of God’s message (in
the language of a prophet) or a message to God (in the language
of a believer). Tongues can mean not only many speakers of one
language but also speakers of many languages or the languages
themselves. In the phrase “Pange, lingua, gloriosi”, the translators
have chosen a variant between an interpretation of collectivity
(many nations speak) or an interpretation of individuality (one
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individual believer speaks). While the Polish, some Ukrainian and
1974 English translations do not interfere with further cognitive
space, being relevant for interpretation, the 2018 Ukrainian and
1975 English translations followed the opposite path: the phrase
“a3unk noacbknin” denotes the whole of humanity, and the expres-
sion “I shall praise” focuses the reader’s attention on the personality
of the speaker. The Latin verb “pango” does not have any glorifying
associations but is limited to composing poems, which can be of
various orientations. Glorification is thus encoded in the keyword
“lingua” and is manifested openly in the following adjective “glori-
osus”. The presence of words which clearly indicate a glorifying song
(Eng. “praise glory”, Pol. “stawi¢”, Ukr. “cnaBmutn”, “ocnisysatun”)
draws the associations of glorification from “tongue” to itself, and
its cognitive symbolism is not so effective in the translations.
Banners have been symbols of the highest authority which
could possess a territory (placing a banner in a territory meant
that the territory was handed over to the possession of the owner
of the banner). Jesus’ victory is closely associated with the final
possession of the souls of good Christians (possession is loosely
associated with salvation, but God’s possession and the Devil’s
possession are different). The banners themselves may also
represent the Triumphant Church (in Heaven). In the translations,
all variants (Eng. “banner”, Pol. “sztandar”, Ukr. “xopyrsa” and
“3HameH0”) successfully render the formal image of a battle flag,
and its symbolic aim is closely linked to victory, though it can also
mean divine assistance, personal strength and authoritative dictum.
In Catholic symbolism, the pelican is viewed as a bird that
feeds its young with its own blood, symbolising Christ’s sacrifice
for humankind. The original story was of Egyptian origin and
mentioned a different bird, but in Catholicism, this image of
sacrificial mercy was known and revered, partly because of its
direct association with blood in the context of the Last Supper and
Holy Communion. This image is well known in English literature,
so the expression “pelican of heaven” is easily interpreted as a
metaphor for Jesus. In Polish literature and folk culture, this image
is not very popular, and the Polish translator decided to avoid it
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(this decision was followed by the Ukrainian translator Kostiantyn
Smal). This image is less known in Ukrainian sacred art, although
Olikh decided to preserve it because of his experience of observing
it in Ukrainian Roman Catholic churches. His experience is shared
by some Catholics, but most Ukrainians will have difficulty
identifying the first stage of the intended iconicity.

Incidentally, “klepsydra” (hourglass) also means obituary in
Polish culture. Perhaps we can speak of the circle of iconicity: at
first, the hourglass was an icon of time, which turned out to be an
index of flowing/flying time and a symbol of death or the end of
life. Finally, it reappeared as a new icon of an obituary. A new cycle
of indexing and symbolism began.

Figure—ground

The classical criteria for describing gestalt — area, proximity,
closedness, symmetry, good continuation — proposed by Julian
Hochberg and describing how “the mind organises perception into
Figure and Ground” [Tsur 2009:239-240] can be very informative
in revealing the asymmetry of interlingual and intercultural
communication. They can help reveal zones of confusion where a
translator’s choice of speaking/writing and a receiver’s choice of
hearing/reading may not overlap.

Areas can help a translator add reinforcing words (often
adjectives) in cases where extra syllables are needed to correct
the rhythm. The Cross is commonly associated with suffering
and pain (and, as a pre-Christian variant, with torture and
punishment), but the Church wants to see it, or make us see it,
as a sign of hope. This is why the lexeme “Cross” is surrounded by
inspiring metaphorical descriptions: “spes unica” (“unique hope”),
“mysterium” (“mystery, mystical essence”), “mundi benedictio”
(“the blessing of the world”). They all form a relatively positive
macro-image of the Cross. Instead of hurting and making wounds,
the Cross is seen as hope, and since hope is mainly associated
with light, the Cross also shines (Lat. “fulgeo”, Eng. “shine”, Pol.
“jasnic¢”, Ukr. “acHiTn”). Meanwhile, amplifying epithets appear:
Pol. “chwalebny” (“worthy of praise”), Ukr. “niobuit” (“beloved”).
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These epithets do not render the idea of the verse, nor do they
contradict the usual environment of the lexemes. Thus, they can
be considered as successful additions.

Proximityisimportantbecause, ininterlingualandintercultural
communication, speakers of different languages rarely deal with
the same objects: even stereotypes and prototypes can reasonably
vary in their material representations. A lot of discussion has
taken place about whether Jesus Christ was nailed to the cross
or still tied to it, or which nails were used for the crucifixion, or
whether nails evoke completely different images in the minds of
believers, and these images are all based on modern experience.
The search for pitfalls helps a translator and analyst to identify
discrepancies in the perception of the “same” words in the source
and target texts. “Acetum” is a drink made from a variety of fruits.
So, a contemporary believer, who only knows vinegar made from
apple cider, claims that the translation of “acetum” as “sour wine”
is correct. This translation is never questioned by a member of the
highly developed viticulture. Besides, water and vinegar (a drink
offered to Christ in traditional stories) was a traditional Roman
drink called “posca”, which was considered a good food along with
salted port and cheese. It was posca that the Romans drank and
shared as their usual drink, not as an act of insult [Alcock 2006:91],
and which was mistranslated as “0€o¢” (lit: “acetum”, “vinegar”)
in Greek, where it was initially unknown [Dalby 2003:270]. This is
how, in the biblical context, vinegar unjustly became a symbol of
suffering.

Closedness is created by typical experience when a context
really matters. The context lays the groundwork for supporting
cognitive operations, which can sometimes be misleading. To
return to the story of the vinegar, vinegar was seen as unpleasant
and painful because the adjacent action word was “to mock”.
However, in the same fragment of Christ’s Passion narrated by
the Apostles Matthew (27:34) and Mark (15:23), the drink is
described as wine mixed with gall (Matthew) or myrrh (Mark).
The mixture of wine and myrrh is a potent medicinal drink used
to stupefy condemned criminals before their execution and
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to relieve their pain. This was a custom of the pious women of
Jerusalem, unknown to the editor of the Greek text of Matthew,
who logically substituted gall for myrrh to make the offering bitter
and unpalatable to Jesus [Commentary 1978:717]. This is how gall
appeared in Catholic symbolism, even though the drink itself was
an act of mercy towards Jesus. So, in the hymn “En acetum, fel,
arundo, sputa, clavi, lancea...”, two of the six symbols of abuse
and humiliation are not historical but are effectively repeated in
the source and target texts in order to secure the Catholic sense.

Symmetry is an operative cognitive mechanism which helps
to perceive the unknown via tertium comparationis and to
generate innovative conceptual blends for metaphorical speech
and multifaceted interpretation. The absence of symmetry results
in such chaos that any possibility of comparison and association is
blocked. The identification of symmetrical objects usually involves
the juxtaposition of virtually similar things, though symmetry
could also extend to neighbouring entities. In the hymn “Pange,
lingua, gloriosi proelium certaminis” by St Venantius Fortunatus,
the close positioning of the phrases “parentis protoplasti fraus”
and “pomum noxiale” makes them a textual symmetry, but in the
mind, they can also overlap.

Latin Parentis protoplasti fraus Pomum noxiale
Literal Primal progenitor deceived Fruit corrupting
English 1974 Man’s rebellion Fruit’s deceiving
Polish Praojciec zbuntowany Owoc zgubny
Ukr. 2007 Mpenok 36yHTYBaBLUMCH Mnig rpixoBHUM

Ukr. 2022 MpabaTtbKo nigaascb 0bmaHy [Mnig oTpyiHUI

In verse translation, the repeated ideas influence the
translator’s mind that descriptive features can change their
objects. This explains the English translation of the pair where
the descriptive features change their objects (with the necessary
correction): the parent becomes corrupting; and the fruit, deceitful.

The Hymn speaks of Adam and his eating of the forbidden
fruit. Gathering all the descriptions of Adam from the translations,
we find the pattern of an asymmetrical line of vertical relationship.
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The line seems to be divided into three parts:
man (1* generation; Eng.) <—

L progenitor (2™ or even earlier generation) <7

L forefather/ancestor (a very early generation;
Lat., Pol. and Ukr.).

The broken symmetry between these texts produced different
images and diverted the original message of seeing all humanity
as Adam'’s children, even though the same person is named in all
these texts. In the Slavonic translations, Adamis a distant ancestor:
this vision eliminates familial associations but brings a more pious
reverence shown to ancestors.

Good continuation in translation is the expected and justified
extension of an original semantic unit: an additional component
completes the idea or does not distort the intended meaning.
Otherwise, the successful shortening of an original semantic series
can also be seen as a reverse good continuation if the intended
sense is preserved fewer words. Amplification is often mentioned,
and shortening is not so popular, though it can also be helpful.

Religious poetry is sometimes knotty, as in the following stanza:

Genitori, Genitoque

Laus et jubilatio,

Salus, honor, virtus quoque
Sit et benedictio:
Procedenti ab utroque
Compar sit laudatio.

Unsurprisingly, analysts who compare source and target texts
guestion whether these translations are true originals. In fact, the
translations differ radically from the source text. The divine triad
is deciphered in much more explicit and more typical formulae
(“the Trinity: Father, Son and Holy Spirit”) than the original, witty
metaphors (“Genitor, Genitus, Procedens”). The additional code
“Trinity” immediately determines the limits of what the recipient
is supposed to understand.

The synonymous cluster “laus, jubilatio, salus, honor, virtus,
laudatio, benedictio”, quoted throughout the stanza, conveys the
dual idea of praise and salutation to God. It makes some sense to
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compress this range into two words, such as “czes¢” and “chwata”
(Pol.) or “noxsana” and “cnasa” (Ukr. 2022). The 2007 Ukrainian
translation installs the same word “cnasa” twice. The 1975 English
translation gives four textual equivalents: “honour, glory, might
and merit”. This variant transforms all the extravagant synonyms
into four keywords that more accurately reflect the original
amalgamation. “Virtus” does not sound appropriate in the line of
salutation, though the English translation manages to preserve it.
So, the original concept remains oblique in the translation, but
that is the problem with the original.

Cognitive tools offer a rich set of tools which translation
analysts can use to interpret texts and assess translation quality.
More importantly, they can provide methodological support and
practical means for dealing with a group of texts which function as
a whole, but whose content may vary under different conditions
(languages, books, cultures). The interplay of smaller actual
texts within an imagined macro-text ensures the multiplicity and
diversity of interpretations that are how believers approach Divine
Wisdom through meditation.

The cultural background of translations depends heavily
on both the intentions of the source text and the conceptual
directions and limits of the faithful. Believers’ mentality may
interact with different original information components, and the
blended interpretation is facilitated by a longer and logical context
but complicated by the lack of factual religious and historical
knowledge. Consequently, historicism can fail and give way to new
myths, thereby ruining the original catechetical purpose.

Cognitivism has defined a number of key terms for its
description of lexical semantics. Two sets of terms related to
iconicity (icon, index and symbol) and to figure-ground relations
(area, proximity, closedness, symmetry and good continuation)
are promising sets of criteria for assessing how the religious
macro vision can be rendered in translation, with or without the
exact naming of the phenomena of the source text. From this
standpoint, it is also relevant to circles of poetic texts in other
macro contexts.
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4. Linguacultural histories of texts: the Creed

The Creed is one of the three most recited prayers, along with
the Lord’s Prayer and the Hail Mary. The Lord’s Prayer and the Hail
Mary are constructed from biblical texts and can be considered the
domain of biblical translation; the Creed, which exists in two main
variants — the Apostles’ Creed and the Niceno-Constantinopolitan
Creed —is a product of Christian theology and part of the Liturgy.
The Byzantine Rite uses only the Niceno-Constantinopolitan
Creed, while the Roman Rite uses both: the most popular version
is the Apostles’ Creed and the text used during the Mass is the
Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed. The Apostles’ Creed has some
phrases in common with the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed, so
it may appear that the Apostles’ Creed incorporates the Niceno-
Constantinopolitan Creed with slight modifications, though these
texts have different histories.

Liturgical texts between politics and people

Thetexts of the Creed were popularand authoritativein Ukraine
and Poland. In 1248, the Synod of Wroctaw even decreed that the
Lord’s Prayer and the Creed should be recited in Polish during Mass
[Sredniowieczna piesr 1980:xiii]: this official recognition of Polish
liturgical translation was a response to German expansion, which
threatened the Polish Church and nation. The earliest surviving
Polish texts circulating in manuscript are translations of the
Apostles’ Creed from the 14" and 15 centuries [Bystron 1886:352-
353]. The German and Polish translations were published in the
first book printed in Poland (1475), the Synodal Statutes, which
were published in Latin but also contained the Lord’s Prayer, the
Hail Mary and the Apostles’ Creed in German and Polish, the main
languages of the faithful in Silesia [Synodalia statuta 1475:f. 13-14].
In 1577, the Roman Church in Poland adopted the Tridentine Mass,
which included the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed as part of the
Mass. This opened the way for receiving it in Polish translations,
first in the form of catechisms and finally in the first Polish complete
translations of the Mass [Ceremonie 1780: 2:198-199].
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In Ukraine, the sacred Church Slavonic version was dominant
for a much longer, but it was also much more understandable to
the Ukrainians than the Latin sacred text was to the Poles. The
text of the Creed was fundamental not only for religious practice
but also for primary education: it was included in primers for
teaching reading, e.g. lvan Fedorovych’s Primers of 1574 and 1578
[®enoposny 1574:52-54; depoposuy 1578a:11-14; depoposuy
1578b:52-55] and Lavrentiy Zyzaniy’s Primer of 1596 [3u3aHil
1596:7-8]. Some extracts from the translated Creed are found in
catechisms.

The apparently first translation into Middle Ukrainian appeared
in 1620, at the height of the theological polemics between the
Roman Catholic and Orthodox Churches in the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth. The translation of the Niceno-Constantinopolitan
Creed was published in Zakhariya Kopystenskyi’s “Book on the True
Faith and the Holy Apostolic Church” [KonucteHcbkuii 1620:165-
167], and this fact is one of many that characterise the flourishing
translation activities of the early 17"-century Kyiv Orthodox
Metropolitanate, whose translation heritage has not enjoyed much
attention from translation experts. Zakhariya Kopystenskyi was a
remarkable figure in the Ukrainian polemical literature of the early
17t century. He was also an expert in Greek and Latin and translated
several Greek religious books, including “Horologion” (1617), “No-
mocanon” (1625) and the writings of St John Chrysostom. This is
why the translation of the Creed was not a casual translation but a
powerful tool in Orthodox-Catholic polemics.

The 19" century brought more luminous liturgical translations
in both countries. The four-volume Missal was published in Berlin,
the capital of Prussia [Roczne 1844-1845]. It was a largely bilingual
Latin-Polish edition with a function both liturgical (the Latin part)
and educational for Poles (the Polish part). It contains the Latin
and Polish texts of the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed [Roczne
Nabozenstwo 1844:1:vii-viii]. Latin was still the dominant language
of liturgical praxis, and this bilingual edition helped to follow the
Mass in full detail. It was not the only edition in the 19*" century:
in 1874, the bilingual edition for the faithful was already called
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the Roman Missal [Mszat 1874]. Meanwhile, the authority of
Latin as a sacred language was also supported in other ways. For
instance, several Polish-language prayer books offered meditative
adaptations of the Creed to be recited by the faithful while the
priest recited the Latin Creed at Mass [e.g. Ksigzka modlitw
1830:28-33; Aniot Stréz 189-?:53]. The fact that such prayer books
were published shows that the Polish faithful did not understand
the Latin Mass well and often chose an alternative way of praying
and following the Mass. Another bilingual Missal was published in
the 20" century: in 1920, it was prepared by Rev. Gaspar Lefebvre
with the French translation by Rev. Louis-Claude Fillion as a version
for France and Belgium, which was translated into Polish and
published in 1932 [Mszat 1932]. It was later revised and translated
again in 1949 (republished in 1956) [Mszat 1956]. The texts of the
Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed differ [Mszat 1932:109-111;
Mszat 1956:872-873]. The events of the 1960s — the last revision
of the Tridentine Mass and the introduction of the Paul VI Mass
(Novus Ordo Missae) — led to a large-scale project of translating
liturgical books. The “typical editions” resulting from the Second
Vatican Council shaped new standards, which also influenced
the text of the Creed that was later used widely and published
in numerous prayer books [e.g. Spotkanie z Bogiem 1983:55-57].
In Ukraine at the turn of the 1870s, a wave of polemics broke
out between the advocates of the exclusive use of Church Slavonic
as a liturgical language and the promoters of introducing New
Ukrainian into liturgical practice. In 1869, the eminent Ukrainian
physicist (by profession) and theologian (by training) Ivan Puliui
published a very abridged edition of a prayer book [MonuTtBocnos
1869]. Two years later, he published the first complete prayer
book in New Ukrainian [MonutosHuk 1871], which marked the
start of a new period in the history of publishing prayer books in
Ukraine. The emergence of an independent state — the Ukrainian
National Republic — influenced the restoration of ecclesiastical
independence in Ukraine. The new efforts began with the
Ukrainian-language Liturgy and prayer books and continued after
clergy were forced to emigrate and work in the diaspora. Thus, the
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Creed was translated by Rev. Andriy Herashchenko [MonanTtoBHUK
1917:12-13], by the exiled minister lvan Ohiyenko [CBsaTa 1922a:
59-60], by the Ukrainian Greek Orthodox Church in Canada
[Aobpuit nacTop 1952:12-14] or by the Ukrainian Catholic (Greek
Catholic) Church in exile [CBaweHHa 1988:50-51]. In 2021, two
years after the proclamation of the autocephaly of the Ukrainian
Orthodox Church (“the Orthodox Church of Ukraine”, 2019), its
Synod adopted a new version of the Creed with some “minor”
changes [OdiuirtHe 2021]. This fact indicates the importance of
maintaining the high authority of this text.

Theory and text

One view of retranslation is that it helps to construct “a
gradual move from an initial rejection of the foreign, via a tentative
but nevertheless appropriating foray into the source culture,
culminating in an idealised move which privileges the source text
and all its alterity” [Deane-Cox 2014:3]. Religious texts occupy a
special place among other texts: their high status is unquestioned.
Their authoritative power is sealed by the emotionality of the
worshiper, who treats prayers as a dialogue with God, so these
texts cannot be foreign. Understanding Christianity and God has
been a successful motto for recent liturgical reforms.

One reason given for new retranslations is ageing. In religious
translation, itis the other way around. Tradition is sanctified by time.
The Greek and Latin texts were formed in the early 1°* millennium;
and the Church Slavonic texts, in the late 1 millennium. At the turn
of the 3™ millennium, they are still being practised, and that gives
them such a unique sense of life and power.

The translation of the texts of power should turn the
translator’s attention from the spectrum of gradual approximation
to the complicated nexus of social, cultural and theological visions.
Can we consider the addition of the Filioque as a unique fact of
translation from Orthodox into Catholic? Nevertheless, “the most
recent retranslation strives towards a reconfiguration of the field
by asserting the value of the source text” [Deane-Cox 2014:78], but
this only occurs when the whole translation programme is realised.
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Multiple retranslations were the result of complicated real-
life conditions and attitudes. These conditions aimed to solve
problems of domination and legitimisation of a nation and its
institutions, such as the Church and language. Typologically, the
conditions supporting the search for a new text in the target
language can be grouped as follows:

1) political reasons show how a military invasion (Poland, 13t
century) or the defence of a “national” Church (Ukraine, early
17t century) can stimulate the need to refer to the Creed as a
fundamental text both for the Church and for a nation;

2) social motives reveal that a nation survives various boons
and crises, but when the need for a search for national self-identity
arises, the major efforts are initially focused on the religious text
as a reflection of a nation’s worldview (the 19" century, when
Poland was divided between Prussia, Russia and Austria, and
Ukraine between Russia and Austria);

3) cultural life poses new challenges when the Church has to
introduce some religious revisions of its fundamentals both for a
better perception and reception of Christian dogmata (especially
Poland after the 1960s and the Second Vatican Council) and for
an additional legitimisation of its authority (especially Ukraine
after 2019 and the proclamation of the autocephaly of Ukraine’s
Orthodox Church);

4) the historical background cannot be avoided, as every
language develops and deviates from its older standards, and this
objective mutability is usually not radical (see Polish texts from the
19t and 20™ centuries), but the chaotic existence creates space
for linguistic experimentation (see Ukrainian texts during and after
the Ukrainian Revolution of 1917-1920).

Christian and cultural dogmata

Although dogmata are part of theology, some theologians
ignore that every language is a system of codes, and their belief in
very particular — dogmatic — senses of a word does not mean that
the whole community shares this belief. This view has led to many
heresies in the history of the Church. This is why the connection
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between dogmatics and culture is not a coincidence but a close
and interdependent influence.

Biblical vocabulary is at the heart of liturgical translation.
In a general perspective, the discrepancies between biblical and
liturgical texts are not permissible because they not only change the
codes of religious communication (leaving room for additional and
unnecessary interpretations) but can also cause some dogmatic
turmoil. The verse “d@®¢ €k Pwtdc” is rendered “cRETACTL 3
cekTa0cTH” (1620), which contradicts today’s “csiTno Big, csitna”
(1871 and all later translations). In the Polish texts of the Creed,
this formula appears in the version “Swiattosc¢ ze Swiattosci”, which
corresponds to the biblical statement: “Bdg jest Swiattoscig i nie
ma w Nim zadnej ciemnosci” (1 John 1:5). The Ostroh Bible of
1581 fixes the lexeme “¢ce'kTn”, which could also have been used
in the translation of the Creed. The question remains whether any
pre-1620 Polish text (e.g. the Polish translations of the Bible or the
translation of the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed) influenced
the Middle Ukrainian text since neither the Early Polish Dictionary
[Stownik staropolski 1982: t. 9, z. 1:51-54] nor the Early Ukrainian
dictionary [TumueHnko 2003:313] substantiate the advantage of the
lexeme “Swiattos¢ / csithictb” over the lexeme “$wiatto / csitno”,
even though the first variant was much more widely used. In New
Ukrainian, the use of the lexemes “csitno” (“light”) and “cBitnicTb”
(“lightness”) is clearly differentiated.

The epithet “Navtokpdtwp” created a dogmatic difference
in translation back in the time when it was translated into Latin.
Power can be interpreted in two ways: strength or sovereignty.
Western Christianity followed the path of strength as it is in the
Latin form “omnipotens”, which has been translated into Polish
as “wszechmogacy” since the earliest manuscripts. The same
tradition is recorded in the English-language Missal: “almighty”
[Roman Missal 2011:527]. However, Patristic Greek speaks more
in the direction of authority and supremacy, which was literally
rendered in Church Slavonic as “BeepepxknTean” (1574). The
authority and tradition of Church Slavonic determined that the
main translation variant in New Ukrainian was “Bcegep»utens”
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(1871, 1988, 2021). Meanwhile, interesting translation variants
also appeared during the revolutionary period, which influenced
linguistic issues. Herashchenko suggested “Bceaep:kaseub” (1917),
which elegantly renders the political tradition of representing
authority: the supreme ruler. Ohiyenko initiated a translation
tradition which tends more to powerfulness and, thus, is even more
Catholic: “Bcemoryunit” (1922, 1952). Slight linguistic experiments
were observed in Polish Orthodox prayer books from the 1930s to
the 1940s: “Wszechdzierzyciel” (1931), “Wszechwtadca” (1937),
“Wszechdzierzacy” (1944).

One more case of linguistic experimentation is connected with
the epithet “Zwomowwv” (“the giver of life”) whose translations ranged
from a very Church-Slavonic-like option (“focnogp *usotsopawmin”
1917) via rather a domesticated form (“focnoab oxusnarumin”
1922, 1952) to a well-balanced morphological solution (“lfocnoab
XunBoTtBopHMIA” 1988; “focnoab msoTtBopumit” 2021). A hard phrase
was “became man”, which was rendered in Church Slavonic as a
single word “BMeaoRkMIACA” (1574). The Ukrainian translations
hesitated between a Church-Slavonic-like but artificial form “crascs”
(“self-became”: “noamHoto crasca”, 1917; “crasca noamHow” 1922,
“cTasca vyonosikom”, 1952) and a normative form “crtas” (“became”:
“cTaB vyonosikom”, 1988; “ctas noamHoro”, 2021). The hesitation
between “yonosik” (“man”, 1952, 1988) and “ntognHa” (“human”,
1917, 1922, 2021) overlaps with two tendencies: one is a conscious
digression from Church Slavonic where ““aogkkw” means both a
man and a woman; the other is an unconscious pro-feminist ten-
dency to incorporate genderless lexis. The Polish translations do not
show similar ideological discrepancies but some minor ones, like the
semantic and grammatical rearrangements in the phrase “things
visible and invisible”: “widomych i niewidomych rzeczy” (1780), “rze-
czy widomych i niewidzialnych” (1932), “rzeczy widomych i niewi-
domych’” (1874), “rzeczy widzialnych i niewidzialnych” (1956, 1983).

The Ukrainian text cannot exist independently of the Church
Slavonic version. Some important dogmatic notions-terms had
been incorporated into the vernacular and considered as typically
Ukrainian back in the time of Middle Ukrainian: “Bors OTes”,
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“BCEAEPKHTEARL”, “Bhekpecenie”, “rpkxn”. The 1620 text contains
some obviously Polish words or those modified under the influence
of Polish: “kpoa€BCTBO”, “3BABENA”, “NPABAHBHIA”, “BLIHCTKH”.
The origin of these words is — as of today — unknown and, thus,
two possibilities remain: firstly, the Ukrainian text could have been
influenced by the existing—and now unknown — Polish translations;
or, secondly, it was defined by the linguistic practice of the then
Ukrainian speakers living in the polylingual society where Polish
had an official status. Thus, the Ukrainian text of 1620 emerged as
a nexus of many linguistic practices: Ukrainian vernacular, which
claimed the necessity of translations into it; Church Slavonic, which
provided dogmatic terms; Polish vernacular, which influenced the
choice of some lexemes (perhaps motivated by the existing Polish
and Czech translations or by common linguistic practices).

The influence of common linguistic practice is a reliable
explanation for using some Polish words in the Middle Ukrainian
text. The earliest texts, however, reveal an essential terminological
feature which can be considered antidogmatic in today’s Polish
Catholic texts: this is the usage of the word “cerkiew”. According
to the dictionaries of contemporary Polish, “cerkiew” designates
a series of concepts (“group of people”, “institution”, “place of
worship”) associated with Orthodoxy. The “Early Polish Dictionary”,
on the other hand, does not register any specific sense related to
Orthodoxy [Stownik staropolski 1954:t. 1, z. 4:218-219]. While the
Middle Polish translations were influenced by Czech or, less likely,
Church Slavonic translations, the standard term in more recent
Polish translations is only “Kosciot”.

The choice of the lexeme “cerkiew” calls for a reconsideration
of some ideas about the New World Translation of the Bible (by
Jehovah’s Witnesses), which is criticised, for instance, for replacing
the well-established “Kosciot” with “ogdlne zgromadzenie” [Zajac].
Here a distinction must be borne in mind — between biblical and
liturgical vocabulary. The Patristic writings developed a new sense
of the Christian institution for the Greek “€kkAncia”, but in the
time of the New Testament, the sense “assembly duly summoned”
dominated.
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The exciting difference between the current Polish trans-
lations of the Apostles’ Creed and the Niceno-Constantinopolitan
Creed concerns the Greek “dvdotaoctc” or the Latin “resurrectio”,
which sounds identical in both texts in both languages. In the
Polish translations of the Apostles’ Creed and of the Niceno-
Constantinopolitan Creed, made from the earliest times until
the mid-20" century, the resurrection of the dead is called
“zmartwychwstanie”, which is a reasonably accurate rendering of
the original Greek lexeme associated primarily with “rising”. This
very lexeme can be seen as a key to the success story of Jesus Christ
when after difficulties and obstacles, i.e. falling down, He was able
to “rise up” to success and glory. The Ukrainian “BockpeciHHs", as
well as other Slavonic terms from this root, means first and foremost
“return to life”: this word signifies God’s mystical act in which
humans are not involved. This is why the goal of involving believers
in repenting for sins and earning eternal life is better promised
by the term “zmartwychwstanie”, which reminds them that they
should follow and appreciate Jesus Christ’s path from suffering to
happiness. In the more recent Polish translations of the Niceno-
Constantinopolitan Creed (1956, 1983), the idea of resurrection is
translated as “wskrzeszenie”, which limits the rich variety of means
of obtaining life after death to the mere process of revival.

Summing up the lines of historical development in two
ostensibly opposing Christian traditions, we face several striking
similarities. The texts of the Creed functioned as signs of extreme
authority, which had the same meaning for nations and national
churches: retranslation activities became active during national
and social crises (foreign expansions and occupations). The major
ecclesiastical reforms also coincide more or less in time: Ukraine’s
claim to its autocephalous Church at the turn of the 1920s and
Poland'’s reflections on the liturgical movement concluded during
the Second Vatican Council in the 1960s. The historical changes in
the target languages did not play a decisive role in stimulating new
retranslations, but the results were sometimes bright and unusual
from the viewpoint of linguistic reception and interpretation.
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Afterthougths

In the history of the Liturgy, the poetic factor was decisive
for glorifying God, but during intercultural transitions, it was
formalised and gave way to the meditative meaning of communion
with God. So, this book focuses on liturgical books that perform
euchographic and hymnographic functions.

Ukraine is not only a territory but also an essence, so we
explored the practice of liturgical translation into Ukrainian and
dialects or with/through the Ukrainian language in other languages
outside the territory of the Ukrainian State. The same applied to
Polish liturgical praxis.

Criticism of liturgical translation — like any other kind of
translation — stands at the intersection of related disciplines. Erich
Steiner has proposed a good formula: translation assessment
refers to anthropology, history, literary criticism on the one hand
and to psychology and linguistics on the other [Steiner 2004:87,
98-100]. These disciplines are the key to a reliable interpretation
of the liturgical text (and religious texts in general):

—anthropology explains the identity of the text as a reflection
of the collective memory of a particular community in specific
circumstances;

— history reveals the context of the events and objects
described, which are often distorted by the application of one’s
modern experience;

— literary criticism shows the poetic, rhetorical and genre
characteristics of the text, which are the result not only of
spiritual inspiration but also of the aesthetic development of the
literary community as a whole and of an individual author as its
representative;

— psychology focuses on such categories that cause a reaction
(positive or negative, ethical, numinosum, etc.) from reading, or
do not cause a reaction (and why?), or cause an undesirable or
unpredictable reaction;
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— linguistics determines how it is possible to overcome the
asymmetry of the expression of reality in the source and target
languages, and in liturgical translation, the asymmetry between
ancient and new languages must be taken into account.

These parameters help to formulate an understanding of
the characteristics of the liturgical text that are essential for its
reproduction, as well as the “pitfalls” that any translator may
encounter.

It is clear that at the heart of liturgical translation is the
cultural issue of reproduction. Leslie A. White outlines three basic
components of the cultural system: technical, social and ideological
[White 1975:17]. The ideological aspect, i.e. concepts and beliefs, is
of primary concern. The social aspect, i.e. customary, institutional
and traditional ties, is not overlooked either. Instead, the technical
aspect, i.e. the tools and their use, is often underestimated. This
is why vinegar, a positive symbol of the Roman army, becomes a
negative symbol in the Crucifixion scene.

The classification of Georgios Floros, who identified three
features of cultural combinations — quantity, quality and value
— will also be useful for textual analysis [Floros 2003:69-71]. It
means the correlation of parameters of physical verbal content
(no shortening and no amplification) and accurate reproduction
(no generalisation and no specification). However, even if we find
such a counterpart “one to one” according to quantitative and
qualitative parameters, we must not forget the category of value.
Behind every sign, there is a story that gives rise to a particular
attitude of the speaker towards this sign and to some characteristic
associations. It is the value parameter that allows for sometimes
radical textual substitutions that prevent misinterpretations.
Moreover, this is important from the viewpoint of establishing a
safety measure so that in the future, new heresies and sects not
arise from the interpretation of the text.

Translationissometimes perceived asatwo-way phenomenon,
combining aesthetic and ethical issues [cf. Babel 2015:184-229].
Sufficient attention has been paid to the aesthetic side, but the
ethical side has mainly been limited to judgments about how
much it is possible or worthwhile to shorten or modify the target
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text. Instead, here we can look at the issue more deeply through
the prism of the asymmetry of the relationship to the text (from
the standpoint of the liturgist, the linguist or the believer), and
this asymmetry can lead to a conflict between the desired and the
actual way of interpreting the text. Here, it is worth emphasising
that any theoretical construct can be understood as a tool for
thinking, triggering some thoughts and blocking others [Baynham,
Lee 2019:13]. Such a limit, which would keep the faithful from
excessive and further distorted interpretation, is fundamental in
liturgical translation.

Among translation scholars, the question sometimes arises as
to the extent to which translation theory and translation criticism
should be descriptive or normative [cf. Steiner 2004:101]. For the
researcher, the descriptive seems to be more weighty, deeper,
multifunctional; on the other hand, for the liturgist and for a
specific use, the acceptance of the norms makes it possible to
maintain the unity and uniformity of a series of texts, to give
them the same dogmatic and poetic weight, to protect them from
misinterpretations and heresies.

Our liturgical texts are typically published in exquisite editions.
We want this elegance to be not only aesthetic but also academic.
What is meant is the need for publications with thorough
paratexts: prefaces and commentaries. Some researchers pay
attention to the semantic diversity of such paratexts [e.g. Peligra
2018]: the representation of identity, hybridity, truth and memory,
the importance of translators’ prefaces and afterwords, etc. Our
editions typically include a very brief note on the need for such
books, occasionally mentioning the originals of these translations.
Such prefaces are different from those of the early 17* century
when authors wrote about the language of church books, the
education of the reader and the philosophy of reading. One must
be able to read liturgical texts, and even more, one must be able
to appreciate them. Without well-developed paratexts — primarily
commentaries — the reader is left to their devices and their
erudition, which usually lacks even an approximate understanding
of the aesthetics of an ancient or medieval text.
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MoiviE, 1889. [20], 176 ©.

Latin liturgical sources

Ritvale 1631: Ritvale sacramentorvm ac aliarum ecclesiae
caeremoniarvm: ex decreto Synodi Prouinc. Petricouien. ad
uniformem ecclesiarum regni Polon. vsum recens editum: P. 1-2.
Cracovia: Andreas Petricovius, 1631. [8], 151 [de facto: 211], [6],
479 p.

Graduale 1979: Graduale triplex. Solesmis: Abbaye Saint-Pierre
de Solesmes, 1979. 918 s.; music. score.

Liturgia 1977: Liturgia horarum: iuxta ritum romanum. Vol. 2:
Tempus Quadragesimae, Sacrum Triduum Paschale, Tempus
Paschale. Editio typica, decima impressio. Citta del Vaticano:
Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 1977. 1793 p.

MIDDLE AGES

Synodalia statuta 1475: Synodalia statuta episcoporum
Woratislaviensium. Wratislavia, 1475. [71 f.]

OkToix 1491: [OkTtoix]. Kpakis: LUsakinonst ®ionb, 1491.
172 apk.

Tpioab 1491: [Tpiogb usbTHaa. Kpakis: LUBannonst ®ionb,
6. 1491]. 366 apk.
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TpbnbcHeup 1491: TpbnbcHeup. [Tpiogb nicHa. Kpakis:
LWesanonst Pionb, 61. 1491]. 314 apk.

Yacocnoseub 1491: Yacocnoseub. Kpakis: LBannonst ®Piosb,
1491. 384 apk.

EARLY MODERN TIME

Agenda 1514: Agenda latino et vulgari sermone Polonico
videlicet et Alemanico illuminata incipit feliciter. [Krakow: Jan
Haller, 1514]. [1], 94, [9] f.

Seklucian 1549: Seklucian I. Catechismvs to iest Krotka a prosta
starey wiary chrzescianskiey nauka powtore wydana... Krolewec
Pruski: lan Weinreych, 1549. [96] k.

Hozjusz 1562: Hozjusz Stanistaw. Ksyegi o jasnym a szczyrym
Stowie Bozym. ... Item, Rozmowa o tym, godzili sye laikom kielicha,
ksyezey zon dopusci¢, a w koscielech stuzbe Bozig iezykiem
przyrodzonym sprawowac / tacinskim iezykiem napisane, a teraz
na polski przetozone. Krakéw: tazarz Lazarz Andrysowic, 1562. [4],
147, [8] k.

Herbest 1566: Herbest B. Nauka prawego chrzescijanina.
Krakow: Mateusz Siebeneicher, 1566. [848] s.

Biatobrzeski 1567: Biatobrzeski M. Katechizm albo Wizerunk
prawey wiary chrzescianskiey wedle nauki Pana Jezusa Chrystusa,
apostotow iego y Kosciota iego Swietego przeciwko wszytkim
obtedliwosciam tych czasdw barzo pozyteczny. [Krakéw: tazarz
Andrysowic], 1567. [16], 386, [2] k.

Katechizm 1568: Katechizm albo nauka wiary y poboznosci
Krzéscijanskiey / wedlug uchwaty S. Tridentskiego Concilium [...]
przez [...] Walentego Kucborskiego [...] z tadinskiego na Polskie
wytozony. Krakéw: Mikotaj Scharffenberg 1568. [8], 439, [28] s.

Godzinki 1582: Godzinki na vroczyste swieta, to iest lutrznie,
Prima, Tertia, Sexta, Nona, Nieszpory y Komplety, ktérych Kosciét
powszechny Apostolski Rzymski na czes¢ y na chwate Panu Bogu
wssechmoggcemu w Trdycy iedynemu uzywa. Krakow: Lazarz,
1582.[12] k., 839 s.

Agenda 1591: Agenda Sev Ritvs Caeremoniarvm Ecclesiasti-
carvm: ad vniformem Ecclesiarum per vniuersas Prouincias Regni
Polonize vsum, officio Romano conformati: Ex decreto Synodi
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Prouincialis Petricouiensis denuo conscripti & editi / Hieronim
Powodowski. Cracovia: Officina Architypographica Regia & Ecclesi-
astica Lazari, 1591. [8], 290, [8], **4, Aa6, Bb-Zz6, Aaa6, Bbb5 p.

Hymny 1598: Hymny koscielne: cokolwiek sie ich w breuiarzach
teraznieyszych znayduie y niektore insze / przekt. Stanistawa
Grochowskiego. Krakéw: Jak. Sibeneycher, 1598. [2], 51, [4] k.

Officivm 1598: Officivm abo Godziny blogoslawioney Panny
Mariey: nie dawno reformowane y z roskazania Pivsa papieza pigtego
wydane / przez d. lakuba Wvika [Jakuba Wujka] przetozone. Krakdow:
Andrzej Piotrkowczyk, 1598. [15] k., 661, [3] s.

Powodowski 1604: Powodowski H. Litvrgia Abo Opisanie Mszey
Swietey, y Obrzedow iey: Wybrane z Postille Lacinskiey nowey,
Chrystologia nazwaney / polskim iezykiem wydane. Krakow: Lazarz;
Bazyli Skalski, 1604. [16], 208 s.

Modlitwy 1606: Modlitwy koscielne, ktorych przy mszach
swietych y inszey chwale Bozey y wszelakim nabozenstwie przez
rok Kosciot vzywa / nigdy przed tym, dopiero teraz przadnie
wedtug biegu rocznego zebrane y polskim iezykiem wydane przez
X. Hieronima Powodowskiego. Krakéw: Mikotaj Scharffenberger,
1606. xx, [22], 415 s.

Hymny 1648: Hymny y prozy polskie: W zwyczaynym uzywaniu
y nabozenstwie Kosciota Swietego Katholickiego, z Brewiarza
Rzymskiego w iedne ksigzke zebrane / z tac. hymndw na pol. przez
lana Biatobockiego przetoz. Krakéw: F. Cezary, 1648. 283, [1] s., [6] k.

Ecphonemata 1671: Ecphonemata liturgiey greckiey. Harmonia
albo krétkie pogodzenie roznic w obrzedach miedzy mszg s.
rzymska, a liturgig grecka / przez X. Pachomiusa Ohilewicza. Wilno:
Monastyr S. Troyce 0.0. Bazylianow, 1671. [184 s.]

Officivm 1701: Officivm na pierwszg srzode qvadragezymy
i Wielgo-Tygodniowe wedtug mszata i brewiarza rzymskiego na
roskazanie Pivsa Pigtego wydane, od Clemensa VIII i Urbana VIl
przeyrzane. Poznan: Drukarnia Collegium Societatis Jesu, 1701.
[14], 402 [to jest 401], [2] s.

Witkowski 1730: Witkowski Jan. Obserwacye swiete czasu
rocznego albo dni niektore w roku honorowi Jezusa, Matki
nayswietszey y swietych Panskich poswiecone do chrzescianskiey
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obserwancyi przez osobliwsze nabozenstwa podane. Poznan:
Drukarnia Collegium Societatis Jesu, 1730. [4], 600 [to jest 510] s.

Wyktad 1743: Wyktad Mszy Sw. Jana Chryzostoma wedtug
zwyczaju cerkwi Wschodniey / po stowiansku i polsku. Suprasl:
Monaster Zwiastowania Przenajswietszej Bogurodzicy, 1743. 35 f.

Flos 1756: Flos odorem devotionis spirans ad radios Basilii
Magni columnae in avita Nereziorum rosa explicatus alias Hymnus
acathistus Ad dulcissimum nomen Jesu Christi. /lbsiB: |. dunnnosuy,
1756. [8], 25 apk.

Hymn 1762: Hymn. Akathist do Przeczystey Bogarodzicy Panny
Maryi. MNouais: ApyKkapHa YcneHcbKoro moHactmpa, 1762. [2], 112,
[6] c.

Akatist 1764: Akatist i Moleben, dwa stawne Kosciota
Wschodniego do Matki Boskiey nabozenstwa / ttum. pol. oparte na
przekt. Giuseppe Schiro, arcybiskupa Durazzo. Wilno: Drukarnia XX.
Bazylianow, 1764. [12], 120 s.

Ceremonie 1780: Ceremonie czyli obrzadki y zwyczaie
ktore bywaig w Kosciele Katolickim w przypadaigcych roznych
okolicznosciach zazywane: w 2 t. Kalisz 1780.

Mszat 1780: Mszat wspotkaptanski swieckim osobom stuzacy.
40 mszy albo modlitw podczas mszy sw. poboznych i skutecznych
zamykajgcy / Pracg i Staraniem Ks. Marcina Kochemensa [Martin
von Cochem], niemieckim jezykiem napisany, potem po tacinie,
teraz na polski przettum. Krakéw: Drukarnia Seminaryum Biskup.
Akademickiego, 1780. 226 s.

Nabozenstwo 1781: Nabozenstwo dzienne, tygodniowe i
roczne, ktore sie odprawuje w Kosciele Farnym Warszawskim
Swietego Krzyza dla wygody parafiandw przedrukowane. Warszawa:
Drukarnia XX. Missionarzéw, 1781. [2], 246 s.

Nabozenstwo 1783: Nabozenstwo do btogostawionego
Jozafata M. arcybiskupa potockiego [...] z tacinskiego na polskie
przetozone i Zywot tegoz b. meczennika / Susza Jakub Jan. Wilno:
Drukarnia XX. Bazyliandw, 1783.

Nabozenstwo 1785: Nabozenstwo do S. Onufrego Officium
i Litania z przytozeniem Summariusza zycia. Mouyais: [pyKapHsA
YcneHcbKkoro moHactmps, 1785. 61 c.
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Rozne 1791: Rozne nabozenstwo od Swietych Oycow ztozone
/ na pol. iezyk przettum., tez i postowienisku i popolsku wydruk.
Movais: ApyKkapHAa YcneHcbKoro moHactmpa, 1791. 351 c.

Mana 1522: [Mana nogopoHa KHWXKKa: y 22 4.]. BinbHioc:
®paHymck CKkopuHa, 651. 1522.

®epoposuy 1574: [Pepoposud IBaH]. [A3byka]. JibBsis, [1574].
[79] c.

dPepoposuy 1578a: [PepopoBuy IBaH]. [A3byka]. Octpor,
[1578]. [16] c.

depoposuy 1578b: [Penoposud IBaH]. Hayano yuyeHia gbtems.
Ocrtpor, [1578]. [96] c.

3usaHin 1596: [3u3aHinn JlaspeHTii]. Hayka Ky u4uTaHto.
BinbHtoc, [1596]. [8] c.

CnyxebHuk 1604: [Cny»kebHuK]. CTpsaTtuH, 1604. [2], 11, 570 c.

TpebHuk 1606: [TpebHuK]. CtpatuH, 1606. [8], 681, [7] apk.

Yacocnosb 1616: Yacocnosb. Kuis: Kueso-lNeuepcbka Jlaspa,
6n. 1616. [21], 190, [2] apk.

bykBapb 1618: bykBapb M\3bika CnaseHcka. €B’e, 1618.
52 apk.

AHBonorioH 1619: AHBonorioH. Kunis: Knueso-lNeuepcbKa J/laBpa,
1619. [16], 1048 c.

KonucteHcbknin 1620: KonncteHcbkmin 3axapia. KHura o Bipi
€QMHON, CBATOM anocTonckou uepkse. Kuis: [dpykapHa Kueso-
MeuepcbKoi naspu, 1620. [4], 317, 308 c.

3usaHin 1627: [3u3aHin JlaBpeHTili]. [Katuxmucuch Benmkui].
Mocksa, [6n. 1627]. [395] apk.

TpiwaioH 1627: TpiwgioH cuectdv TpinbcHeub C[BA]Tou
Bennkon YetoipaecATHMUM. Knis: Kneso-lNevepcbKa Jlagpa, 1627.
[4], 802 c.

NeitypriapioH 1629: /leitypriapioH cu ectb CnyKebHUKb. Kuis:
Kueso-Meyepcbka JflaBpa, 1629. [28], 144, 300, [4] c. (enlarged
edition in 1639)

Tpiwaion 1631: TpiwgioH cuectdb TpunbcHeub c[Baltou
Benukou MATaecATHUUDbI. [TeHTMKocTapioH. Kunis: Kueso-lNeyepcbKa
Naspa, 1631. [22], 828 c.
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Moruna 1645: [Moruna Metpo]. CbbpaHie KOPOTKOU HayKK O
apTuKynax Bbpbl MpaBocnaBHOKaBwanyecKkom xpicTiaHcKou Begy(r)
Bbl3HaHA W Hayku Li(e)pkBe c(BATOMN) BocTo(4)HOM cobopHOM
an(ocrto)nickon / nepBbit A3bIKOMDb NMOACKU(M), @ TEMNEepPb Aia/IeKTOMb
pyckum BblaaHoe. Kuis: Kneso-lMeyepcoka flaspa, 1645. 102 apk.

EyxonoriwH 1646: EyxonoriwH anb6o MoAMTBOCNOBD WM
TpebHukb. Kuis: Kneso-lMNeuepcbKka JlaBpa, 1646. Y. 1: [20], 890,
900-946 c.; u. 2: [4], 263 c.; 4. 3:[2], 430 c.

Npmonon 1662: Upmonoi. Cynpacnb, 1662. 294 apK. Pykonuc:
Lietuvos moksly akademijos biblioteka (Vilnius). lWunudp: LMAB RS
F 19-115.

Ipmonon 1700: lpmonoi, cu ectb (WcmornacHukb. J1bBiB:
Cobop cB. HOpa, 1700. [4], 446, [26] c.

MoHTnduKans 1716: MoHTMdMKanb cm ectb CnyKebHUKD c[BA]-
TUTENCKIN CbaepKallb B cebb, no umHy C[BA]TbiA BOCTOYHbIA LLEPKBM
JINTyprito CBATUTENCKYIO, OCBALLEHIE aHTIMMUCCOB U MMpa CBATAro,
NMOCTaHOB/EHie B BCA YMHbI iEpPENcKia, n npoyan. Cynpacab: JpyK.
Bnarosiw,. moHactups, 1716. [1], 42 apk.

NeitoyprikoH 1733: JleiToyprikoH cu ecTb Cny*KebHUKb. YHIB:
YcneHcbKa Jlaspa, 1733. [10], 259 c.

NeitovpriapioHb 1755: JleitovpriapioHb uan Cny»KebHUKD.
Mouais: YcneHcbKa Jlaspa, 1755. [8], 354, [10] c.

borornacHukb 1790: borornacHukb. Moyais: YcneHcbKa JlaBpa,
1790. [292] apk.

19* CENTURY*

Ksigzka 1811: Ksigzka do nabozenstwa dla katolickich
chrzescijan / przez J. A. Schneidera ; z niem. na iez. pol. przetozona.
Wroctaw: u Wilhelma Bogumita Korna, 1811. [2], 286 s. (republished
in 1817, 1825, 1839)

Ztoty 1812: Zioty ottarzyk wonnego kadzenia przed stolicg
bozg, to iest modlitwy rozmaite, ktére duch gorgcy na wonnosé
Panu Bogu stodkosci chwaty jego ofiarowa¢ moze : z przydatkiem
niektdrych piesni przedrukowany. Poczajéw: [s.n.], 1812. [30], 813,
[8] s. (a lot of earlier and later editions)

* With some pre-WW!I exceptions.
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Obrzadek 1823: Obrzadek poswiecenia wody na uroczystosc
Epifanii czyli ziawienia Panskiego dnia 6. stycznia w kosciele
wschodnim uzywany / z ruskiego na polski iezyk przettum.
Warszawa, cenz. 1823. 29 s.

Ksigzka 1827: Ksigzka do nabozenstwa dla Polek / przez
J. J. Siwickiego. Wroctaw: B. Cichowicz, 1827. [4], 231, [1] s.

Ksigzka modlitw 1830: Ksigzka modlitw dla poboznych
Chrzescian wyznania katolickiego w celu wzbudzenia ich ducha w
bogoboynosci. Nowe wydanie. Wroctaw: Wilhelm Bogumit Korn,
1830. 104 s.

Nabozerstwo 1834: Nabozenstwo dla chrzescian katolikdw na
wszystkie dni roku roztozone : w 7 t. / przez Jana Michata Haubera.
Warszawa: S. H. Merzbach, 1834.

Ksigzka 1836: Ksigzka do nabozeristwa dla Polek / [wybdr
K.Hoffmanowal]. Krakdw: D.E. Friedlein, 1836. 20, VlIIs. (republished
in 1851, 1852, 1901, 1905)

Oftarzyk 1838: Ottarzyk polski to jest zbiér nabozenstwa
katolickiego / utoz. przez Stefana Witwickiegi. Leipzig: Brockhaus
i Avenarius, 1838. [24], 780 s. (republished in 1839 (Paris), 1841
(Berlin; Poznan), 1842 and 1847 (Berlin), 1859 (Paris), 1863 and
some other editions)

Spiewnik 1838-1854: Spiewnik koscielny, czyli pie$ni nabozne
z melodiami w Kosciele katolickim uzywane. / zebrane przez
M. M. Mioduszewskiego. Krakow, 1838. 378, [5] s. + Dodatek.
Krakéw, 1842. S. 385-766, [2]. + Dodatek Il. Krakéw, 1849. S. 769-
960. + Dodatek Ill. Lipsk, 1853. S. 961-1024, [8] s. + Uzupetnienie
Dodatku IIl. Lipsk, 1854. S. 1028-1056.

Czajkowski 1841: Czajkowski A. Niektére poezye. Warszawa,
1841. XXIV, 234, [4] s.

Muravjov 1841: [Muravjov A. N.] Opisanie Mszy Swietéy
odprawianéy przez Biskupa Wschodniego Katolickiego KosSciota /
ttédm. z ros. przez Emilije Jarocka. Warszawa, 1841. 85 s.

Schmid 1841: [Schmid J. E.] Msza swieta w swoich obrzedach
wyjasniona, oryginalnie w jezyku niemieckim / przez Schmidt; a na
jez. pol. przet. przez J. Szczygielskiego. Warszawa: J. Gliicksberg,
1841. [4], 156 s., 36 s.
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Ksigzka 1842: Ksigzka do nabozenstwa dla wszystkich katolikow
szczegOlniéj zas dla wygody katolikow archidyecezyi gnieznienskéj
i poznanskiéj / utozona przez Marcina Dunina. Leszno; Gniezno:
E. Glinther, 1842. Dla mezczyzn. [12], 786, [6] s.; Dla kobiet. [12],
782, [6] s. (republished in 1844, 1850 (in Poznan), 1853, 1862 and
later; a lot of editions had two versions: for men and for women)

Nowa 1843: Nowa ksigzka do nabozenstwa dla Polek / [wybor
Paulina Krakowowa]. Warszawa: G. Sennewald Ksiegarz, 1843. [6],
333, [5] s. (republished in 1849)

Wielki 1843: Wielki i Swiety Tydzien wedtug obrzadku $wietego
rzymsko-katolickiego kosciota. Vilnius: [s.n.], 1843. [8], 614, [2] s.
(republished in Vilnius 1859, 1862, 1880; Kyiv, Odesa, 1890)

Roczne 1844-1845: Roczne Nabozenstwo wedtug obrzadku
Swietego Rzymsko-katolickiego Kosciota: w 4 cz. Berlin, 1844—1845.

Ottarzyk 1846: Oftarzyk rzymsko-katolicki czyli Zbiér katolickiego
nabozenstwa / [A. E. O.: Antoni Edward Odyniec]. Leipzig: Breitkopfi
Hartel, 1846.XXXIX, [1], 1044 s. (republished in 1857, 1875 (Warsaw))

Muravjov 1850: [Muravjov A. N.] Objasnienie mszy swietéy
odprawianej przez Kaptana Wschodniego Katolickiego Kosciota /
ttédm. z ros. przez Emilije Jarockg. Warszawa, 1850. iii, 102 s.

Mszalik 1858: Mszalik polski. Warszawa: XX. Missyonarzy u
S. Krzyza, 1858. XIl, 864 s.

Obrzedy 1859: Obrzedy poswiecenia cmentarza, wegielnego
kamienia, kosciota, ottarza i dzwonéw, z dotgczonym ich wyktadem :
dla pozytku duchownego katolikéw / tt. z tac. na pol. jez. przez
Jakdba Szkittagdzia. Wilno: [s.n.], 1859. X, 349 s.

Jezus 1868: Jezus, Marya, Franciszek Reguta brewiarzyk
tercyarski : to jest sposdb zycia i modlenia sie dla braci i sidstr
lligo Zakonu Swietego Franciszka Serafickiego, nie pod klauzura
zakonng mieszkajgcych, z dodatkiem rdéznych stosownych nauk i
nabozenstw. N. Piekary: U $w. Anny na Szlazku, 1868. [2], XXIX, [1],
774, X, [2] s.

Mszalik 1871: Mszalik polski. Mikotéw: T. Nowacki, 1871. 504 s.

Mszat 1874: Mszat rzymski dla uzytku wiernych obejmujacy
catoroczne nabozenstwo poranne / przekt. z tac. Krakdéw:
L. Paszkowski, 1874. XXVIII, 1388, XI s. (republished in 1905).
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Spiewniczek 1876: Spiewniczek zawierajacy pieéni koscielne
dla uzytku mtodziezy szkolnej / zebrat J. Siedlecki. Krakéw, 1876.
96 s.

Nowy 1885: Nowy brewiarzyk tercjarski to jest Sposodb
zycia i modlenia sie dla braci i siéstr Illgo Zakonu Swietego Ojca
Franciszka Serafickiego nie pod klauzurg zakonng mieszkajgcych :
z dodatkiem rdinych stésownych nauk i nabozenstw: ksigzka
modlitewna zebrana i utozona w Klasztorze u Sw. Anny. S.I: s.n.,
1885. [4], 995 s.

Nowy 1886: Nowy brewiarzyk tercyarski / utozony przez
O. L. K. [Leon Dolinski]. Krakéw: nakladem autora, 1886. [8], 938 s.
(republished in 1894, 1910, 1919, 1928)

Nowowiejski 1886: Nowowiejski A. Djakon i jego czynnosci
podczas Mszy $. i w innych obrzedach Kosciota katolickiego.
Warszawa, 1886. 191, v s.

Brewijarzyk 1887: Brewijarzyk trzeciego zakonu Swietego ojca
Franciszka / utoz. M. Bartynowski. Krakdw: Ksiegarnia Katolicka,
1887. LXXXIX, [3], 959 s.

Aniét Stréz 189-?: Anidt Stroz chrzescianina katolika: zbior
modtow i piesni dla dusz poboznych. 10-e wyd., nanowo przejrzane
i poprawione. Grudzigdz: Wyd-wo Dziet Katolickich G. Jalkowskiego,
[189-?]. 581, XI s.

MonuTteocnos 1869: MoAMTBOCNOB M KOPOTKA HayKa O XPUCTI-
AHCbKO-KaTO/IMLKOM Bipi. BigeHb: Bug. oo. Mexitapuctis, 1869.
16c.

MonutosHuk 1871: MOAUTOBHUK ANA PYCbKOro Hapoay. 2-e
BMA,., nobinbweHe. BiaeHb, 1871. 245 c. (Republished as Volume 3
of Writings by Ivan Puliui in Kyiv, 1997).

HapogHbii 1878: HapogHblit pycKiit MonMTBEHHMKD. JIbBOBD,
1878. viii, 484, [4] c. (Another abridged edition and an edition for
children in the same city and year)

360pHNKDb 1898: 360pHUKD MbCHEN LepKoBHbIXb / 306paBb
0. OmensaH KosaHeBuyb. HHoskBa: lNMevatHa OO. BacuniaHb, 1898.
1-214, 315-355, iv, 16 c.

Hopora 1902: Jopora KpecTHa uam npoBOAHUKD No KanbBapin
nausnaBckom. Mepembiwnb, 1902. 236, iv c.
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Mcantmpa 1904: MNMcantnpsa poswmpeHa Bb Aych XPUCTIAHCbLKOM
MO/IUTBbI U LLePKOBHOrO 60rocay»KeHs / Ha OCHOBbL BbIK/1aA0Bb
M. BonbTtepa, P. benapmuHa u B. Panwna ynoxmeb A. CatocapyyKb.
YoBkBa: lMeyaTHA 00. BacunisHb, 1904. 526 c.

CnyskebHMK 1910: Cny»ebHUK i 36ipHUK LEePKOBHUX nicHUiA /
3i6pas i ynoxus |. Boapyr. Hbto-Mopk: Cotos, 1910. 48 c.

MbceHHMKD 1913: MbceHHMKD nnun cobpaHie nbcHel. Yropoa,:
YHioH, 1913. 367 c.

20t and 21t CENTURY
Polish Roman Catholic Church

Wianek 1904: Wianek nabozenstw odprawionych w ciggu roku
koscielnego / zebr. i utozyt S. Siatka. Chicago: [s.n.], 1904. 95 s.
(republished in 1924)

Catechismus 1910: Catechismus: to jest nauka barzo pozyteczna
kazdemu wiernemu krzescijaninowi, jako sie ma w zakonie Bozym
a w wierze i w dobrych uczynkach sprawowa¢, 1543 r. / Urbanus
Rhegius; ttum. Mikotaj Rej; wyd. F. J. Putaski. Krakéw: Akademia
Umiejetnosci, 1910. [vi], 176, [2] s.

Nabozeristwo 1910: Nabozeristwo zatobne: obrzedy koscielne,
wigilie, spiewy i modlitwy przy pogrzebie oséb dorostych oraz inne
nabozenstwa, modlitwy i pie$ni za dusze w czy$cu cierpigce / zebr.
Jozef Bielicki. Pelplin: Pielgrzym, 1910. [3], 138 s.

Maty 1912: Maty mszalik: ksigzka do nabozeristwa utozona
wedtug koscielnych modlitw / przez H. D. [Helena Darowska?].
Krakow, 1912. [4], 718 s.

Swiecenia 1916: Swiecenia kaptariskie czyli Modlitwy i obrzedy
koscielne przy udzielaniu $w. Sakramentu kaptanstwa: dla ludu
wiernego / przett. i objasnit J. K. [Jan Korzonkiewicz]. Krakéw, 1916.
79 s. (republished in 1926)

Spiewnik 1919: Spiewnik koscielny / wydat W. Gieburowski.
Poznan, 1919. 74, [4] s. (republished in 1920, 1922, 1926, 1929,
1938, 1947)

Mszat 1924: Mszat maryawicki : porzgdek mszy swietych. S.1.,
ca1924.742s.

Mszat 1925: Mszat rzymski w skréceniu / wydany z rozporza-
dzenia Jego Eminencji Edmunda kardynata Dalbora przez A. Zych-
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linskiego. Poznan: Ksiegarnia $w. Wojciecha, 1925. [4], 629 s.
(republished in 1928, 1931, 1935)

Zycie 1925: Zycie chrzescijanina w obrzedach Koéciota :
modlitewnik liturgiczny / utozyt K. Thullie. Wyd. dla mtodziezy. Lviv:
Ksigznica-Atlas, 1925. VII, [1], 668 s. (republished in 1928, 1935)

Rytuat 1926: Rytuat maryawicki wraz z katechizmem. Ptock,
1926. 60 s.

Obrzedy 1931: Obrzedy chrztu $wietego / z rytuatu rzymskiego
przet. i objasnit Jan Korzonkiewicz. Krakow: “Mysterium Christi,”
1931. 23 s. (republished in 1938)

Hymny 1932: Hymny koscielne / w nowym przekt. T. Kary-
towskiego; z przedm. S. Windakiewicza. Krakdw: Wydaw. Ksiezy
Jezuitow, 1932. 334 s. (republished in Warsaw, 1978)

Mszat 1932: Mszat rzymski z dodaniem nabozerstw
nieszpornych / oprac. G. Lefebvre; przekt. pol. popr. S. Swietlicki i
H. Nowacki. Bruges: Opactwo Sw. Andrzeja, 1934. 1934, 78, [2], 19,
[1], 25, [3], 63, [1] s. (republished in 1949, 1956)

Ciebie 1934: Ciebie Boga chwalimy: ksigzka do nabozenstwa
liturgicznego i piesni religijne / oprac. St. Tworkowski. Warszawa,
1934. 704, [8] s. (a lot of reeditions)

Mszat 1935a: Mszat niedzielny i $wigteczny / zebr., zest,,
uwagami i objasnieniami poprzedzit M. Kordel. Krakdw: Mysterium
Christi, 1935. 639 s. (enlarged edition in 1936)

Mszat 1935b: Mszat Rzymski na niedziele i Swieta | i Il klasy
Roku Koscielnego / w jezyku tac. i pol. oprac. ks. dr. G. Szmyd. Lviv,
1935. XIV, 1374, [2] s. (republished in Czestochowa, 2019)

Mszat 1937: Mszat na niedziele i na gtéwne swieta roku
koscielnego z dodatkiem btogostawienstwa, nieszporéw, komplety
i niektorych modlitw / przejrzat M. Kordel. Turnhout: Brepols, 1937.
442 s,

Mszat 1938: Mszat rzymski na niedziele i $wieta / komentarz
liturgiczno-ascetyczny oprac. J. Wojtukiewicz. Vilnius, 1938. VIII, 48,
576s.

Méj 1940: MOGj niedzielny mszalik czyli Najtatwiejszy
sposdb stuchania mszy $w. wraz z wyjasnieniem jej liturgicznym
na kazdg niedziele i Swieto: tacino-polskie wydanie, takze
msza $w. z dialogiem / utozyt, oprac. i wyd. J. F. Stedman; przett.
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A. Syski. Brooklyn, N. Y, 1940. 352 s. (republished in 1945, 1947
and later)

Mszat 1942: Mszat rzymski w skroceniu : z dodaniem nieszpo-
réw niedzielnych oraz najwazniejszych litanij i roznych modlitw.
Londyn: F. Mildner, 1942. 564 s.

Wianek 1945: Wianek nabozenstw odprawianych w ciggu
roku koscielnego, z dodaniem rytualiku parafialnego (ex rituali
romano) / zebrat i utozyt Franciszek S. Uzdrowski. Wyd. 3 popr.
Chicago, IL: Spétka Wydawnicza Polska, 1945. 215 s. (republished
in 1958)

Mszat 1947: Mszat na niedziele i $wieta / oprac. R. Tomanek;
przedm.: S. Adamski et al. Katowice: Ksiegarnia Sw. Jacka, 1947.
XXXVI, 536 s. (republished in 1950)

Mszalik 1948: Mszalik niedzielny / oprac. R. Tomanek. Katowice:
Ksiegarnia Sw. Jacka, 1948. XXXVI, 440 s. (republished in 1956,
1959)

Mszalik 1949: Mszalik rzymski na niedziele i Swieta oraz
wazniejsze uroczystosci w ciggu roku / Stan. Wojcik. Wroctaw: 0O.
Redemptorysci, 1949. 832 s.

Mszat 1954: Mszat niedzielny i $wigteczny / oprac. Jan Wierusz-
Kowalski. Warszawa: Pax, 1954. 952 s. (republished in 1956)

Mszat 1956: Mszat Rzymski z dodaniem nabozerstw
nieszpornych / [oprac.] G. Lefebvre; przektad pol. oprac. mnisi
opactwa w TyAcu. Tyniec: Opactwo SS. Piotra i Pawfa; Bruges:
Opactwo Sw. Andrzeja, [1956]. 1847, [317], 63*, (26) s.

Mszat1957: Mszat/ oprac. R. Tomanek. Katowice: Wydawnictwo
Kurii Diecezjalnej, 1957. XL, 904 s.

Przektad 1958: Przektad Ordo Missae ustalony przez Komisje
Liturgiczng Episkopatu do modlitewnikéw i publicznego uzywania
w Kosciele // Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1958. Nr. 5. S. 369-383.

Mszat 1959: Mszat niedzielny: msze $wiete na niedziele i gtdwne
$wieta roku koscielnego / opracowany przez 0.0. Benedyktynow z
Tynca. Torino: Editrice Marietti, 1959. 999, [1] s.

Collectio 1963: Collectio rituum continens excerpta e
rituali Romano ecclesiis Poloniae adaptato / przedm. S. Wyszyn-
ski. Katowice: Kuria Diecezjalna, 1963. 444 s.
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Mszat 1963: Mszat rzymski / przekt. i objasn. oprac. benedyktyni
z opactwa tynieckiego. Poznan: Pallottinum, 1963. 1520 s. (repub-
lished in 2012)

Mszat 1968: Mszat rzymski tacinsko-polski. Paris: Ed. du
Dialogue, 1968. XV, [1], 495, [1] 496, 175 s. (2" corrected edition
in 1970)

Obrzedy 1972: Obrzedy chrztu dzieci wedtug Rytuatu
Rzymskiego. Katowice: Wyd-wo Kurii Diecezjalnej, 1972. 119 s.
(republished in 1987, 1992, 1994 and other later editions)

Obrzedy 1974a: Obrzedy bierzmowania. Poznan: Pallottinum,
1974. 39 s.

Obrzedy 1974b: Obrzedy sakramentu matzenstwa dostoso-
wane do zwyczajow diecezji polskich. Katowice: Wydaw. Kurii
Diecezjalnej; Ksiegarnia sw. Jacka, 1974. 109 s. (republished in
1996, 2015, 2017, 2021)

Obrzedy 1975: Obrzedy bierzmowania wedtug Pontyfikatu
Rzymskiego. Katowice: Wyd-wo Kurii Diecezjalnej, 1975. 103 s.
(republished in 2015, 2019)

Obrzedy 1977: Obrzedy pogrzebu: dostosowane do zwyczajéow
diecezji polskich. Katowice: Ksiegarnia sw. Jacka, 1977. 318 s.
(republished in 1991, 2002, 2010, 2010, 2017, 2021)

Sakramenty 1978: Sakramenty chorych: obrzedy i duszpas-
terstwo. Katowice: Ksiegarnia sw. Jacka, 1978. 239 s. (republished
in 1980, 1998, 2014, 2015, 2017, 2021)

Agenda 1981: Agenda liturgiczna Diecezji Opolskiej:
nabozenstwa, poswiecenia i bfogostawienstwa / oprac. zbior.
Diecezjalnej Komisji Liturgicznej; red. oprac. H. J. Sobeczko. Opole:
Wyd-wo Sw. Krzyza, 1981. 628 s.

Obrzedy 1981: Obrzedy pokuty: dostosowane do zwyczajow
diecezji polskich. Katowice: Ksiegarnia sw. Jacka, 1981. 238 s.
(republished in 1996, 2014)

Liturgia 1982-1988: Liturgia godzin: codzienna modlitwa Ludu
Bozego: w 4 t. Poznan: Pallottinum, 1982-1988. (republished in
2006, 2020)

Spotkanie z Bogiem 1983: Spotkanie z Bogiem: Modlitewnik
dla oséb starszych, samotnych i cierpigcych / [oprac.] S. Prus. Wyd.
15-e, popraw. i uzupet. Warszawa, 1983. 646 s.
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Komunia 1985: Komunia swieta i kult tajemnicy eucharystycz-
nej poza Mszg Swietg : dostosowane do zwyczajow diecezji pol-
skich. Katowice: Ksiegarnia $w. Jacka, 1985. 71 s.

Mszat 1986: Mszat rzymski dla diecezji polskich / tt. z fac.
Poznan: Pallottinum, 1986. 1385 s. (wiele liczb.)

Obrzedy 1988: Obrzedy chrzescijariskiego wtajemniczenia
dorostych: dostosowane do zwyczajow diecezji polskich. Katowice:
Ksiegarnia $w. Jacka, 1988. 203 s. (republished in 2020)

Obrzedy 1994: Obrzedy btogostawienstw dostosowane do
zwyczajow diecezji polskich: we 2 t. Katowice: Ksiegarnia $w. Jacka,
1994. (republished in 2001)

Obrzedy 1999: Obrzedy s$wiecen biskupa, prezbiteréw i
diakonéw / Wyd. 2 wzorcowe. Katowice: Ksiegarnia $w. Jacka, 1999.
336 s. (republished in 2019)

Obrzedy 200l1a: Obrzedy konsekracji dziewic. Katowice:
Ksiegarnia $w. Jacka, 2001. 111, [4] s.

Obrzedy 2001b: Obrzedy poswiecenia kosciota i oftarza.
Katowice: Ksiegarnia sw. Jacka, 2001. 188, [1] s.

Egzorcyzmy 2002: Egzorcyzmy i inne modlitwy bfagalne.
Katowice: Ksiegarnia Sw. Jacka, 2002. 104 s.

Obrzed 2004: Obrzed koronacji wizerunku Najswietszej Maryi
Panny. Wyd. wzorcowe. Katowice: Ksiegarnia sw. Jacka, 2004. 34 s.

Mszat 2009: Mszat rzymski dla diecezji polskich / tt. z tac.
Wyd. 2-e poszerz. Poznan: Pallottinum, 2009. 1436 s. (wiele liczb.)
(republished in 2010, 2012, 2013)

Ceremoniat 2013: Ceremoniat liturgicznej postugi biskupdw:
wydanie wzorcowe. Katowice: Ksiegarnia sw. Jacka, 2013. 461 s.

Obrzedy 2014: Obrzedy ustanowienia lektorow i akolitéw
oraz przyjecia kandydatéw do diakonatu i prezbiteriatu. Katowice:
Ksiegarnia $w. Jacka, 2014. 84, [2] s.

Obrzed 2015: Obrzed profesji zakonnej. Katowice: Ksiegarnia
Sw. Jacka, 2015. 148 s.

Obrzedy 2016: Obrzedy btogostawieistwa olejow katechu-
mendw i chorych oraz konsekracji krzyzma. Katowice: Ksiegarnia
Sw. Jacka, 2016. 22, [2] s.
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Polish Autocephalous Orthodox Church*

Modlitewnik 1927: Modlitewnik prawostawny. Warszawa,
1927 [okt. 1928]. 71 s.

Modlitwa 1931: Modlitwa domowa i cerkiewna chrzescijanina
prawostawnego: podrecznik szkolny w jezykach polskim i
stowianskim / utozyt dla swoich uczniéw i uczennic Mikotaj
Kusznieruk. Warszawa, 1931. 100 s.

Nauka 1932: Nauka o nabozenstwach prawostawnych:
podrecznik do nauki religji prawostawnej. Warszawa, 1932. 40 s.

Pannichida 1936: Pannichida czyli Nabozenstwo za spoczy-
wajgcych w Panu. Warszawa, 1936. 24 s.

Swieta liturgia 1936: Swieta liturgia Swietego Jana Ztotoustego
/ [Jan Chryzostom]. Warszawa, 1936. 83 s.

Przyjaciel 1937: Przyjaciel zotnierza: modlitewnik dla zotnierzy
wyznania prawostawnego. Warszawa: Wojskowy Instytut Naukowo-
Oswiatowy, 1937. [5], 300 s.

Modlitewnik 1944: Modlitewnik prawostawny / utozyt i
oprac. Michat Bozerianow. Nairobi: Wyd-wo Prawostawnego
Duszpasterstwa Polskiego w Afryce, 1944. [4], 188 s.

Liturgia 1963: Liturgia: (msza $w. Jana Ztotoustego z IV wieku
po Chr. / przet. w oparciu o liczne ttumaczenia europejskie i
przekt. filologiczny Witolda Klingera; z oryg. grec. [przet. Serafin
[Korczak]-Michalewski]. Warszawa, 1963. 55 s.

Liturgia1982: Liturgiasw.JanaZtotoustego /ttum.zcerkiewno-
stowianskiego H. Paprocki // Wiadomosci Polskiego Autokefalicz-
nego Kosciota Prawostawnego. 1982. Rocznik 12, z. 1. S. 3-47.

Wieczerza 1988: Wieczerza mistyczna. Anafory eucharystyczne
chrzesdcijaniskiego Wschodu / wybdr, wstep, przekt. i przypisy
H. Paprockiego. Warszawa: In-t Wydawniczy PAX, 1988, 331 s.

Modlitwy 1997: Modlitwy przed Swietg Eucharystia i po
$wietej Eucharystii / ttum. z cerkiewno-stowiariskiego H. Paprocki.
Hajndéwka: Bratczyk, 1997. 30 s.

Andrzej 2000: Andrzej z Krety $w. Wielki kanon pokutny / ttum.
z greckiego i cerkiewno-stowianskiego H. Paprocki. Hajndwka:
Bratczyk, 2000. 144 s.

* See also the Ukrainian section later.



250

Liturgie 2003: Liturgie Kosciota prawostawnego / ttum.
H. Paprocki. Krakow: Wydawnictwo M, 2003. 318 s.

Akatyst 2006: Akatyst do Najswietszej Bogurodzicy ku czci
Jej cudownej ikony “Kielich Nieupijajacy” / [ttum. z cerkiewno-
stowianskiego H. Paprocki]. Biatystok: ELEOS, 2006. 88 s.

Euchologion 2016: Euchologion / przektad ks. Henryk Paprocki.
Warszawa: Warszawska Metropolia Prawostawna, 2016. T. 1. 687 s.
T.2.6045s.T.3.476s.

Ukrainian Orthodox Church in Ukraine

MonuTtoBHMK 1917: MonnToBHMK: L|.-CNaBAHCbKUIA Ta YKpaiH-
CbKMI TeKcTU (3 nosacHeHHam) / nep. A. TepauieHko. Bua,. 2-e, 6e3
oaMmiH. b.m., 1917. 30 c.

Yacnoseub 1919: Yacnoseub: (CKOpoueHUI ANA BXKUTKY).
YKpaiHcbKoto moBoto / [nep. H. LLapaiscbkoro]; Bceykp. npasocnas.
LepK. paga. Kuis, 1919. 154 c. (2™ ed. Kyiv, 1925).

YuH 1920: YmH BorkecTBeHHOI NiTyprii CBATOro OTLA HALIOro
IBaHa 30n10TOYCTOrO. YKpaiHCbKOO MoBoOto / [nep. B. /lnnkiscbKorol;
BceyKp. npaBocnas. Lepk. paga. Kuis, 1920. 113 c. (another edition
in 1922)

BceHowHa 1923: BceHowHa cayxba bBorka yKpaiHCbKOW
moBoto / [nep. H. LLapaiBcbKoro]; Bceykp. NnpaBoc/ias. LepK. paaa.
Kuis, 1923. 76 c.

OkToix 1923: OKTOiX (cKopouyeHuit). Cnyxbu BorKi BOCKpecHi.
Y. 1. YKpaiHcbKoo moBoto / BceyKp. npasocnas. LepK. paga. Kuis,
1923.47 c.

CeaTkoBa 1927: CBATKOBA I 3arajibHa MiHes YKpaiHCbKOO
mosoto / [nep. B. Jlunkiscbkoro i H. Lllapaiscbkoro]; Bceykp.
npaBoC/aB. LepK. paaa. Kuis, 1927. 464 c. (republished in Winnipeg,
1970 and Kyiv, 1992)

Cnyxbu 1927: Cny6mu boxi B CTpacHui yetBep, n'ATHULLO,
cyb0Ty 1 Ha BennkaeHb yKpaiHCbKoo moBoto / [nep. B. JIunkiBcbKoro
" H. WapaiscbKoro]; Bceykp. npaBocnas. Lepk. paga. Kuis, 1927.
72 c.
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Ivan Ohiyenko

YKpaiHCcbkunin 1921: YKpaiHCbKWIA NpaBoC/iaBHUIA MOAUTOBHUK /
Ha yKp. moBy nep. |. OrieHKo. TepHiB: Bua-Bo ,YKp. ABToKedasibHa
LepkBa”, 1921. 64 c. (extended and republished as “lNpasocnaBHui
monntoBHUK” in Warsaw, 1928, 1930)

MpaBocnaBHU 1922: MpaBocAaBHUN MOSIMTOBHUK ANA LKA
MOYaTKOBMX MOBOI LEPKOBHO-C/IOB'AHCLKOI 1 yKpaiHCbKow /
cknas |. OrieHko. TepHiB: Bua-so ,Ykp. ABTokedanbHa Lepksa”,
1922.64c.

Ceata 1922a: Ceata Cnyxkba borka cB. oTus Haworo loaHa
30/10TOYCTOrO MOBOI YKpaiHCcbKoto. Y. 1: TekcT. / Ha yKp. moBy 3
rpeu,. nep. |. OrieHko. /lbis, 1922. 95 c. (2™ ed., Kholm, 1942)

Ceata 1922b: Ceata Cnykba boxka cB. oTus Haworo loaHa
30/10TOYCTOro0 MOBOI YKpaiHCbKot. Y. 2: MosAcHeHHs A0 TeKcty /
yknas |. OrieHko. JlbBiB, 1922. 77 c.

CeAata 1922c: CeATta Bignpasa BeuipHA i PaHHA moBOIO
YKpaiHCbKo / Ha yKp. moBy 3 rpel. nep. |. OrieHko. flbBiB; Kuis,
1922.290c. (2™ ed., Kholm, 1942)

CesAta 1922d: CeaTa BenukoaHa Bignpasa / 3 rpeu. Ha yKp.
moBy nep. |. OrieHko. KpemiHeupb: Bua-so ,YKp. AsToKedasibHa
LUepkBa”, 1922. 32 c.

CesATa 1922e: CBATa Bignpasa Ha 3eneHi CeaTa / 3 rpew,. Ha YKp.
moBy nep. |. OrieHKo. TepHiB: Bua-so ,,YKkp. ABTokedanbHa Llepksa”,
1922.32c.

Mapactac 1935: MNapactac abo Benuka MNaHaxvuaa 3a B bosi
cnounnmx / nep. 3 rpeu. Ha yKkp. mosy |. OrieHKka. Baplasa:
CuHopganbHa OpyKapHsa, 1935. 60 c.

MoxopoH 1935: MoxopoH CBITCbKUX togeit y / nep. 3 rped. Ha
YKp. mosy |. OrieHka. Bapwaga: CuHoganbHa [pykapHa, 1935. 80 c.

Mcantmp 1936: Mcantup / nep. 3 rpey,. M. KobpuH. BaplaBa,
1936. 87 c.

MonutoBHuk 1941: MOAUTOBHUK ANA NPaBOCAABHMUX
YKpaiHCbKUX Aitei / Ha yKkp. moBy nep. |. OrieHko. Xonm, 1941,
64 c.
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Akadict 1941: Akadict Mpecsatin Boropoauui nepes i
yyaoTBopHUM Obpaszom XosnmcbKkum / nep. InapioH [l. OrieHKo].
Xonm, 1941. 20 c. (2" ed., Kholm 1992)

Benukuit 1942: Benunkuii KaHoH Cs. AHapis Kputcbkoro / nep.
InapioH [I. OrieHko]. Xonm, 1942. 51 c.

KoniHonpeknoHHi 1942: KoniHonpeKknoHHi Monutem Ha
BeuipHi Cs. M'ataecatHuui / nep. lnapioH [l. OrieHko]. Xonm, 1942.
16c.

HagrpobHa 1943: HagrpobHa YTpeHsa B CtpacHy Cy6oty / nep.
InapioH [l. OrieHKo]. Xonm, 1943. 20 c.

YnH 1943a: YuH Benukoro OcBAvyeHHA Bogu Ha Cearte
BoroasneHHA / nep. lnapioH [l. OrieHko]. Xonm, 1943. 20 c.

Ynu 1943b: YuH BorkectBeHHUXx CTpacteit XpuctoBux abo
Maccii / nep. lnapioH [l. OrieHko]. Xonm, 1943. 22 c.

Theological section of the Metropolitan Petro Mohyla

YuH 1936: YumH TaiH CB. XpeweHHA i MnponomasaHHA. JlyubK,
1936.61c.

Cnisn 1937: Cnisu Ha JNiTyprii Cs. MoaHa 3onoToycToro: Ha
MilaHnin xop. Jlyubk, 1937. 61 c.

YnH 1938: YuH TanHu Cnosiai. YvH Cnosigi n Ceatoro MNpuyacta
xgoporo. Monuten nepeg Ceatum [Mpuyactam. Monntem nicna
CsaTtoro MpuyacTa. Jlyubk, 1938. 55 c.

Manuin 1938: Manuit okToix / yKp. nep. M. KobpuHa. JlyupK,
1938.195c.

BeuipHa 1939: BeyipHAa Ta paHHA. Jlyubk, 1939. 157 c.

Translation Series of the Holy Scriptures and Liturgical Books
of the Ukrainian Scientific Institute in Warsaw

Nitypria 1936: Nitypria cs. MoaHa 3onotoycToro / nep. M. Kob-
puHa. Bapwasa, 1936. 40 c.

Nitypris 1939a: flitypris cs. Bacunis Beankoro / nep. M. Kob-
puHa. Bapwasa, 1939. 50 c.

Nitypria 1939b: Jlitypria Paniw OcBayeHux Aapis cB. Mpuropis
[soecnosa / nep. M. KobpuHa. Bapwasa, 1939. 30 c.
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Polish Autocephalous Orthodox Church*

CnyxebHuK 1941: Cny:kebHUK. Bapwasa: CuHoganbHa [py-
KapHA, 1941. 376, iv c.

Manuir 1942: Manun TpebHuK. Bapwasa: CuHoganbHa [py-
KapHA, 1942. 303 c. (republished in Esslingen, 1946)

Ukrainian Orthodox Church in Canada, including Ukrainian
Academic Orthodox Theological Society

00o6punin 1926: Job6puin NMactmp: YKp. NnpaBocaaB. MOAUTBEHHMUK.
BinHiner, 1926. 288 c. (republished several times)

Oo6puii 1952: Jobpuit NMactup: YKp. NnpaBocaaB. MONIUTOBHMUK.
4-e BuAa,. pon. BiHHiner, 1952. 464 c.

Apxuepelicbka 1954: ApxnepencbKa AiTypria h apxmepemncobKa
BisuTauis. BinHiner: Tpusy6, 1954. 80 c.

EexonorioH 1954-1960: EBxonorioH, abo TpebHUK...: y 2 u.
BiHHiner, 1954, 1960.

CeAweHHa 1956: CeBaweHHa KHura OKTOiX. BiHHiner, 1956.
195 c. (republished in 1993)

locnoab 1957: Tocnogb moA BTixa Ta nomivy: MOAUTOBHUK AnA
bonawmx Ta A4na 3acymoBaHux. BiHniner, 1957. 48 c.

Bipa 1960: Bipa: MpasocnasHuit monntosHuK / ynop. C. B. Cas-
yyK. BiHHiner, 1960. 135 c. (text in Ukrainian and English on opposite
pages)

Mcantnup 1961: Mcantup i Yacocnos: MNMepeknas KUIBCbKUA.
TopoHTo, 1961. 158, 101 c. (republication of the 1947-1948
Psalter and the 1950 Horologion compiled by archbishop Mykhail
Khoroshyi after the Kyiv editions of the 1920s; republished in
Winnipeg, 1989)

YuH 1967: YnH BocKpecHoi obigHmui = Sunday noon service /
npurotosms C. B. CaBuykK. BiHHiner, 1967. 47 c.

Cny»kebHuK 1972: Cny»kebHuK. BiHHiner, 1972. 237 c.

Cny»6bu 1976: Cny»kbun boxi Ha CTpacHuit YeTtsep, MN’'AaTHuMLLO,
Cyb6oTy 11 BennkaeHb. BiHHiner, 1976. 72 c.

* See also the Polish section earlier.
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[obpwnin 2007: Oobpwuin nactnp = The Good Shepherd: a prayer
book / Ukrainian Orthodox Church of Canada. Winnipeg: Ecclesia,
2007. x, 899 p. (republished in 2013, 2016)

Ukrainian Orthodox Church in the US, including Academic
Theological Society

TpebHuk 1954: TpebHuK. Hbto Mopk, 1954. Y. 1. 264 c.

Cnisu 1963: Cnisu Ha Nlityprii / 3pea. i Bnopaa. B. 3aBiTHeBMY.
Hbto-Mopk, 1963. 399 c.

TpebHuk 1963: TpebHuk: (CKopoUeHUn ana BXKUTKy). Yikaro:
MpaBocnaBHM yKpaiHewb, 1963. 96 c. (republished in 1992)

CnykebHuK 1963: CnyxebHuk. C. basHa bpyk. 1963. 240 c.
(republished in 1989, 1992 (Kyiv), 2002 (Lviv))

MoctoBa 1976: MocTtosa Tpioab. Hbto-Mopk; C. BasHA Bpyk,
1976. 240 c.

TpebHuK 1976: TpebHUK. Hbto-Wopk; C. BasHA Bpyk, 1976. 4. 1.
264 c. (republished in Kyiv, 1994)

Ukrainian Orthodox Church in Europe

BeuipHs 1947: BeuyipHsa i YTpeHa Cnyxba Tpioan Ta npasHuKiB
NOABMXKHOTO Kpyra. MioHxeH, 1947. 267 c.

MonntoBHUK 1947: MonntosHUK YANL. langenas, 1947. 128 c.

MonutosHMK 1948: MOAUTOBHUK ANA YKPAIHCLKOro Hapoay B
piaHomy Kpato. barpoiit, 1948. 488 c.

Cny»kba 1964a: Cnyxba Ha PizgBo XpuctoBe, HoBopiuHuMI
monebeH i Ha XpuueHHa TocnogHe. JloHaoH, 1964. 32 c.
(republished from the 1946 edition in Esslingen)

Cnyxba 1964b: Cny:kba B feHb CeiTnoro BockpeciHHA Xpuc-
ToBoro (BenukaeHsb) i Ha M'atnaecaTHMuto (3eneHi ceATta). JIOHOOH,
1964. 39 c. (republished from the 1946 edition in Esslingen)

YKpaiHcbKknin 1967: YKpaiHCbKMA NpaBOC/AaBHUI 4acoOC/OB.
Kapncpye, 1967. 248 c. (republished in Winnipeg, 1993).

The Church of England in Canada
CobopHuin 1926: CobOpHUA MONUTOBHMK | NodaBaHHA
CBATMX TallH Ta MHWI 06paamn Ta 3sudai / The Church of England
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in Canada. London: Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge,
1926. 405 c.

Roman Reform (in Church Slavonic)

NityprikoHb 1942: JlityprikoHb ciectb CnyXebHUKb. Pumb:
KpunTtodeppatckaa obutenb, 1942. [8], 678 c.

TpebHukb 1945-1953: TpebHUKb: y 5 4. Pumb: Kpuntodep-
paTcKaA obutenb, 1945-1953.

lepenckin 1950: lepelickini MoauteocioBb. Pumb: Kpunto-
deppatckaa obutenn, 1950. 943 c.

Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church (Lviv, Rome, Toronto)

EvxonorioHb 1925-1926: EvxonorioHb nam TpebHUKb: y 2 u.
NbBiB, 1925-1926. [563] c. (in Church Slavonic)

fonoc 1927:Tonoc aywi: MoantseHuk /3naans o. M. Mapuciok.
"KoskBa: Bua-so YCBB, 1927. 672 c.

EvxonorioHb 1926: EvxonorioHb, uan TpebHWKb, UMbAI B
cebi YnHbl CBATbIXb TaliHb, 61arocNoBeHIN, WCBALLEHIM N UHbIXb
MOJIEHI LLEPKOBHbIXb HA Pa3/INYHbIA NOTPebbl BbPHbIXb. *KOBKBa:
BunaasHuuTBO 00. BacuniaH, 1926. 907 c.

Cnyxba 1927: Cnyxba boxa cB. MoaHa 3onotoyctoro 3i
cny6amu pixkHMX HamipeHb / nep. o. . NlesuupKuii. flbsis: Muxai-
no fapyx, 1927.79 c.

EpeicbKuin 1933: Epeitcbkunit monuTeocsios / nep. o. A. Jlesu-
LbKMN. JlbBiB, 1933. 536 c.

bnarogapim 1943: bnarogapim locnoga: MonutoBHUK g
BipHMX / yKnaB 0. C. Xabypcbkuit. J1bis, 1943. 264 c. (republished
in Miinchen, 1946)

Yucre 1943: Yucre cepue borosi: MOANTOBHUK 3 ANITYPriYyHMX
TeKcTiB / 3naguB o. B. Kyuabcbkuid. Kpakis; J1bsis: YKp. BUA-80, 1943,
39¢c.

Xpuctoc 1954; Xpuctoc mix Hamu: boxkectseHHa JliTypria
cB. IBaHa 3onoToycToro = Christ with us: Divine Liturgy of St. John
Chrysostom / 3nagus A. CenunwuimH. Ctemopa, 1954. xii, 307 c. (in
Church Slavonic and English)

Icyce 1962: Icyce, nwobnio Tebe: (MonutoBHUK [eplioro
Cs. Mpuuacta) = Jesus, | love You: (First Holy Communion Prayer-
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book) / 0. M. Wyano. 2-e Bua. Bunp. MopkToH: fonoc Cnacutens,
1962.192 c.

BacuniaHcbkuit 1963: BacuniaHCbKMit MONUTOBHMK. Pum, 1963.
382 c. (in Church Slavonic and Ukrainian); 2™ ed. in Rome, 1982 (in
Ukrainian); 3™ ed. in Lviv, 2020 (in Ukrainian)

XpuctusaHcbke 1963: XpucTuaHcbKe 6orocay»eHHsa / 3naams
Ha yKp. 0. Bacmab 3iHbKo. MpyaeHToniab, 1963. 328 c.

lfocnogn 1966: locnoan, ao Tebe nigHowy Aywy moto. Pum,
1966. 76 c. (in Church Slavonic and Ukrainian); 2™ enlarged edition:
lfocnoau, oo Tebe Bo3HowWwy Aywy moto. Pum, 1971. 920 c. (in Church
Slavonic and Ukrainian); 3™ edition: Tocnoau, no Tebe Bo3HOLLY
aywy moto. Pum, 1977. 276 c. (in Ukrainian) (other editions in
Toronto 1976; Rome, 1983; Melbourne, 1991)

CeaweHHa 1968: CeAaweHHa i boxectBeHHa JliTypria Bo cBATUX
oTuA Haworo MoaHa 3onoTtoyctoro. Pum, 1968. 79 c. (in the usual
and enlarged formats)

CsAaTta 1970: CssaTa JliTypris cB. IBaHa 30/10TOYCTOro / BXUBaHO
odiuiiiHy mosy nep. Mocuda Cninoro. MopktoH: Redeemer’s Voice
Press, 1970. 61 c.

CeaTta 1973: Csarta Jlitypria cB. flkoBa bpata locnogHboro.
MpyaeHTonine, 1973. 20 c.

Manuit 1973: Manuit TpebHuK. Pum, 1973. 358 c.

BennkaeHb 1974: BenunkgeHb: MNpasHuk Xpuctosoro Bockpe-
CeHHA. PaHHe borocnyeHHA abo YTpeHa = La Pascua: Solemnidad
de la Resurreccion de Cristo. La Function Matutina. ByeHoc Aipec:
CanesiAaHcbke BMAa-8o, 1974. 31 c.

MonuTtsocnos 1975-1978: Monutsocnos: y 2 4. Pum: Bug-so
00. Bacunisan, 1975, 1978.

CaweHHa 1980: CeAweHHa i boxecTBeHHa JliTypria cB. oTud
Haworo Bacunia Bennkoro. Pum, 1980. 99 c.

boxkectBeHHa 1984: boxectBeHHa JliTypria Mepeaweocsaye-
Hux Oapis. Pum, 1984. 102 c.

Nitypriunmii 1984: NiTypriuHnin monuteocnos / YKkp. Mancbka
KoJeris cB. l7locad>aTa. Pum, 1984. 404 c.

ApxuepaTtMkoH 1988: ApxuepaTMKoH abo CBATUTENbCbKUM
cnyKebHUK / CuHoa, YKp. KaTon. uepKkeu. TopoHTo: Bua-so oo. Ba-
cuniaH, 1988. 279 c.
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BoxecTBeHHa 1988: BoxectBeHHa JliTypria catoro MoaHa
3onotoyctoro = The Divine Liturgy of Saint John Chrysostom /
Synod of the Hierarchy of the Ukrainian Catholic Church. Toronto:
Basilian Press, 1988. 143 p. (hardbound, paperback in usual and
smaller formats)

CeawleHHa 1988: CeAwleHHa i boxecTBeHHa JliTypria cB. oTuA
Haworo MoaHa 3onoTtoyctoro / CuHop iepapxii YKp. KaTon.
uepksu. TopoHTo: Bna-so oo. Bacunian, 1988. 147 c.

Divina 1990: Divina Liturgia de S. Giovanni Crisostomo e di San
Basilio in Rito Bizantino-Ucraino. Roma, 1990. 64 p. (in Italian and
Romanized Ukrainian)

Monutsocnos 1990: Moautsocnos: Yacocnos — OKTOIX —
Tpiogb — MiHeA. Pum, TopoHTO: Bua-8o 0o. Bacunian, 1990. 1373 c.
(republished in Zhovkva, 2015, 2019)

MonuToBHMiA 1990: MonuTtoBHMiA Mcantup / ocydacHeHwui
nep. M. KobpuH. Pum, 1990. 416 c. (republished in Lviv, 2000, 2007,
2010, 2016, 2018)

Xangevicbko 1990: Xangeincbko-Manabapcbka Cs. NiTypria /
[mep. 3 Him. 0. Bacunb 3iHbkKo]. [MpyaeHToninb, 1990]. 10 c.

BipmeHcbka 1991: BipmeHcbKa Cnyskba boxa / [nep. 0. Bacunb
3iHbKo]. [MpyaeHToNiNb], 1991. 10 c.

Mpuiigite 1991: Npungite, noknoHimocA. MOAUTOBHUK. Pum,
1991. 1023 c. (republished several times in Ukraine)

Cesta 1991a: Csata Jlitypria OnekcaHapincbKko-KonTilcbKoro
o6bpsaay B8 €runTi / nep. o. Bacunb 3iHbKo. MpyaeHToninb, 1991.
23 c.

CeaTa 1991b: CsaTa JNlitypria KypbaHa Cupo-ManaHKapCcbKoro
06psaay B IHAii / nep. 3 HiMm. 0. Bacuab 3iHbKo. MpyaeHToninb, 1991.
14 c.

Tunuk 1992: Tunuk YkpaiHcbKoi KatonnubKoi Lepksu: nep. 3
LLepKOBHOCNOB. / YKA. 0. lcnaop JonbHUUBKKIA. Pum: Bua-so oo.
BacuniaH, 1992. 618 c.

bnarocnosn 1996: bnarocnosu, gywe mosA, focnoga: monu-
TOBHUK. J1bBiB, 1996. 199 c.

TpebHuk 2001a: TpebHuk. JlbBiB: Csiuago, 2001. 486 c.
(republished in 2014; enlarged edition in 2020)
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TpebHuk 2001b: TpebHUK / ynoxkme o. ATaHaciii KyniubKuii.
MpyaeHToninb: Bua-so oo. BacunisH, 2001. 208 c. (republished in
Lviv, 2018)

Divine 2003: Divine Office: Horologion — Octoechos -
Triodion — Menaion / comp. by Demetrius Wysochansky [Dmytriy
Vysochanskyi]. Stamford, Zhovkva, 2003. 1373 p. (republished with
an appendix in 2014)

boxectBeHHa 2004: BoxkectBeHHa JliTypria 3 KOmeHTapem
Ta 3MIHHUMM YaCTUHaAMK: TEKCT YKPaiHCbKO-NOAbCbKMIM = Boska
liturgia z komentarzem i czesciami zmiennymi: tekst ukraifisko-
polski / ykn. o. M. |. Kywka. Bapluiasa: peKko-KaTonuubKa napaodis
YcniHHa MpeceaToi boropoauui, 2004. 133 c. (republished in 2013)

Divine 2004: The Divine Liturgy: An Anthology for Worship / ed.
by Rev. Dr Petro Galadza; Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky Institute
of Eastern Christian Studies. Ottawa, 2004. xiv, 1160 p.

bor 2006: bor 3aBXAWn 3i MHOK: MOJIMTOBHUK AUTUHW. J1bBiB:
Ceivago, 2006. 288 c.

boxectBeHHa 2009: boxkectBeHHa JliTypria MNepenocBayeHmx
[apis: HoBe po3wup. Bua. 3i ctuxnpamm Tpioai, Oktoixa Ta MiHei /
3 rpel. Ta LepKoBHOCN0B'sH. nep. A. LLUkpab’tok, T. Tumo i M. Tumo.
NbBis, 2009. 239 c.

MonutoBHmMk 2010: MOAMTOBHUK 3axMCHUKa BitumsHn /
ynopsaa. M. Yaiika. [/1bsis]: [CBiyago], [2010]. 268 c. (2nd enlarged
edition in 2014)

TpebHuk 2010: TpebHuK: OcBsaYeHHA Ta bnarocnoBeHHs. /1bBiB:
Ceivago, 2010. 253 c.

Apxuepeiicbka 2012: Apxuepelicbka boxectseHHa JliTypria
= Episcopal Divine Liturgy / EamoHTOH. Enapxis Ykp. peko-Kar.
Lepksu. EamoHTOH, 2012. 139 C.

MonutosHuk 2012: MOAMTOBHUK LWKoAApa / YynNopsaaKys.
0. *apoBscbKoi. J1bis: CBivago, 2012. 78 c. (republished in 2016)

CeaTi 2012: Ceati TaiHctBa — Holy Mysteries. JlbBis, 2012.
175+175 c.

locnoap 2013: Tocnoab — TBIN WinutTens. MonuTem A0 CBATUX
NiKapiB: MOAUTOBHUK / ynopag,. AHTOH MenbHuK. JlbBis: Ceiyago,
2013.92c.
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MonutosHuk 2013: MonuToBHUK MaTepi / igea J1. Huweln;
Bian. pea. T. PepeHu,. Jlbsis: CBivago, 2013. 32 c.

Ypouncte 2013: Ypouucte Csate lpuyacta: MOAUTOBHUK [
ynopagkKys. O. aposcbkoi. J/1bsiB: Ceivago, 2013. 208 c.

MonntosHuK 2016: MonntosHUK emirparTa / ynopaa. O. a-
poBCbKa. JlbBiB: CBivago, 2016. 95 c.

Pygeiiko 2016: Pygeliko B. YacocnoB 3a KaHOHOM JiaBpu
cBATOro otTuA Haworo CaBu: BnpoBaakeHHs. MNepeknag,. KomeHTapi.
JNbBiB: Bua-so Ykp. kaTtoA. yH-Ty, 2016. 238, [1] c.

Pyperko 2017: Pypeiko B. YacocnoB [BaguATM 4oTUPbLOX
yacis: BnpoBagxeHHs. [Mepeknaga. /lbsis: Bua-so YKp. KaTon. yH-Ty,
2017.215c.

MonuTtoBHMK 2018: MOAUTOBHUK Aas Ocib 3 Bagamu 30py.
JbBiB: CBiYano, 2018. 254 c.

TpebHuk 2018: TpebHuk: YnHu CBATMX TaiHCTB, OCBSYEHHS,
61arocNoBeHHs, i iHWI LUEepKOBHI MOJIHHA Ha pi3Hi notpebu /
ynopaa. o. AtaHacin Kyniubkuid. JlbBiB: MicioHep, 2018. 471 c.
(1t edition in Prudentdpolis, 2001)

TpebHuk 2020: TpebHuk. flbeiB: CBivago, 2020. 714 c.

YuH 2020a: YnH cBATMX TAiHCTB XpeLeHHA i MMPONoOMasaHHA
= Obrzed s$wietych sakramentéw chrztu i bierzmowania / nep.
nosibcbKoto: o. L. AHKoBcbKMK, 0. M. Bnsasa i o. A. YepcbKuii.
MNepemunwnb; Bpounas, 2020. 85 c.

YnH 2020b: YnH ceaToro TaiHCTBa nogpyKA = Obrzed Swietego
sakramentu matzefnstwa / nep. nosnbcbKoto: 0. L. IHKOBCbKMIA,
0. M. bnsazai o. fl. Yepcbkuii. Nepemumwnb; Bpounas, 2020. 53 c.

YuH 2020c: YuH CeaweHHoOi i borkecTtBeHHOi niTyprii =
Porzadek Swietej i Boskiej Liturgii / nep. nonbcbKoto: 0. M. bns3a,
0. Al. YepcbKkuit i o. M. Kywka. MNepemuiunb; Bpounas, 2020. 187 c.

Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church

Bennknin 1992: Bennknit monuTtosHUK / Bceykp. 6patctso
cB. anoctona AHapia lMepso3saHoro. Kuis: BocKpeciHHA, 1992.
300c.

YKpaiHcbknin 1994: YKpaiHCbKUIA NpaBoC/iaBHUIA MOAUTOBHUK /
YANU, JlesiB-lanuy,. enapxia. /lbsis, 1994. 405 c.
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Monutsocnos 1995: Moautsocnos. Kuis: Csitno ana csity,
1995. 718 c.

Outaunin 1996: AOutaunii monutoBHMK / Xapkis.-MonTtas.
enapxisa YAILL. Xapkis; Kuis: Csitno gna ceity, 1996. 118 c.

3 Bipoto 1998: 3 Bipoto i nt060B’t0: NPaBOC/AaB. MOAUTOBHMUK
/ ynopsga. Irop IcideHko. Xapkis, 1998. 285 c. (2™ enlarged ed.,
Kharkiv, Lviv, 2003; 3 ed., Kharkiv, Kyiv, Lviv, 2007; 4" ed., Kyiv,
Kharkiv, Lviv, 2010)

MapactacHuK / ynop. o. flpocnas ManaHioK. Jlbsis, 2000.
292 c.

CnyxebHuk / ynop. o. ipocnas Manaxiok. Jlbsis, 2000. 132 c.

NityprikoH 2005: JlityprikoH abo CnyxxebHUK. Kuis, Xapkis,
NbBiB: [CBAToropeub], 2005. 477 c. (enlarged ed. in 2019).

MpasocnasHuin  2010: [paBocnaBHMiA  moauTBoC/IOB [/
ynop. npot. B. I. Yepnak; nep.: /1. B. IBaHHiKoBa, B. Il. Yepnak;
Cs. Mokpos. Mogin. uepksa M. Knesa. [Kuis], 1995 [de facto 2010].
793 c.

Manuii TpebHuk: TaiHcTBa XpelleHHA Ta MUponomasaHHs, i
BiHuaHHA. MonebeHb Ao Boxoi Matepi. Y4MH ocBAYEHHA aBTOMO-
6ina / ynop. o. Apocnas ManaHtok. Jbsis, 2013. 330 c.

Moruna 2014: Moruna NeTpo cBT. MoAUTBU B Yac BilHKM / nep.
i3 LEePKOBHOCNOB AH., yNopa., Nepeam., KOMeHT. /1. IBaHHiKOBa;
HAH YKpaiHu, IH-T yKp. apxeorpadii Ta ArKepeno3HaBCTBA iMm.
M. C. lpyweBCcbKoro, |H-T MUCTeLTBO3HABCTBA, POIbKIOPUCTUKM
Ta eTHonorii im. M. T. PunbcbKoro, Ceato-MNokpos. MNogin. rpomaga
m. Knesa. KuiB: OcsiTta YKpainun, 2014. 183 c.

Monutsocnos 2014: MonMTBOCNOB YKPAiHCbKOrO MNpaBo-
cnaBHoro BoiHa / ynopag,. en. Bonogumump (Hepnak); Kom. YATL, no
3B’A3KY i3 36poliHMMM cMnamm YKpaiHM Ta CUI0BUMM CTPYKTYPaMK,
Cs. Nokpos. Mogin. rpomaga YAMNL, m. Knesa. Kuis: MNpeca YKpainy,
2014.170, [1] c.

Ukrainian Orthodox Church of Kyiv Patriarchate

TpebHuk 1994: TpebHMK. Knis: BockpeciHHA, 1994. 630 c. (This
reprint contains Part 1 of the 1976 Bound Brook edition and Part 2
of the 1960 Winnipeg edition.)



261

CnyxkebHuK 1995: CnykebHuK. Kunis: BockpeciHHs, 1995. 413,
[2] c. (republished 1999, 2006, 2011, 2012, 2016)

AkadicTHMK 2000: AkadicTHUK / ynopag. o. PomaH bpatko-
BeubKuii. b.m.: BceyKkp. Bua,. npasocnas. micis, 2000. 813 c.

TpebHuk 2000: TpebHuk: y 2 u. Kuis: Bua. sia. YL, K, 2000.
(republished in 2006, 2013)

Yacocnos 2000: Yacocnos. Kuis: Bua. Big. YIL, KI, 2000.
391 c. (republished in 2006, 2013)

BockpecHuii 2001: BocKpecHuiA OKTOiX i 3arasibHa miHes. Kuis:
Bua. sig. YIL, KM, 2001. 694 c.

BorocnyxiHHs 2002: BorocnyKiHHA Ha CBIiTAUN TUXKAOEHb
Macxu. Kuis: Bua. Big. YL, KN, 2002. 166 c. (republished in 2012)

CeAaTkoBa 2002-2003: CeATkoBa MiHes: y 2 u. Kuis: Bua. Bia.
ynu, Kn, 2002-2003.

Tpiogb 2002a: Tpioab noctosa: y 2 4. Kuis: Bug. Bia. YIL, K,
2002. 696 c. (republished in 2005, 2015)

Tpiogb 2002b: Tpioab KBiTHa: y 2 4. Kunis: Bug. Bia. YL KN,
2002. (republished in 2005)

Mcantup 2004: Mcantup. Knis: Bua. sia. YL, KM, 2004. 440 c.
(republished in 2006, 2008, 2009)

YnHoBHMK 2005: YNHOBHUK ApPXMEPENCHKOTO CBALLEHHOCAY-
*KiHHA. Kunis: Bua. Big. YIL KM, 2005. 495 c.

OkT0ix 2006: OkKTOIX: Y 2 U. Knis: Bua. Bia. YIL, K, 2006.

AkadicTHMK 2007: AkadicTHuK: y 3 T. Kunis: Bua. sig. YL, KN,
2007. (republished in 2011-2012)

Mepwwuit 2012: Mepwmnii TMKAeHb Bennkoro Mocty: y 2 4. Kuis:
Bug. sig. YMNU, KM, 2012.

CmoTtpuubknii 2015: CmoTtpuubkuii MeneTiit. TpeHoc, abo
Mnay €gmHoi CeaToi MNMomicHoi AnoctonbcbKoi CxigHoi Llepksu 3
MOSAICHEHHAM AormartiB Bipu... = OPHNOZX to jest Lament jedynej
Sw. Powszechnej Apostolskiej Wschodniej Cerkwi, z objasnieniem
Dogmatéw Wiary... / nep. i3 craponon., cnAoB. Ta nepeam.
P. PaguwescbKkoro. Kuis: Tankom, 2015. 559 c.

MiHes 2018-2022: MiHes: [y 22 KH.]. Kuis: Bua. Big. YL, KN,
2018-2022.
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Ukrainian Orthodox Church of Moscow Patriarchate

€neukix 2006: (Eneukix) loHadaH. BoxkectBeHHa JliTypris
ceaTuTenis loaHHa 3natoycta Ta Bacunia Beamkoro yKkpaiHCbKoto
MOBOIO: TAYMa4yHWI nNyTiBHUK bBoxecTtBeHHow JliTyprieto 3
KOPOTKMM iCTOPMKO-B0rocNOBCbKMM KOMeHTapem. Monuteu Ao
ceAToro MNMpuyacTa, eBXapucTonorivHi cTatTi. XepcoH, 2006. 215 c.
Online edition: http://rahny-orthodox.org/files/liturgy _ua.pdf
[Accessed on 15 August 2022]

CnyebHuK 2013: CayxebHuk: y 2 1. / apxmum. Biktop beab Ta
apxum. fiogop Mypatos. Yxropoga: Bug,. sia. YYBA-Kay, 2013.

Borocny:kb6osuit 2014: Borocny:K60Buit BeNUKUI 3BipHUK:
3ibp. LepK. YnHiB i cnyKb i3 Yacocnosa, OkToiXa, MiHelt i Tpiogen
/ ynopsaga. npotoiepeit O. MoHuu. Yxropog: NatenT, 2014. 879 c.

TpebHukb 2014: TpebHUKb. YepHosupbl: YL, 2014. 606 c. (in
Church Slavonic)

MpasunbHMK 2015: MpaBUAbHUK: [36. yCTaB. MOINTOB. TEKCTIB]
/ nep.Ta3ar. pea. CoppoHia Amutpykal. KopcyHb-LLleBueHKIBCbKMIA,
2015. 511 c. (republished in Cherkasy, Smila, 2017).

MonntoBHMK2017: MOANTOBHMK=MOAUTOBHMK NPABOCNABHMUX
BipAaH / ynopsaa., ped. npotoiep. A. [yadyeHko; nep., HayK. pea,.
B. lWonox. Kuis: Ayx i Nitepa, 2017. 168 c. (its abridged version was
published in 2017 and 2020)

boxectBeHHa 2018: boxkecTBeHHa niTypria CBATOrO oOTUA
loaHa 3natoycrta, apxiennckona KOHCTaHTMHOMOAbLCLKOIO / YKp.
nep. 3 borocnykboBoi rpey,. mosu: B. LLonox, npot. A. [lyayeHkKo,
npoTtoauakoH P. Bopobiin, M. bineubkuin, M. bypaeliHa; octaTo4Ha
pea. — muTp. OnekcaHap ApabuHko; PoHa nam’saTi BaarkeHHiworo
MwuTpononuta Bonogmmupa. Kuis, 2018. 208 c.

€Eneubkmx 2021a: (Eneubkux) loHadaH. TAYMaYHUI NYTIBHUK
borkectBeHHotO JliTyprieto catutena loaHHa 3natoycta: [ocsig,
BMKNAAEHHA MOJIUTBOC/IOBIA Ta EKTEHIA YKPAIHCbKOKD MOBOIO
3 iCTOPUKO-DOroCNOBCbKMM  KOMEHTapem. EBXapUCTONOTIYHI
cratTi. S.l., 2021. 76 c. (Updated in 2022) Online edition: https://
tulchin-eparchia.org.ua/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/mitropolit_
ionafan_eleczkih_tlumachnij_putivnik_bozhestvennoyu_
liturgieyu-4.pdf [Accessed on 15 August 2022]



263

€Eneupbknx 2021b: (Eneubkux) loHadaH. TAyMaYHUIN NYTiBHUK
borkectBeHHoto JliTyprieto ceaTuTena Bacunia Benwukoro: [ocsig,
BMK/AALEHHA MOJIUTBOC/IOBIN Ta €EKTEHIM YKPaAiHCbKOK MOBOO
3 iCTOPUKO-DOroC/IOBCbKMM  KOMEHTapemM. EBXapWUCTONOTIYHI
cratTi. S.l., 2021. 86 c. (Updated in 2022) Online edition: https://
tulchin-eparchia.org.ua/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/mitropolit_
ionafan_eleczkih_tlumachnij_putivnik_bozhestvennoyu_liturgieyu.
pdf [Accessed on 15 August 2022]

Orthodox Church of Ukraine

borocnyiHHAa 2019: borocnyxiHHA Benukoro Yetsepra,
MatHmui, Cy6otn Ta BenunkoaHa / ynopsaa. B. leHcbop. J1bBiB:
Ceatoropeub, 2019. 256 c. (this edition incorporates texts from:
MocTtoBa 1976; Cayxbu 1976; NityprikoH 2005; 3 Bipoto 1998
(2007 ed.))

CnykebHuK 2021-2023: Cny»kebHuk. Y. 1. [Kuis, 2021.] 296 c.
Y. 2. Kuis, 2023. 295 c.

OdiuitHe 2021: OdiuiiHe nNOBIAOMAEHHA NPO 3acigaHHA
CeAweHHoro CuHoay 27 nunHa 2021 p. / Mpasocnas. LepKsa
Ykpaiiu //  https://www.pomisna.info/uk/vsi-novyny/ofitsijne-
povidomlennya-pro-zasidannya-svyashhennogo-synodu-27-
lypnya-2021-r/ [Accessed on 7 February 2021].

MonutoBHuk 2021: MonutoBHuK. nMmnboka, 2021. 584 c.
(published in the enlarged and small formats)

YuHonocnigyBaHHAa 2021: YumHonocnigyBaHHA OCBAYEHHA
xpamy / ynopsaa. en. bopuc (B. t0. Xapko); MUY, Taspiit. enapxis.
XepcoH, 2021. 308 c.

BilicbkoBuit 2023: BilicbkoBuit TpebHUK / ynopaa. en. bopuc
(B. 0. Xapko). MuKonais; XepcoH, 2023. 1312 c. (published in the
usual and enlarged formats)

Roman Catholic Church in Ukraine

O6paan 2000: O6psan XPUCTUAHCLKOTO BTAEMHWYEHHS A0-
pocaux. Kuis, 2000. 232 c.

O6pagm 2002: Obpagm XpelueHHs gitei. Kuis, 2002. 110 c.

O6psan 2003a: O6psan KoHdipmauii. Kuis, 2003. 68 c.



264

O6psan 2003b: Obpaam noxopoHy. Kuis, 2003. 274 c.
BceneHcbka 2004: BceneHcbka MonuTsa. J/lyubk, 2004. 752 c.
Manwuii 2005: Manuii Mecan. JlyupbkK, 2005. 514 c.

Nitypria 2007: NiTypria roguH: ckopoyeHa Bepcis / nep. 3 nos.
i nat.; 6i6n. TekcTn y nep. |. XomeHkKa. Kuis: Bua-so KatonnubKkoro
megia-ueHTpy, 2007. 900 c.

O6psan 2007: O6bpsaan EneonomasaHHs i NaCTMPCTBA XBOPMUX.
JNlyubk, 2007. 144 c.

O6pagm 2008a: O6psam NokasaHHSA. Jlyubk 2008. 144 c.

Ob6psan 2008b: Obpaan yknageHHA MogpykxkaA. Kuis, 2008.
128c.

Ordo 2009: Ordo Missae: latina, polski, English, cesky,
slovensky, ykpaiHcbKa, magyar, italiano. Katowice [?], 2009. 186 p.
Pumcbkuin 2012: Pumcbkuin mecan. [Jlyupk], 2012. 1480 c.

O6psan 2013: Obpaam PyKononoxKeHHA ENUCKOMiB, NpecBiTe-
piB i AnAakoHis. Jlyubk, 2013. 264 c.

MHiBy aeHb 2018: THiBy [leHb rpage i Cnasu / nep. |. CmakeHKa;
27.12.2018 // http://virchi.pp.net.ua/publ/158-1-0-25290

Obpsan 2018: Obpagm noxoBaHHA. J1bsis, 2018. 362 c.

CniBalimo 2014-2022: Cnisaimo locnoagy. T. 1. JlyupK, 2014.
234 c.; T. 2. [bBiB], 2022. 248 c.

Requiem 2015: Requiem aeternam: niTypriiiHi cniBu Ta my3uKa
nif, Yac NOXOPOHHWMX obpAaiB Ta KaNobHMX LepeMoHin. JlyupkK,
2015. 164 c.

MHiBy geHb 2019: MHiBY AeHb yxKe HaaxoauTb / nep. A. lepacu-
MeHK0;17.11.2019//https://slovamolytvy.home.blog/2019/11/17/
cekBeHUjia-dies-irae-noetTnuHunin-nepexknas/

Bennkuin 2019: Bennkuii TmkaeHb: Heains ctpactei locnogHix.
CeATe nacxanbHe TpuaeHHA. Jibsis, 2019. 188 c.

Musica 2020: Musica Sacra: Xoposi TBOpu 414 cniBy nig 4vac
nityprii, Kuis: Kalipoc, 2020. 176 c.

Slovak Greek Catholic Church

Manbin 2013: Manbiit TpebHUK: pycuHbCKa Bepsia: [Y. 1], Tnasa
1-10. NMpAwis, 2013. 105 c.



265

Malyj 2013: Malyj Trebnik: rusifiska verzija: [C. 2] Posvjacifia
i blahoslovlifia, [C. 3: Blahoslovliia nevisty po Vinéanci. Kurta
odprava Tajny pomazana olijom]. [Mpawis], 2013. 107 c.

Nedilna 2016: Nedilna vecurna. Liturgija opered posvjacenych
dariv. Citaia na liturgiji opered posvjacenych dariv / per. Josif
Kudzej, o. Frantisek Krajriak; Obs¢estvo sv. Joana Krestitela. S.I.,
2016. 160 s.

Radujte 2021: Radujte sja v Hospodi: Molitvennik / per. Josif
Kudzej, o. Frantisek Krajriak; Obs¢estvo sv. Joana Krestitela. S.I.,
2021. 555, [4] s.

Greek Catholic Church of Croatia and Serbia

MonutseHik 2007: MonuTeeHiK. Mupb BCbMb / npupuxtan
Mwuxaunn XonowHai-Mariiios; MpeKkokaToniuKka napoxms PoxaecTtsa
npeceaTel boropoanun. Oropabos, 2007. 452 c.

Anglophone liturgical translations

Office 1825: The Office and the Masses for the Dead, with the
Order of Burial: From the Roman Breviary, Missal, and Ritual: In
Latin and English. London: Keating and Brown, 1825. 144 p.

Lyra Catholica 1849: Lyra Catholica / transl. by Edward Caswall.
London: James Burns, 1849. xxxii, 311 p.

Crashaw 1858: Crashaw R. The Complete Works. London: John
Russell Smith, 1858. xxxii, 340 p.

Breviary Hymns 1900: Breviary Hymns and Missal Sequences
/ transl. by Edward G. Bagshawe. London: Catholic Truth Society,
1900. viii, 216 p.

Sarum 1911: The Sarum Missal: In English: Part 2 / newly transl.
by Frederick E. Warren. London: The De la More Press, 1911. [10],
640 p.

Anglican Missal 1921: The Anglican Missal. London: The Society
of SS. Peter and Paul, 1921. xxxii, A272, B134, Blviii, C58, Ccii, D204,
E342, F92, G156, H140, [12] p.

Service Book 1922: Service Book of the Holy Orthodox-Catholic
Apostolic Church /comp., transl., and arranged from the Old Church-



266

Slavonic service books of the Russian Church and collated with the
service books of the Greek Church by Isabel Florence Hapgood. Rev.
ed. New York: Association Press, 1922. xI, 615 p.

Hymns 1936: The Hymns of the Breviary and Missal / ed. with
Introduction and Notes by Rev. Matthew Britt. New York et al.:
Benziger Brothers, 1936. 384 p.

Book 1938: Book of Divine Prayers and Services of the Catholic
Orthodox Church of Christ / comp. and arranged by Rev. Seraphim
Nassar; Antiochian Orthodox Church. New York: The Blackshaw
Press, 1938. 1146 p.

Festal 1969: The Festal Menaion / trans. from the original
Greek by Mother Mary and Kallistos Ware. London: Faber & Faber,
1969. 564 p. (The Service Books of the Orthodox Church).

Byzantine 1969: Byzantine Daily Worship: With Byzantine
Breviary, the Three Liturgies, Propers of the Day and Various Offices
/ comp. and transl. by Most Rev. Joseph Raya and José De Vinck;
Melkite Greek-Catholic Church. Allendale, N.J.: Alleluia Press, 1969.
[6], 1020 p.

Divine 1974: The Divine Office: The Liturgy of the Hours
according to the Roman Rite: in 3 vols. London; Glasgow: Collins;
Sydney: E. J. Dwyer; Dublin: Talbot, 1974.

Liturgy 1975-1976: The Liturgy of the Hours: According to the
Roman Rite: in 4 vols. / prep. by the International Commission on
English in the Liturgy. New York: Catholic Book Publ. Co., 1975-
1976.

Funeral 2011: Funeral Service = AkoAouBla NekpwolpoO.
Sydney: St Andrew’s Orthodox Press, 2011. 179 p.

Roman Missal 2011: The Roman Missal / English translation
according to the third typical edition; Approved by the United States
Conference of Catholic Bishops and Confirmed by the Apostolic
See. Washington, D.C., 2011. 1514 p.

Order 2012: Order of Burial for Laity: online edition / St Step-
hen Protomartyr Ukrainian Catholic Church. Calgary, Alberta, 2012.
112 p.



267

THEORETICAL LITERATURE (in alphabetic order)

A new 201-?: A new: A new prayerbook / Ukrainian Orthodox
Church of Canada, Liturgical Commission // https://uocc.ca/
articles/a-new-prayerbook/ Joctyn: 30 cepnHa 2021 p.

Alcock 2006: Alcock J. P. Food in the ancient world. Westport,
Connecticut; London: Greenwood Press, 2006. xxxii, 276 p.

Apter, Herman 2016: Apter R., Herman M. Translating for
Singing: The theory, art, and craft of translating lyrics. London et al.:
Bloomsbury, 2016. xxvi, 282 p.

Arrington 2021: Arrington A. 2021. “Translated” or “Trans-
formed”: The Use of Western Hymns in the Evangelization of
the Lisu of Southwest China // Religions 12:772. 8 p. https://doi.
org/10.3390/rel12090772

Augustine 1952: Augustine St. The Confessions. The City of
God. On Christian Doctrine. Chicago et al.: Encyclopaedia Britannica,
1952. x, 698 p.

Babel 2015: Babel R. Translationsfiktionen: Zur Hermeneutik,
Poetic und Ethik des Ubersetzens. Bielefeld: transcript, 2015. 417 S.

Bailey 2000—2001: Bailey M. The Impact of Translated Text on
Musical Form in Byzantine Liturgical Practice // Logos: A Journal of
Eastern Christian Studies. 2000-2001. Vol. 41/42. P. 129-150.

Baynham, Lee 2019: Baynham M., Lee Tong King. Translation
and Translanguaging. London; New York: Routledge, 2019. 199 p.

Bednarz 1964: Bednarz M. ks. Jezuici a religijnos¢ polska (1564-
1964) // Nasza przesztos¢. Krakow, 1964. T. 20. S. 149-224.

Bernacki 1910: Bernacki L. Najdawniejszy pomnik katechizmu
polskiego // Pamietnik Literacki. Lwéw, 1910.T. 9, z. 1/4.S.317-319.

Bodzioch 2014: Bodzioch B. Cantionale ecclesiasticum na
ziemiach polskich w XIX i XX wieku. Lublin: Polihymnia, 2014. 213 s.

Bodzioch 2015: Bodzioch B. Spiewy monodyczne Matutinum
Tenebrarum w jezyku polskim po Vaticanum Il. Lublin: Polihymnia,
2015.134s.



268

Borkowska 1988: Borkowska U. Krélewskie modlitewniki:
Studium z kultury religijnej epoki. Jagiellondw (XV i poczatek XVI
wieku). Lublin: Wyd-wo KUL, 1988. 386 s.

Bourdieu 1993: Bourdieu P. The Field of Cultural Production:
Essays on Art and Literature. Cambridge, UK: Polity, 1993. viii, 322 p.

Briickner 1904: Briickner A. Literatura religijna w Polsce
Srednowiecznej. Warszawa, 1904. T. 3. 256 s.

Bugnini 1990: Bugnini A. The Reform of the Liturgy 1948-1975
/ transl. by M. J. O’Connell Collegeville. Minnesota: The Liturgical
Press, 1990. xxxiii, 974 p.

Bystrori 1886: Bystrori J. Rozbiér porédwnawczy znanych
dotad najdawniejszych tekstow Modlitwy Panskiej, Pozdrowienia
Anielskiego, Sktadu Apostolskiego i Dziesieciorga Przykazan // Prace
filologiczne. T. 1, zeszyt 2/3. Warszawa, 1886, s. 345-390.

Chlebowski 1905: Chlebowski B. Najdawniejsze kancyonaty
protestanckie z potowy XVI w.: przyczynek do dziejéw polskiej
liryki religijnej // Pamietnik Literacki. Lwow, 1905. T. 4, z. 4.
S. 405-424.

Chmiel 1985: Chmiel J. Rodzaje literackie i schematy myslenia. O
pewnym btednym przektadzie w DV 12 // Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny.
1985. Nr. 1. S. 45-46.

Chmielowski 1745: Chmielowski B. Nowe Ateny albo Akademia
wszelkiey scyencyi petna... Lwéw: Pawet lozef Golczewski, 1745.
Cz. 1.[12], 896, [4] s.

Cho at al. 2021: Cho Eun Young, Hayoung Wong, Geem Zong
Woo. 2021. The Liturgical Usage of Translated Gregorian Chant in
the Korean Catholic Church // Religions 12:1033. 16 p. https://doi.
org/10.3390/rel12121033

Chrisomalis 1993: Chrisomalis S. Numerical Notation: A Com-
parative History. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993. ix,
486 p.

Chupungco 1997: Chupungco Anscar J. The Translation of
Liturgical Texts // Handbook for liturgical studies. Collegeville, MN:
The Liturgical Press, 1997. Vol. |. P. 381-397.

Cichy 1978: Cichy S. Jezyk taciriski w odnowionej liturgii // Ruch
Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1978. Nr. 2. S. 83-88.



269

Cieslak 2000: Cieslak S. “Harfa duchowna” — Modlitewnikowy
bestseller jezuity Marcina Laterny (1552-1598) // Nasza Przesz-
tosé. Krakdw, 2000. T. 93. S. 23-48.

Cohen, Fischer 2015: Cohen I., Fischer O. Iconicity in trans-
lation: Two passages from a novel by Tobias Hill // Iconicity: East
Meets West / ed. by M. K. Hiraga, W. J. Herlofsky, K. Shinohara
and K. Akita. Amsterdam; Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 2015.
P. 163-184.

Commentary 1978: A Commentary on the Holy Bible by various
writers / ed. By Rev. J. R. Dummelow. New York: Macmillan, 1978.
clvi, 1092 p.

Comparative 1997: The Comparative Approach to American
History / ed. by C. Vann Woodward. New York; Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1997. xiii, 370 p.

Crystal 1990: Crystal D. Liturgical language in a sociolinguistic
perspective // Language and the Worship of the Church / ed. by
D. Jasper and R. C. D. Jasper. Macmillan, 1990, pp. 120-146.

Dabek 1994: Dabek S. Polska piesn religijna w Zrddtach
rekopismiennych i drukowanych // Nasza przeszto$é. Krakow, 1994.
T.82.S.323-352.

Dalby 2003: Dalby A. Food in the ancient world from A to Z.
London; New York: Routledge, 2003. xvi, 408 p.

Deane-Cox 2014: Deane-Cox Sh. Retranslation: translation,
literature and reinterpretation. London et al.: Bloomsbury, 2014. xi,
210 p.

Desblache 2019: Desblache L. Music and Translation: New
Mediations in the Digital Age. S.I.: Palgrave Macmillan, 2019. xxi,
407 p.

Dostal 1965: Dostal A. The Origins of the Slavonic Liturgy //
Dumbarton Oaks Papers. 1965. Vol. 19. P. 67-87.

Dream 1999: Dream Cultures: Explorations in the Comparative
History of Dreaming / ed. by D. Shulman and G. G. Stroumsa. New
York; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999. x, 325 p.

Edwards 2017: Edwards M. Ku poetyce chrzescijanskiej / ttum.
M. Szuby. Gdanisk: Wyd-wo Uniwersytetu Gdanskiego; Pelplin:
Bernardinum, 2017. 295 s.



270

Fauconnier, Turner 2002: Fauconnier G., Turner M. The way
we think: conceptual blending and the mind’s hidden complexities.
New York: Basic Books, 2002. xx, 440 p.

Filonov Gove 1988: Filonov Gove A. The Slavic Akathistos
Hymn. Poetic Elements of the Byzantine Text and its Old Church
Slavonic Translation. Minchen: Otto Sagner, 1988. xiii, 290 p.

Floros 2003: Floros G. Kulturelle Konstellationen in Texten:
Zur Beschreibung und Ubersetzung von Kultur in Texten. Tiibingen:
Gunter Narr, 2003. 206 S.

Freeman 2009: Freeman M. H. Minding: feeling, form, and
meaning in the creation of poetic iconicity // Cognitive poetics:
goals, gains, and gaps / ed. by G. Brone, J. Vandaele. Berlin; New
York: Mouton de Gruyter, 2009. P. 169-196.

Garnczarski 2018: Garnczarski S. Polskie $piewy na Boze Ciato
w kancjonale S. S. Jagodynskiego (wyd. 1638, 1695) // Roczniki
teologiczne. 2018. T. 65, z. 13. S. 95-113.

Glinski 1948: Glinski E. Wyjasnienie Komisji Biblijnej w sprawie
uzywania nowego przektadu psalmoéw // Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny.
1948. Nr 2. S.101-102.

Gruchata 2013: Gruchata Ja. S. ,Psalmy, hymny, piesni petne
ducha”: Studia o staropolskich tekstach religijnych. Krakow: UNUM,
2013. 263 s.

Handbook 2006: Handbook of the Sociology of Emotions /
ed. by J. E. Stets and J. H. Turner. New York: Springer, 2006. xiii,
657 p.

Handbook 2014: Handbook of the Sociology of Emotions. Vol.
2 / ed. by J. E. Stets and J. H. Turner. New York: Springer, 2014. viii,
579 p.

Harper 1991: HarperJ. The Forms and Orders of Western Liturgy
from the Tenth to the Eighteenth Century: a Historical Introduction
and Guide for Students and Musicians. Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1991. xiv, 337 p.

Harrison, Stockwell 2014: Harrison C., Stockwell, P. Cognitive
poetics // The Bloomsbury Companion to Cognitive Linguistics /
ed. by J. Littlemore and J. R. Taylor. London: Bloomsbury, 2014.
P. 218-233.



271

Hill, Hill, 1980: Hill A. O., Hill B. H., Jr. Mark Bloch and Com-
parative History // The American Historical Review. 1980. Vol. 85,
no. 4. P. 828-846.

Historia 1974: Historia Kosciota w Polsce: T. 1, cz. 2 / red. ks.
B. Kumor i ks. Z. Obertynski. Poznan; Warszawa: Pallottinum 1974.
512s.

Htadki 2020: Hfadki A. Recepcja soborowej odnowy liturgii w
Polsce w Swietle prac nad wydaniem Mszatu rzymskiego w jezyku
polskim // Perspectiva: Legnickie Studia Teologiczno-Historyczne.
Legnica, 2020. R. 19, nr 1 (36). S. 78-88

Hodgson 1993: Hodgson M. G. S. Rethinking world history:
Essays on Europe, Islam, and World History. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1993. xxi, 328 p.

Horace 1942: Horace. Satires, epistles and Ars poetica / with
an English translation by H. Rushton Fairclough. London: William
Heinemann; Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press,
1942. xxx, 509 p.

HTS 2010-2013: Handbook of translation studies: in 4 vols.
/ edited by Yves Gambier, Luc van Doorslaer. Amsterdam; Phila-
delphia: John Benjamins, 2010-2013.

Hughes 2003: Hughes G. Worship as Meaning: a Liturgical
Theology for Late Modernity. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2003. vii, 330 p.

Instrukcja 1961: Instrukcja Episkopatu Polski o wprowadzeniu
w zycie przywileju Stolicy Apostolskiej z dnia 7 lipca 1961 r. // Ruch
Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1961. Nr. 6. S. 331-333.

Instrukcja 1971: Instrukcja o ttumaczeniu tekstéw liturgicz-
nych / Rada do wykonania Konstytucji o liturgii; ttumaczyt ks. Jan
Adamecki // Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1971. Nr. 6. S. 320-329.

Inwentarz 2012: Inwentarz rekopiséw do potowy XVI wieku
w zbiorach Biblioteki Narodowej / oprac. J. Kaliszuk, S. Szyller.
Warszawa: Biblioteka Narodowa, 2012. 296 s. (Inwentarze Reko-
pisow Biblioteki Narodowej; 3).

Jan 1974: Jan Chryzostom sw. Wybodr pism: modlitwy litur-
giczne, pisma o charakterze wychowawczym / ttum. ks. Henryk
Paprocki, ks. Wojciech Kania; wstep i oprac. Henryk Paprocki, Anna



272

Stomczynska. Warszawa: Akademia Teologii Katolickiej, 1974. 321,
[3] s. (Pisma Starochrzescijanskich Pisarzy; t. 13).

Jezyk 1961: Jezyk polski we mszy $wietej / Swieta Kongregacja
Obrzeddéw // Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1961. Nr. 6. S. 330-331.

Jougan 1928: Jougan A. Liturgika czyli Wyktad obrzedow
Kosciota katolickiego. Lwéw: H. Altenberg, 1928. 101 s.

Kaminska 2015: Kaminska J. Przepisy regulujace przygotowy-
wanie ttumaczen i wydawanie ksigg liturgicznych // Kortowski
Przeglad Prawniczy Strona. 2015. Nr. 1. S. 47-53.

Kantor 1983: Kantor M. Medieval Slavic Lives of Saints and
Princes. Ann Arbor, 1983. 304 p.

Karpinski 1792: Karpinski F. Piesni nabozne. Suprasl: Drukarnia
XX. Bazyliandw, 1792. [8], 92 s.

Kolbaia 2021: Kolbaia D. Bibliografia prac ksiedza profesora
Henryka Paprockiego // Pro Georgia. Warszawa, 2021. Vol. 31.
P.9-82.

Korzo 2015: Korzo M. A. O tekstach religijnych w XVI-wiecznych
elementarzach Polskich // Pamietnik Literacki. 2015. T. 106, z. 1.
S. 169-182.

Kowalewski 1921: Kowalewski T. Liturgika czyli Wykfad
Obrzeddw Kosciota katolickiego. Wyd. 12-e. Ptock: B-cia Detrycho-
wie, 1921. 112 s.

Koziara 2018: Koziara S. Jezyk i liturgia stowianska u zarania
chrystianizacji Polski — dawne i nowsze fakty, hipotezy, dyskusje
// Studia Pigoniana. 2018.T. 1, nr 1. S. 15-29.

Krawczeniuk 1984: Krawczeniuk O. The Ukrainian Church
in America: Its Beginnings / transl. by V. Andrushkiw and
M. Stefaniuk. Detroit: The Ukrainian Millennium Committee,
1984. 43 p.

Krivko 2011: Krivko R.N. NepeBopa, napadpas 1 MeTp B APEBHUX
CNaBAHCKMX KoHAakax // Revue des Etudes Slaves. 2011. Vol. 82.
No. 2. P. 169-202; No. 4. P. 715-743.

Krupa 2011: Krupa M. Duch i litera: Liryczna ekspresja
mistycznej drogi Jana od Krzyza w polskich przektadach. Gdansk:
stowo/obraz terytoria, 2011. 294 s.



273

Kundera 1984: Kundera M. The tragedy of central Europe /
transl. by E. White // The New York Review of Books. 1984. April 26
(no. 7). P. 33-38.

Kuzmina 2002: Kuzmina D. Katechizmy w Rzeczypospolitej
XVIi poczatku XVII wieku. Warszawa: Stowarzyszenie Bibliotekarzy
Polskich, 2002. 185, [1] s.

Kuzmina 2004: Kuzmina D. Jakub Wujek (1541-1597) — pisarz,
ttumacz i misjonarz. Warszawa: Stowarzyszenie Bibliotekarzy
Polskich, 2004. 234 p.

tas 1966: tas J. W sprawie kompozycji liturgicznych w jezyku
polskim // Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1966. Nr. 6. S. 371-376.

Lash 1998: Lash Ephrem archmandrite. Translating Liturgy
// Logos: A Journal of Eastern Christian Studies. 1998. Vol. 39,
nos. 2/4. P. 191-217.

Lederer 2007: Lederer Th. Sacred Demonization: Saints’ Legends
in the English Renaissance. Wien: Braumdiller, 2007. x, 270 p.

Lewandowicz-Nosal 2019: Lewandowicz-Nosal G. Modlitewniki
i Mszaliki Dla Dzieci w Polsce w Latach 1945-1949 // Z badan nad
ksigzkg i ksiegozbiorami historycznymi. Warszawa, 2019. R. 10.
S.251-278.

Lewanski 1981: Lewanski Ju. Dramat i teatr sredniowiecza i
renesansu w Polsce. Warszawa: PWN, 1981. 631 s., [64] s. tabl.

tos 2021: to$ Jarostaw ks. Préby delegalizacji Kosciofa
prawostawnego w |l Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej // Swiadczy¢ o wierze
naszych ojcéw: Prawostawna Diecezja Lubelsko-Chetmska w latach
1989-2019 / red. abp Abel. Lublin, 2021. S. 31-38.

Maestri 2018: Maestri E. Translating the Female Self across
Cultures: Mothers and daughters in autobiographical narratives.
Amsterdam / Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 2018. xiii, 302 p.

Mataczynski 1958a: Mataczynski F. Kronika ruchu liturgicznego
// Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1958. Nr. 2. S. 169-171.

Mataczynski 1958b: Mataczyriski F. O nowy przektad litanii
loretanskiej // Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1958. Nr. 3. S. 239-247.

Mataczynski 1961: Mataczyniski F. Poprawiony tekst litanii
loretanskiej // Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1961. Nr. 5. S. 229-232.



274

Mataczynski 1963: Mataczyniski F. Nowy rytuat dla Polski
// Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1963. Nr. 4. S. 211-219.

Mataczynski 1975: Mataczyniski F. Obrzedy bierzmowania,
Pallottinum 1974 // Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1975. Nr. 1/2.
S. 87-88.

Mataczynski 1985: Mataczyiski F. Wydawanie ksigg
liturgicznych w jezyku polskim // Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1985.
Nr.4/5.S.321-331.

Mataczynski 1985: Mataczynski F. Wydawanie ksigg
liturgicznych w jezyku polskim // Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1985.
Nr. 4/5.S.321-331.

Mataczynski 1987: Mataczynski F. Mszat rzymski dla diecezji
polskich // Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1987. Nr. 1. S. 49-58.

Malloy 2014: Malloy P. Translating the Roman Missal: An
Episcopal Reflection on the Process and the Product // Anglican
Theological Review. 2014. Vol. 96, no. 2. P. 365-381.

Mankowski 1932: Mankowski A. Najdawniejszy polski $piew-
nik koscielny i katechizm diecezji chetminskiej. Pelplin: SP. Z. O. P,,
1932.15s.

Marcinkowska-Malara 2018: Marcinkowska-Malara M. Modlit-
wy przygodne w polskich drukach oswieceniowych: Praca doktorska
/ Uniwersytet Slaski. Katowice, 2018. 258 s.

Michatowska 1999: Michatowska T. Sredniowiecze. 5-e wyd.,
uzup. Warszawa: PWN, 1999. 908 s.

Michatowska 2011: Michatowska T. Literatura polskiego
Sredniowiecza. Leksykon. Warszawa: PWN, 2011. 934 s.

Mironowicz 2013: Mironowicz A. The Methodian mission
on the Polish lands until the dawn of 11t century // ELPIS. 2013.
R. 15 (26), zesz. 27 (40). S. 17-32.

Misijuk 2009: Misijuk W. Rozwazania o jezyku cerkiewnych
nabozerstw // Prawostawie. Swiatto ze Wschodu / red. K. Leéniews-
ki. Lublin, 2009. S. 357-377.

Modlimy 1995: Modlimy sie z Kosciotem wschodnim. Modlitwy
liturgii godzin. Wybor, przekt. i oprac. H. Paprockiego. Warszawa:
Verbinum, 1995. 101 s.

Modlitewnik Gasztotda 2015: Modlitewnik Olbrachta
Gasztotda, kanclerza wielkiego litewskiego 1528 r.: Facsimile /



275

Wstep/Introduction W. Wydra. Poznan: Wyd-wo Nauk. UAM, 2015.
88s., i, 232, [1] k.

Modnicka 2009: Modnicka N. “Nie jestem z tego Swiata” —
czyli o osobliwosciach mowy protestantéw ewangelikalnych //
Protestancka kultura stowa / pod red. Z. Paska. Krakow: Nomos,
20009. S. 212-226.

Mrowiec 1981: Mrowiec K. Tworczo$¢ mszalna ks. Hieronima
Feichta CM // Nasza przesztos¢. Krakéw, 1981. T. 56. S. 103-145.

Nardg 1959: Nardg P. Kronika ruchu liturgicznego // Ruch
Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1959. Nr. 1. S. 102-107.

Nida 1995: Nida E. A. Dynamic Equivalence in Translating // An
Encyclopaedia of Translation: Chinese-English, English-Chinese / ed.
by Chan Sin-Wai and D. E. Pollard. Hong Kong: Chinese University
Press, 1995. P. 223-230.

Novakova 2010: Novdakova J. A. Sluzebnik z r. 1979 — ojedinély
pokus o preklad v ¢eském pravoslavném prostredi // Problematika
prekladov do Zivého jazyka : Subor $tudii / S. Marin¢ak (ed.).
KoSice: Centrum spirituality Vychod—Zapad Michala Lacka, 2010.
S. 185-194.

Nowak 2017: Nowak D. M. Officium defunctorum w jezyku
polskim po Soborze Watykanskim 1. Opole, 2017. 474 s.

O’Loughlin 2004: O’Loughlin Th. Translating Panis in a
Eucharistic Context: A Problem of Language and Theology //
Worship. 2004. Vol. 78, no. 3. P. 226-235.

O’Loughlin 2012a: O’Loughlin Th. A Vernacular Liturgy versus
a Liturgy in the “Vernacular”? // Worship. 2012 Vol. 86, no 1.
P. 244-255.

O’Loughlin 2012b: O’Loughlin Th. Latina Veritas! — language
a guarantor of truth? // The Furrow. 2012. Vol. 63, no. 7/8.
P. 343-347.

O’Loughlin 2019: O’Loughlin Th. How Many Lectionaries Do
We Need? // Doctrine & Life: Religious Life Review. 2019. Vol. 69,
no. 7 (September). P. 2-11.

Paprocki 2012: Paprocki H. Jezyk w Kosciele prawostawnym
(na przyktadzie ttumaczen tekstow liturgicznych) // Oblicza
polszczyzny / red. A. Markowski A. R. Pawelec. Warszawa: NCK,
2012.S.113-117.



276

Peligra 2018: Peligra C. Representing Cultural Hybridity in
Translation Paratext: A Comparative Analysis of how Selected
Works by Hella S. Haasse are Introduced and Framed in English
and Italian // Translating Boundaries: Constraints, Limits,
Opportunities / ed. by S. Barschdorf and D. Renna; foreword by
J. Munday. Stuttgart: ibidem, 2018. P. 145-169.

Pieronek 1978: Pieronek T. Teksty koscielnego prawa pow-
szechnego odnoszace sie do liturgii // Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny.
1978. Nr. 2. S. 88-94.

Pisarzak 1979: Pisarzak M. Zmiana pojeé¢ w liturgii btogo-
stawienstw // Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1978. Nr. 4. S. 205-222.

Psatterz 1939: Psatterz Florjanski tacinsko-polsko-niemiecki:
rekopis Biblioteki Narodowej w Warszawie / wyd. R. Ganszyniec,
W. Taszycki, S. Kubica. Lwéw: Zakt. Nar. im. Ossolinskich, 1939. vii,
403 s.

Pskit 2017: Pskit W. Czesci zmienne Mszy $w. w przekfadzie:
wybrane kolekty w dwdch angielskich wersjach Novus Ordo Missae
// Poznanskie Spotkania Jezykoznawcze. Poznan, 2017. T. 34.
S. 125-140.

Pskit 2019: Pskit W. The post-Vatican Il Roman Missal in English:
a preliminary comparison of two English translations // Roczniki
humanistyczne. 2019. T. 67, zesz. 11. S. 47-60.

Raj 2006: [Raj duszny]: Hortulus animae polonice. [Krakow,
Florian Ungler i Wolfgang Lern, 1513] 8° / pod red. W. Wydry.
Poznan: Wyd-wo Poznanskich Studiéow Polonistycznych, 2006. 22 p.

Rak 1958: Rak R. Spiew gregorianski a przezycie liturgiczne
// Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1958. Nr. 6. S. 550-552.

RPC 1953: The Russian Primary Chronicle: Laurentian text
/ transl. and ed. by S. H. Cross and O. P. Sherbowitz-Wetzor.
Cambridge, MA: The Mediaeval Academy of America, 1953. [10],
313 p.

Sczaniecki 1950: Sczaniecki P. Wiadomosci liturgiczne // Ruch
Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1950. Nr 1/2. S. 157-160.

Sczaniecki 1962: Sczaniecki P. Stuzba Boza w dawnej
Polsce: Studia o Mszy Sw. Poznan; Warszawa; Lublin: Ksiegarnia
Sw. Wojciecha, 1962. 255 s.



277

Sczaniecki 2009: Sczaniecki P. Msza po staremu sie odprawia.
Tyniec; Krakdw: Wyd-wo benedyktyndw, 2009. 230 s.

Shevchenko 2013: Shevchenko T. The Complete Kobzar: The
Poetry / transl. by P. Fedynsky. London: Glagoslav, 2013. xxiii, 413 p.

Shmiher 2018: Shmiher T. Stories behind Words of Emo-
tions: Ways to Assess the 1076 Kyivan Literary Monument in
Contemporary Ukrainian and English Translations // Annales
Universitatis Mariae Curie-Sktodowska. Sectio N: Educatio nova.
Lublin, 2018. Vol. 3. P. 175-194.

Simon 1996: Simon Sh. Gender in Translation: Cultural identity
and the Politics of Transmission. London; New York: Routledge,
1996. x, 195.

Sinha 2007: Sinha Ch. Cognitive Linguistics, Psychology, and
Cognitive Science // The Oxford Handbook of Cognitive Linguistics /
ed. by D. Geeraerts and H. Cuyckens. Oxford et al.: Oxford University
Press, 2007. P. 1266-1294.

Sinka 1983: Sinka T. ks. Polska piesn w liturgii // Nasza Prze-
sztos¢é. Krakow, 1983. T. 60. S. 235-273.

Sitarz 1955: Sitarz E. Polskie przektady mszatu rzymskiego //
Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1955. Nr. 4/5. S. 205-229.

Slusarczyk 2009: Slusarczyk D. Biblia jako Zrédto inspiracji dla
kompozytoréw luteranskich. Relacje stowa i muzyki na przyktadzie
tworczosci Jana Sebastiana Bacha // Protestancka kultura stowa /
pod red. Z. Paska. Krakow: Nomos, 2009. S. 191-200.

Sobeczko 1990: Sobeczko H. Dziatalno$¢ o. Franciszka
Mataczyriskiego OSB w Komisji Liturgicznej Episkopatu Polski
// Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1990. Nr. 1/2. S. 78-89.

Sobeczko 2001: Sobeczko H. J. Przektady posoborowych ksigg
liturgicznych na jezyk polski // Seminare. Poszukiwania naukowe /
Towarzystwo Naukowe Franciszka Salezego. Warszawa, 2001. T. 17.
S. 125-144.

Sredniowieczna piesi 1980: Sredniowieczna piesri religijna
polska / opracowat M. Korolko. Wyd. 2, zmienione. Wroctaw et al.:
Ossolineum, 1980. Ixxvi, 288 s.

Sroka 1978: Sroka J. Jezyk polski ksigg liturgicznych // Ruch
Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1978. Nr. 2. S. 73-82.



278

Steiner 2004: Steiner E. Translated texts: properties, variants,
evaluations. Frankfurt am Mein: Peter Lang, 2004. [5], 192 p.

Stets, Turner 2008: Stest J. E., Turner J. H. The Sociology of
Emotions // Handbook of emotions / ed. by M. Lewis, J. M. Haviland-
Jones, L. Feldman Barrett. 3" ed. New York; London: The Guilford
Press, 2008. P. 32-46.

Strawa-lracka 2011: Strawa-Ilracka M. Repertuar sekwencyjny
w graduatach piotrkowskich // Annales Lublinenses pro Musica
Sacra. 2011.R. 2, nr. 2. 5. 101-142.

Subardjo 2019: Subardjo M. T. The Fundamental Criterion of
Liturgical Translation: Valde Utilis Apud Populum // Jurnal teologi.
2019. Vol. 08, no. 01. P. 17-30.

Susam-Saraeva 2015: Susam-Saraeva S. Translation and Pop-
ular Music Transcultural Intimacy in Turkish-Greek Relations. Oxford
et al.: Peter Lang, 2015. x, 180 p.

Svagrovsky 1999: Svagrovsky S. Z histérie slovenskych prekla-
dov byzantskych liturgickych textov // Slavica Slovaca. 1999. R. 34,
no. 1. S. 42-51.

Sweetser 2006: Sweetser E. Whose rhyme is whose reason?
Sound and sense in Cyrano de Bergerac // Language and Literature.
2006. Vol 15(1). P. 29-54.

Swierzawski 1978a: Swierzawski W. Duszpasterskie impli-
kacje ttumaczenia liturgii // Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1978. Nr. 2.
S. 94-100.

Swierzawski 1978b: Swierzawski W. Ttumaczenie liturgii
rzymskiej na jezyki ojczyste // Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1978.
Nr. 2. S. 63-73.

Szymanek 1969: Szymanek E. Ekumeniczny przektad Listu do
Rzymian // Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1969. Nr. 6. S. 328-332.

Szymanek 1978: Szymanek E. Teksty biblijne w liturgii // Ruch
Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1978. Nr. 2. S. 57-63.

Taft 1998: Taft R. F. Translating Liturgically // Logos: A Journal
of Eastern Christian Studies. 1998. Vol. 39, nos. 2/4. P. 155-184.

Tarcza 2016: Tarcza duchowna, [Krakéw, Florian Ungler, 1533
lub 1534] / pod red. W. Wydry. Poznan: Wyd-wo Poznarskich
Studidow Polonistycznych, 2016. 79 s.



279

Teksty 1991: Teksty o Matce Bozej: Prawostawie: we 2 cz.
Niepokalanow: Wyd-wo Ojcéw Franciszkanow, 1991.

Teksty 1995: Teksty o Matce Bozej: Koscioty przedchalcedoniskie.
Niepokalanéw: Wyd-wo Ojcéw Franciszkanow, 1995. 261 s.

Thousand 1988: A Thousand Years of Christianity in Ukraine:
An Encyclopedic Chronology / compl. and ed. by O. Zinkewych and
A. Sorokowski. New York; Baltimore; Toronto: Smoloskyp, 1988.
312 p.

Totosy de Zepetnek 2006: Totosy de Zepetnek S. Nowa
Literatura Poréwnawcza jako teoria i metoda / przet. A. Zawiszewska
i A. Skrendo // Konstruktywizm w badaniach literackich: Antologia
/ red. E. Kuzma, A. Skrendo, J. Madejski. Krakow: Universitas, 2006.
S. 347-389.

Translating 2016: Translating women: different voices and new
horizons / ed. by Luise von Flotow and Farzaneh Farahzad. New
York, Routledge, [2016]. xvi, 235 p.

Tsur 2009: Tsur R. Metaphor and figure-ground relationship:
comparisons from poetry, music, and the visual arts // Cognitive
poetics: goals, gains, and gaps / ed. by G. Brone, J. Vandaele. Berlin;
New York: Mouton de Gruyter, 2009. P. 237-277.

Tyulenev 2012: Tyulenev S. Applying Luhmann to translation
studies: translation in society. New York; London: Routledge, 2012.
xv, 235 p.

Ugolnik 2000-2001: Ugolnik A. Englishing the Byzantine //
Logos: A Journal of Eastern Christian Studies. 2000-2001. Vol. 41/42.
P. 29-47.

Venturi 2001: Venturi G. Traduzione liturgica // Liturgia:
Dizionari / a cura di D. Sartore, A. M. Triacca, C. Cibien. Milano:
Edizioni San Paolo, 2001. P. 2020-2028.

von Flotow 1997: von Flotow L. Translation and Gender:
Translating in the ‘Era of Feminism’. Manchester: St Jerome; Ottawa:
University of Ottawa Press, 1997. [8], 114 p.

Ware 2000-2001: Ware Kallistos bishop. Clarity, Truth and
Beauty in Liturgical Translations // Logos: A Journal of Eastern
Christian Studies. 2000-2001. Vol. 41/42. P. 5-16.



280

Warren 1904: Warren C. F. S. Notes on the “Dies irae” and its
English versions // The Dolphin. 1904. No 5. P. 500-513.

White 1975: White L. A. The concept of cultural systems: A key
to understanding tribes and nations. New York: Columbia University
Press, 1975. xiii, 192 p.

Wichowa 2003: Wichowa M. Stanistaw Grochowski jako
ttumacz hymnéw koscielnych: na podstawie tomiku “Rytmy
tacinskie, dziwnie sztuczne...” // Collectanea Philologica. 2003. T. 6.
S. 237-250.

Wielki 2003: Wielki Tydzien i Swieto Paschy w Kosciele prawo-
stawnym / ttum. z greckiego H. Paprocki. Krakow: Wydawnictwo M,
2003. 188 s.

Wierusz-Kowalski 1952: Wierusz-Kowalski J. Ruch liturgiczny za
granicg // Ruch Biblijny i Liturgiczny. 1952. Nr 1. S. 83-86.

Wilkon 2004: Wilkon A. Dzieje jezyka artystycznego w Polsce:
Renesans. Katowice: Wyd-wo Uniwersytetu Slaskiego, 2004.
241 s.

Williams, Bargh 2008: Williams L. E., Bargh, J. A. Experiencing
physical warmth promotes interpersonal warmth // Science (New
York, N.Y.), 2008. Vol. 322(5901). P. 606-607.

Woronczak 1952: Woronczak Je. Tropy i sekwencje w literatu-
rze polskiej do potowy XVI wieku // Pamietnik Literacki. 1952.T. 43,
no. 1/2.S. 335-374.

Wydra 2012: Wydra W. Piesni nabozne... z krakowskiej oficyny
Antoniego Wosinskiego (1627) // Poznanskie Studia Polonistyczne.
Seria Literacka. 2012. Nr. 19 (39). S. 329-345.

Zaborowski 1514-1515: Zaborowski S. Orthographia seu modus
recte scribendi et legend Polonicum idioma quam utilissimus.
Krakéw: [Florian Ungier, 1514-1515]. [23] p.

Zajgc: Zajac R. Na drogach i bezdrozach przektadéw Pisma
Swietego // http://www.bu.kul.pl/art_15512.html [accessed on
October 5, 2021].

Ziveéak 2017: Ziveak Jan. K problematike typologického zarade-
nia liturgického prekladu: na priklade slovenského a francuzskeho
translatu paschalneho kdnonu a verSovych stichir Paschy // World
Literature Studies. 2017. Vol. 9, no. 2. P. 115-126.



281

AHTMNEeHKo 1995: AHTMnNeHKo J1. A. OnbIT KOHUENTyasbHOro
aHasn3a MMEH HEeraTMBHbIX SMOLMIA B PYCCKOM A3blKe: aBToped.
AucC. ... KaHa. ¢unon. Hayk; cney. 10.02.01 — pycckuit a3bik /
XapbKosB. roc. yH-T. Xapbkos, 1995. 20 c.

Anokpicdun 1896: AnoKpidu i nereHan 3 yKpaiHCbKUX PYKOMUCIB.
T. 1: Anokpidu craposasitHi / 3ibpas, ynop. i noacHus |. ®paHko.
NbeiB, 1896. Ixvi, 394 c.

AdaHacbeBa 2015: ApaHacbesa T. U. Jiutyprum MoaHHa 3naTto-
ycTa n Bacunma Bennkoro B cnaBAHCKOM Tpaauumum (No caykebHu-
Kam XI-XV BB.). MockBa: YH-T AmuTpua Moxkapckoro, 2015. 447 c.

BbapsiHcbkMi 1921: BapBiHCbKM A. YM yKpaiHCbKa MOBa
npurigHa [0 nepeknagy cB. lucbma i monuToB, Ta AYXOBHOI
nponosian? Nepemuwnb: KHonep i CnH, 1921. 32 c.

Benein 1929: benei B. JTaTMHCbKa MOBa SIK BUKNago0Ba B boro-
cnosii // borocnosia. 1929. T. 7, kH. 1. C. 258-260.

boraaHoBuub 1938: BorgaHoBuYb B. LlepKoBHOCNABAHCKWUIA
A3bIK KaK PeNnUrmo3HO-KyAbTypHaa LeHHocTb. poaHo, 1938. 33 c.

BacuamwuH 2014: BacunumwuH . Hosi BuaaHHa 6orocnyk6osumx
KHUT y XX CTOAITTI AK nAig nityprinHoi pedopmum // Reformy liturgii
a powrot do zrédet: Ad fontes liturgicos 4. Krakéw: Wyd-wo Nauk.
Un-tu Papieskiego Jana Pawta Il, 2014. S. 285-299.

Bacuamwun 2018: BacunvwwuH . JlitypriltHo-6orocny»60B8i
BuaaHHA [aTpiapxa Mocuda Cninoro y Il nonosuHi XX cT.
Petpocnektusa // Matepianu MixHapoaHOi HayKoBOi KOHdepeHLji
o 100-piuua iepeiicbkux cBayeHb WMocuda Cninoro / ynopag.
tO. Ckipa. JlbBiB: Koneco, 2018. C. 113-129.

Bnacoscbkuin 1998: Bnacoscbkui |. Hapuc ictopii YkpaiHCcbKoi
MpasocnasHoi Llepksu: y 4 1., 5 kH. Kuis: YL, KM, 1998.

BynbdpcoH 2003: BynbdcoH b. J1. CpaBHUTeNbHas nepa-
rornka. ictopuma n copemeHHble npobaembl. Mocksa: YPAQ, 2003.
231c.

lfonosay 2015: lonosay Y. PeueHsia Ha nepeknag 6orocnyx-
60BMx TeKcTiB CTpacHoro TWXKHA i [lacxm malcTepHi AiTyprin-
HUX nepeknagis “TpunicHeub” (B. Pyaeiko, T. Tumo, M. Tumo,
A. Wkpa6’tok) // Haykosi 3anucku YKY: borocnos’s. Jbsis, 2015.
Bun. 2. C. 517-519.



282

lanagsa 1998: Fanagsa M. o. MopiBHANBHUIA 6OrocNOBCHKMIA
aHani3 nepeknagis nityprii c8. IBaHa 3onotoyctoro YIKL, 1968 Ta
1988 pokis // CyyacHa yKpaiHCbKa 60Oroc/s0BCcbka TepMiHO/IOriA:
Big icTopmMyHMX TpaguLili 40 HOBMX KOHUeNLin: MaTtepiann Beceykp.
HayK. KoHd. (/1bsiB, 13-15 Tpas. 1998 p.) /ibsis: [Bua-Bo J/IbBiBCbKOI
Borocnoscbkoi AKagemii], 1998. C. 33-47.

lanapsa 2002-2004: lanagsa M. “Biku BiuHI” um “Bikm BiKiB”? //
Logos: A Journal of Eastern Christian Studies. 2002-2004. Vol. 43/45.
P. 361-367.

lanagsa 2017: Tanagsza M. JliTypriiiHi TekcTn i nepexknaam
// Logos: A Journal of Eastern Christian Studies. 2017. Vol. 58,
nos. 1-4, pp. 347-363.

FananT 1933: lfanaHt M. Nepeknag epelicbkoro MOIMTBOC/10Ba
// Huea. 1933. T. 28. C. 435-437.

Oxnpropa 2018: Axuaxkopa €. B. TimHorpadia Kuiscbkoi
Pyci XI-XIll cT.: cTPyKTypHe Line KaHOHY MiHelHoro unknay. Ogeca:
ActponpuHT, 2018. 480 c.

OpabuHko s.d.: [ApabuHko] OnekcaHgp mutp. “Mepeknag,
Nityprii loaHa 3naToycTa — Le Kpallle, Lo € Ha CboroaHi”: iHTeps’to //
http://mvfund.org/novini/792-zaproshuemo-u-sofiyu-kijivsku-na-
prezentatsiyu-ukrajinskogo-perekladu-liturgiji-sv-ioana-zlatousta.
Docryn: 31 cepnHa 2021 p.

Oauyk 2016: Aauyk J1. C. CyyacHa ppaHLUy3bKa »KiHOoYa npos3a
B YKpalHCbKMX nepeknagax: Auc. .. KaHa. ¢inon. H. / KHY im.
T. WWeBueHkKa. Kuis, 2016. 291 c.

€anHumm 1997-2002: EgUHNUMM yCcTamu: BroneTeHb [HCTUTYTY
6orocnoBcbKoi TepmiHoNOrii Ta nepeknagis. 5 Bunyckis. /1bBiB,
1997-2002.

€nunckon 2013: €Enuckon CraHicnas LWupoKkopaatok npo
BMAAHHA PumcbKoro Mecany yKpaiHCbKOlO MoOBOtO: [iHTepB’to].
Oskepeno: CREDO: https://credo.pro/2013/01/74883. Hoctyn: 4
cepnHAa 2021 p.

3aBiTHeBMY 1971: 3aBiTHeBMY B. BuaaBHWYa AianbHicTb YKpa-
iHCcbKoi MpaBocnasHoi Uepkeu B CLUA (3 aHOTauiamu Hailronos-
Hilwmx BuAaaHb) // HOBineitHa KHura: 50-piuua BigpoaxeHHs YKpa-
iHcbKOi ABTOKedanbHoi MNpasBocnaBHoi Liepkeu, 1921-1971. basHA
bpyk, 1971. C. 63-71.



283

3epos 2003: 3epoB M. YKpaiHCbKe NMCcbMeHCTBO. Knis: OcHoBM,
2003. 1301 c.

[. H. 1935: I. H. B cnpaBi yKpaiHCbKOro nepekaaay epemcbKoro
monutsocnosa // Huea. 1935. T. 30. C. 399-400.

IHCcTpyKLuia 2020: IHCTpyKLUiA NpO BNOPAAKYBAHHA KHWUIO-
BugaHHA B YIKL,. Oxepeno: https://synod.ugcc.ua/data/instrukt-
siya-pro-vporyadkuvannya-knygovydannya-v-ugkts-4384/. Oocryn:
31 cepnHa 2021 p.

IciveHko 2016: IciyeHKO Irop apxuen. YKpaiHCbKe LepKoBHe
CNYXKIHHA | pONb CAYXKUTENA Ha MOCENEHHAX: MWHYNUKA [O0CBif,
i npioputetn Ha manbytHe // https://www.religion.in.ua/
zmi/ukrainian_zmi/34905-ukrayinske-cerkovne-sluzhinnya-i-
rol-sluzhitelya-na-poselennyax-minulij-dosvid-i-prioriteti-na-
majbutnye.html [posted on 13 Dec 2016]

IcTopmnyHnin 1967: ICTOPUYHMIA Hapuc YKpaiHCbKoi [peKko-
MpaBocnaBHoi Llepksu C.. HOpia B aBduHi B COPOKNITTA rpomaan
Big 1927 no 1967 p. BiHHiner: Tpusy6, 1967. 103 c.

IY/1 2014~ : IcTopia yKpaiHCbKOT niTepaTypu: y 12 1. Kuis: Hayk.
AYMKa, 2014—,

Kapacb 2020: Kapacb . LlepKoBHa My3MKa KOMMNO3WUTOPIB
YKpPalHCbKOI Aiacnopun y BiAPOAMKEHHI HaLioHAaNbHO-KYAbTYPHOI
Ta penirinHoi iAeHTUYHOCTI NPABOCNABHOI i FPEKO-KaTONMULbKOI
LLlepKBY B cyyacHil Ykpaidi // European vector of modern cultural
studies and art criticism: the experience of Ukraine and the
Republic of Poland. Wtoctawek; Riga: Baltija Publishing, 2020.
C. 55-72.

Katanor 2014: Katanor namATHWKOB [ApPEBHEPYCCKON NUCb-
meHHocTH XI-XIV BB. (PykonucHble KHuru) / ots. pea. A. M. byna-
HuH; cocT. A. M. bynanuH, A. A. PomaHoBa, O. B. Tsoporos,
®. TomcoH, A. A. Typunos. CaHKkT-lMeTepbypr: AMmuTpuin bynaHuH,
2014. 944 c.

KobpuH 2004: KobpuH M. Mpo mosy b6orocay»keHHsa: JoKknag,
5-iit Komicii MepeacobopHoro 3ibpaHHsA. PisHe, 2004. 183 c.

Kosu 1932: Kos4 E. Yomy Hawi Big, Hac yTikatoTb. J1bBig, 1932.
vii, 147 c.

Kop3so 2007: Kop3o M. YKpauHcKaa M 06enopycckas KaTe-
xeTmyeckaa Tpaaumuma koHua XVI-XVIII BB.: cTtaHOBneHWe, 3BO-



284

nouma M npobnema 3ammcrBoBaHMi. MockBa: “KaHoH+“ POOU
“Peabunutaumna”, 2007. 671 c.

Kop3so 2016: Kop3o M. A. ANOCTONbCKUIA CUMBOJI BeEpbl U
ncnosefaHve AdaHacua B NPaBOC/AAaBHOM KHUMKHOCTUM KueBcKoM
mutpononun (XVI-XVII 88.) // BectHuk NCTTY. Cepua Il: Uctopus.
Uctopusa Pycckoi MpaBocnasHol Llepkeu. 2016. Bbin. 1 (68).
C. 20-31.

KoctenbHuk 1922: KoctenbHuk . HapogHa u4M BceneHCbKa
Llepkos? // Huea. 1922. T. 17. C. 20-25; 64-68, 109-122, 170-178,
209-214.

KoctenbHuK 1933: KoctenbHuk [. YKpaiHCbKMM nepeKknag,
€pencbKoro MoanTBocA0Ba 0. Ap. JleBmubkoro // Huea. 1933. T. 28.
C. 343-351, 376-380.

KpuctnaHc 2008: Kpuctuance . OT noapaxkaHus dopme K
OOCNOBHOMY MepeBOAy: NPUHUMUMNLI NapanienbHoOW ajanTauumu
MEeNoANN B TEKCTaX BU3AHTUMCKUX MECHOMEHUA B CNABAHCKOWN
Tpaamummn // BectHuk MCTTY. Cepus 3: dunonoruna. 2008. Ne 11.
C. 26-53.

KyapsasueBa 2017: Kyapasuesa H. JliHreictMyHa BigHOC-
HicTb i npobnemn nepeknagy oinocodcbkoi TepmiHoNOTii:
NIHrBOKOTHITMBHUIA nigxig. Kuis: Bua. aim 4. byparo, 2017. 458 c.

KynpaHeub 1974: KynpaHeub O. ®. lNpaBocnaBHA UepKBa B
MiXBO€EHHIM Mosnbuyi. 1918-1939. Pum, 1974. xxi, 235 c.

Junkiscbkuii 2018: J/IMnkiBCbKM Bacunb. BUbpaHi TBOpU: Yy 6 T.
Kuis: YKkp. nponinei, 2018.

MaHcseToBb 1882: MaHcseTtosb W. [. Mutponoants Kunpu-
aHb Bb €ro nTypruyeckon gbatenbHoctu. Mocksa, 1882. [4], 202,
[2], xxxviii c.

Martepianm 2013: Martepiann CuHoay €nunckoniB YKpaiHCbKOI
Mpeko-KaTonunybkoi Lepksu (Kuis, 11-18 cepn. 2013 p.): Cneugun.
“BnarosicHMKa BepxoBHoro Apxuenunckona Kueso-lannupkoro
YKpaiHcbKoi Mpeko-KaTonmubkoi Lepksu 2013 poky”. Jbsis, 2013.
75 c.

Mewepcknin 1958: Mewepckuii U. A. Wctopua wnyaenckomn
BOMHbI Mocndpa ®Pnasusa B apeBHepycckom nepeBoge. MOCKBa;
Nenunnrpag: Usa-so AH CCCP, 1958. 578 c.



285

Mwu3 1994: Mus PomaH o. Kopudei LepKoBHOro ApyKoBaHOro
cnosa // XpuctuaHckun kaneHaap “A3soHn” 3a 1995. pok: Ha vec,
250-poyHium npuceneHa. Hosu Cag, 1994. C. 125-127.

MockaneHko 2018: MockaneHko M. Mepeknaan 1920-1930-x
pokis // Cnoso i Yac. 2018. Ne 12. C. 19-31.

Mynuk-lyumk 1989: Mynuk-Jlyuuk 0. Ictopia YKpaiHCbKoi
lpeko-lMNpaBocnasHoi Llepken B KaHagi. T. 4: YKpaiHcbKa [peko-
MpasocnasHa LUepksa B KaHaai B OpUCAMKLIT apxXMennckona IsaHa
Teopoposuya. BiHHiner: Ekknesia, 1989. 829 c.

HaykoBo 2019: HaykoBo 1 nonynapHu ctati/ nian.: mrk // Pycke
cnoso. 2019. 25. onuid. https://www.ruskeslovo.com/HaykoBo-u-
nonynapHu-ctaTi/. Joctyn: 3 BepecHs 2021 p.

OrieHko 1921: OrieHKo |. YKpaiHCbKa moBa fK moBa 6oro-
cnyxboBa: MpaBo KMBOi MoBM BYTUM MOBOLO LlepKBU. TepHiB: YKp.
aBToKedanbHa LepKsa, 1921. 32 c.

OrieHko 1922: OrieHko |. MeToan nepeknagy 6orocny»k608umx
KHUT Ha yKpaiHcbKy moBy // Ceata Cny»kba borka cB. oTUA HalLoro
loaHa 30/10TOYCTOrO MOBOI YKPaIHCbKOW / Ha YKp. MOBY 3 rped,.
nepeknas |. OrieHko. B. m., 1922. Y. 2: MoACHEHHA 40 TEKCTY.
C. 3-25.

OrieHko 1929: OrieHko |. IcTopisa ULEPKOBHO-CNOB AHCHKOI
moBu. T. 5: HamBaKHiwWi nam’aTKM LLepKOBHO-CN10B’AHCbKOI MOBMY,
Y. 1-3: Nam’aTkn cTapo-cnoB’aHcbKi X-XI BikiB. Baplwasa, 1929.
493 c.

Octanuyk 2017: Octanuyk B. TpygHouw,i nepeknaay KoHdecii-
HUX TeKcTiB // CynTaHiBCbKi UnMTaHHA. 2017. Bun. 6. C. 63-74.

MeHTKoBCKMIM 2016: MeHTKOBCKMI A. M. CnassaHckoe 60ro-
CNyXeHne BU3AHTUIMCKOTO 0bpAaga M Kopnyc CnaBAHCKUX 6oro-
CNyY»KebBHbIX KHUT B KOHLLe IX—nepBoli nonosuHe X Bekos // Slovéne.
2016. Ne 2. C. 54-120.

Mypsesa 2017: NMypaesa H. B. Borocny:k6osi nepeknagu
IsaHa OrieHka // IBaH OrieHKo i cy4acHa Hayka Ta ocBiTa. Cepia:
®dinonorivyHa. 2017. Bun. 14. C. 296-305.

Mypsesa 2018: MypsaeBa H. YKkpaiHcbka MoBa B NITypriliHil
NPaKTULi YKpaiHCbKMX LepKoB // Mpobnemu rymaHiTapHUX Hayk.
Cepis: ®inonoria. 2018. Bun. 42. C. 128-146.



286

PiweHHAa 1992: PiweHHA i noctaHosu CuHoay €Enuckonis
YKpaiHcbKoi peKko-KaTonuubkoi Llepksu, wo Bigdysca y JIbBOBI
B AHAX 16—-31 TpasHa 1992 poky. Oxkepeno: https://synod.ugcc.ua/
data/postanovy-synodu-pyskopiv-ugkts-1992-roku-321/. [Hocryn:
20 cepnHa 2021 p.

Canpos 2006: Canpgos A. X. CpaBHUTeNbHOE NpaBoBeeHMe.
Mocksa: Hopma, 2006. xii, 355 c.

CBoaHbIN KaTanor 1984: CBOAHbIN KaTanor CNaBAHO-PYCCKUX
PYKOMUCHbIX KHUT, xpaHawmxca 8 CCCP, XI-XIIl ss. / AH CCCP, Ota,
ncropuu, Apxeorpad. kom. Mocksa: Hayka, 1984. 404, [1] c.

Cepakosa 2017: Cepakosa O. MapuuHbl cnesbl. K noatuke
JNIUTypruyecknx necHoneHuii. Kuis: Ayx i nitepa, 2017. 176 c.

CKkab 2020: Ckab M. LiepkoBHOC/NOB sHCbKA MOBa YKpaiHCbKOI
penakuii. YepHisui: TexHoapyk, 2020. 643 c.

Conosiit 1964: Conosit MeneTiit M. 0. boxkecTBeHHa JliTypria:
icTopia — po3BUTOK — noAcHeHHA. Pum: O0. Bacuniaun, 1964. xiv,
422 c.

CraHyeB 2017: CraHyeB K. [pobnema opurMHanbHOCTU
ApeBHecnaBaAHCKoN rumHorpadum // Fontes Slaviae Orthodoxae.
Olsztyn, 2017. No. 1. C. 43-55.

CyyacHa 1998: CyyacHa yKpaiHCbKa 60rocnoBcbka Tepmi-
Ho/MOrifA: Bi4 ICTOPUYHMX TpaaMmuUid [0 HOBUX KOHUENUiN:
maTepianu Bceykp. HayK. KoH@., /lbsiB, 13-15 Tpas. 1998 p. /bBiB,
1998. 351 c.

Temunn 2014: Temumn C. HO. [peBHelwas BOCTOYHOCNA-
BAHCKaA cayxkba [lepeHeceHuto Molein cBaTUTeNAa HWKonan
Mupankuiickoro (9 man) Kak nepepaboTKa NepeBoaHOM CNyKbObI
MepeHeceHUo molen anoctona Bapdonomes (24 asrycra) //
Slavistica vilnensis. 2014. T. 59. C. 17-29.

Tunascbkuii 1985: Tunascbkuit |. JlitypriyHa Komicia Ta i
nepeknagm nig nposogom Matpiapxa Mocuda // Borocnosia. Pum,
1985. Ne 49. C. 151-166.

Tutosb 1918: TutoBb ®. TMnorpadia Kieso-MeuepcKkoii JlaBpbl:
UcTopurueckin ovepkb (1606—1616—1916 r.r.): MpuaoxeHia K T. 1
(1606-1616—-1721 r.r.). Kiesb, 1918. 18, pms [546] c.



287

TimeHuk 1997: TimeHuk 3. IeaH OrieHko (MuTtponoauT Ina-
pioH). 1882-1972: kuttenucHo-6ibniorpadiuHmii Hapuc / Hayk.
T-80 iM. LLleBueHKa y JlbBoBi. JlbBiB, 1997. 227 c.

Xpuctuancteo 2000: XpUCTUAHCTBO 11 YKpaiHCbKa MOBa:
martepianm HayK. KoHd., Kunis, 5-6 xoBT. 2000 p. /ibsis, 2000. 514 c.

Uerenbcbkuii 1935: Uerenbcokuii T. JOBKPYrM yKpaiHCbKOro
nepeknagy epeicbkoro monutsocnosa // Hwuea. 1935. T. 30.
C. 432-434,

LLleByeHKo 2003: LUesuyeHko T. 3ibpaHHs TBOPIB: ¥ 6 T. KUiB,
2003.T. 2: Noesia 1847-1861. 784 c.

LWmirep 2018: Lmirep T. NepeknagosHaByYnii aHani3 — Teope-
TUYHI Ta NPUKNALHI aCNeKTU: AaBHA YKpPAiHCbKa fliTepaTypa cy4vac-
HUMW YKPAiHCbKOKO Ta aHrNiMcbKol moBamMu. JlbsiB: JIHY imeHi
IBaHa ®paHka, 2018. 508 c.

LWymumno 2016: Lymumno C. M. borocnykebHble necHoneHun B
“Cnose o paccnabneHHom” Kupunna Typosckoro // QpesHas Pyco.
Bonpocbl meanesunctmkm. 2016. Ne 66. C. 103-108.

tOamH 2015: (KOauH) LanmaT uepom. HayanbHbIl 3Tan
ObITOBAHMA MOJIUTB YTPEHHUX M BEYEPHUX MO MeYyaTHbIM MCTOY-
HMKam (1596-1622): BO3HMKHOBEHME, BapMaTUBHOCTb COCTaBa,
nyTM nepeaaymn Tekcta // borocnoBckuii BecTHUK. 2015. Ne 18/19.
C. 289-340.

tOamH 2017: (HOamH) Janmat vepom. MoauTBbl yTPEHHME U
BEYEpPHMeE B COCTaBe NevaTHbIX COOPHMKOB YaCTHOTO MOJIMTBEHHOIO
061x04a: BOSHUKHOBEHME M MYTb B MOCKOBCKYO KHUXHOCTb // C6.
MaTepunanoB Hayy.-borocnos. KoH. Kad. punonornm MocKoBCKoW
OYXOBHOW aKagemuu, noceall. namatu npod. MAA M. M. lyHaeBa
“TanHcTBO cnoBa M obpasza” (30 ceHTabpa 2016 roaa). Mocksa:
Opdorpad, 2017. C. 222-245.



288

DICTIONARIES

A Greek-English Lexicon / comp. by H. G. Liddell and R. Scott;
revised and augmented throughout by Sir H. S. Jones with the
assistance of R. McKenzie and with the cooperation of many
scholars; with a revised supplement. Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1996. xlv, 2041; Suppl. xxxi, 320 p.

A Hebrew and English lexicon of the Old Testament with an
appendix containing the Biblical Aramaic / based on the Lexicon
of W. Gesenius as translated by Edward Robinson; ed. by F. Brown,
S. R. Driver, C. A. Briggs. Oxford: Claredon Press, 1939. xix, 1127 p.

A Patristic Greek Lexicon / ed. by G. W. H. Lampe. Oxford: Cla-
rendon Press, 1961. xlix, 1568 p.

American 2018: The American Heritage Dictionary of the
English Language. Rev. 5" ed. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt,
[2018]. xxvii, 2084 p.

CE 1913-1914: The Catholic Encyclopedia: An International
Work of Reference on the Constitution, Doctrine, Discipline,
and History of the Catholic Church: in 15 vols. and Index / ed. by
Ch. G. Herbermann et al.; Special Edition under the auspices of
the Knights of Columbus Catholic Truth Committee. New York: The
Encyclopedia Press, 1913-1914.

Dictionary of biblical imagery / gen. eds. L. Ryken, J. C. Wilhoit,
T. Longman llI; consulting eds. C. Duriez, D. Penney, D. G. Reid.
Downers Grove, lll.; Leicester: InterVarsity Press, 1998. XXI, 1058 s.

EK 1995-2014: Encyklopedia katolicka: w 20 t. / Katolicki
Uniwersytet Lubelski Jana Pawfa |Il, Towarzystwo Naukowe
Katolickiego Uniwersytetu Lubelskiego. Lublin, 1995-2014.

EU 1985-2001: Encyclopedia of Ukraine: in 5 vols., Map and
Gazetteer, Index and Errata / The Canadian Institute of Ukrainian
studies, The Shevchenko Scientific Society (Sarcelles, France), The
Canadian Foundation for Ukrainian studies. Toronto: University of
Toronto press, 1985-2001.

Jewish encyclopedia 1901-1906: The Jewish encyclopedia: in
12 vols. New York; London: Funk and Wagnalls, 1901-1906.



289

NCE 2003: New Catholic Encyclopedia: in 15 vols. / The Catholic
University of America. 2™ ed. Detroit et al.: Gale. Thompson
Learning, 2003.

OED 1989: The Oxford English Dictionary: in 20 vols. 2™ ed.
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989.

Oxford Latin Dictionary. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968. xxiii,
2126 p.

Stownik jezyka polskiego: w 11 t. / red. W. Doroszewski.
Warszawa: PWN, 1958-1969.

Stownik staropolski: w 11 t. / red. S. Urbaniczyk; Instytut jezyka
polskiego PAN, Krakow 1953-2002.

The Compact Edition of the Oxford English Dictionary: Com-
plete Text Reproduced Micrographically: in 2 vols. Oxford et al.: Ox-
ford University Press, 1971.

Wielki stownik jezyka polskiego / red. P. Zmigrodzki; Instytut
jezyka polskiego PAN. Krakéw, 2007. — http://www.wsjp.pl

leHepa/bHUI perioHasibHO aHOTOBAHWUI KOPMYC YKPATHCbKOI
mosu (FTPAK) / M. Lsenosa, P. doH BanbaeHdpennc, C. ApwuriH,
A. PuciH, B. Crapko, T. HikonaeHko Ta iH. Kuis, JlbBiB, €EHa, 2017—
2021. — http://uacorpus.org/

M3 2000-: MMpasocnaBHasa sHuuknoneama. Mockea: Lepk.-
HayuJ. ueHTp «lpaBocnaBHas sHUMKAoneana», 2000—.

CnoBHUK yKpaiHcbKkoi moBu XVI — nepwoi nonosuHu XVII cT.
/ HAH YKpaiHu, IH-T yKpaiHo3HaBcTBa im. |. Kpun’akesuya. /lbsis,
1994—.

CnoBHUK yKpaiHcbKkoi mosu: B 11 1. / AH YPCP, IH-T moBoO-
3HaBcTBa im. 0. O. MNoTtebHi. Kunis: Hayk. aymka, 1970-1980.

CnoBHWK yKpaiHcbkoi mosu: y 20 T. / HAH Ykpainu. Kuis: Hayk.
AymKa, 2010-.

CpesHesckilt V. . MaTepianbl gna cioBapa ApeBHe-pyccKaro
A3blKa NO MUCbMEHHbIMb NaMATHUKaMb: B 3 T. CaHKTneTepbyprb,
1893-1912.

TumyeHko 2003: TumyeHko €. Martepiaan [0 CAOBHMKA
NMUCEMHOI Ta KHWMXKHOI yKpaiHcbkoi moBu XV-XVIII cT. Knis; Hblo-
Mopk, 2003. KH. 2. 512 c.



290

NAME INDEX

Abel (Biblical figure) 13

Adam (Biblical figure) 13, 220, 221
Adamczyk-Garbowska Monika 12
Alexander VII, Pope 109

Alexios Stoudites 68

Ambrose,St. 99, 101

Andrew of Crete, St. 138

Andrew the First-Called, Apostle 168
Antypenko L. A. 193

Askold, Prince of Kyiv 168
Athanasius, St. 101

Augustine, St. 73, 99, 210
Aylward, Fr. 202

Bagshawe Edward G. 202, 205, 210
Balaban Hedeon 96

Bartholomew the Apostle, St. 77
Barvinskyi Oleksandr 150

Basil, St. 99

Bed Viktor 167

Benedict XIV, Pope 86

Berezovskyi Maksym 119, 155
Berynda Pamvo 85, 97

Biatobocki Jan 91, 106, 201
Biatobrzeski Marcin 99

Biernat of Lublin 87

Blaza Marek 175, 176

Bloch Mark 17

Bodrug Ivan 117

Bohdanovich Viacheslav 35
Bortnianskyi Dmytro 119, 120, 155



291

Bourdieu Pierre 145
Bozerianow Michat 135
Brodzinski Kazimierz 119
Bruno Leonardo 105

Caswall Edward 202, 205, 209

Cherpak Volodymyr 164

Chmielowski Benedykt 39

Cicero 105

Cichorski Fabian 119

Clement of Ohrid, St. 67

Constantine of Kostenets 72

Crashaw Richard 202, 205, 210

Crystal David 25

Cyril of Turiv, St. 77, 88, 89
Cyril-Constantine, St. 66, 67, 70, 72,73, 78
Czajkowski Antoni 201, 204, 205, 209, 211
Czerski Janusz 175, 176

Danylo Bohdan 175

David (Biblical figure) 209
Davydovskyi Hryhoriy 156
De Vinck José 175, 180

de Voisin Joseph 109
Dembinski Maciej 121
Denysenko Filaret 165
Didoshak Vasyl 113
Dmytruk Sophronius 168
Dostal Antonin 77, 78
Dudchenko Andriy 12, 168
Duly Peggy Elain 12

Dunin Sulgostowski Marcin 110
Duplak Mykola 12

Elsner Jozef 120

Elyan Caspar 83
Estreicher K. 132

Evtimiy of Tarnovo, St. 69



292

Farahzad Farzaneh 180
Fatiyev (Fateev) Vasyl 156
Fedoriv Myron 156
Fedorovych lvan 101, 224
Fedynskyi Petro 38

Felinski Alojzy 119

Fillion Louis-Claude 225
Filonov Gove Antonina 51, 52
Fiol Schweipolt 83

Floros Georgios 233

Galadza Petro 162, 175
Garbowski Christopher 12
Gasztotd Olbracht 87
Gieburowski Wactaw 127
Gomoétka Mikotaj 90

Grabski Wawrzyniec 121
Gregory of Nazianzus, St. 76, 99
Gregory the Great, St. 99
Grochocki Jozef 111
Grochowski Stanistaw 88, 90, 93, 105, 201, 204, 205, 211
Groicki Barttomiej 90

Haivoronskyi Mykhailo 156

Haller Jan 89

Hapgood Isabel Florence 188, 190, 192, 196, 197
Hauber Johann Michael 118
Herashchenko Andriy 226, 229
Herasymenko Anton 201, 205, 210, 211
Herbest Benedykt 99

Herburtt Mamert 121

Hilary, St. 99

Hnatyshyn Andriy 156

Hochberg Julian 218

Hoffmanowa Klementyna 109-111
Holmes James 16

Holovach Uliana 162, 172



293

Honcharov Petro 156
Horace 105, 214
Hosius Stanislaus 84
Hovorun Kyrylo 144
Hrabar Chernorizets 72
Hurko Roman 156

Isichenko Ihor 12, 164
Ivannikova Liudmyla 164

Jagodynski Stanistaw Serafin 91, 201, 204, 205

James, St. 155

Jan of Przeworsk 71

Jan of Trzciana 84

Jankowski Szymon 176

Jarocka Emilia 133

Jarocki Feliks 132

Jerome, St. 36, 73, 99, 105

Jesus Christ 26, 33, 44, 53, 54, 73, 88, 92, 103, 178, 179, 185,
191, 199, 209-211, 213, 215, 217, 219, 220, 231

John Chrysostom, St. 224

John of Damascus, St. 46

John the Exarch of Bulgaria, St. 72, 76

Joseph the Hymnographer 77

Josephus Flavius 79

Karpinski Franciszek 104

Karytowski Tadeusz 127
Kholoshniai-Matiyiv Mykhayil 177
Khomenko lvan 29

Kinga, St. 70

Klinger Witold 135

Kobryn Mykhailo 33, 36, 147, 149, 174
Kochanowski Jan 90, 105

Kolbaia D. 140

Kopystenskyi Zakhariya 85, 97, 100, 224
Korczak-Michalewski Serafin 135
Kordel Michat 125



294

Koshyts Oleksandr 156

Kostelnyk Havryil 150, 151

Kovch Omelian, Blessed 37, 127

Koztowski Szymon Marcin 111

Kozytskyi Pylyp 156

Krainski Krzysztof 91

Krajndk (Krainiak) Frantisek 176, 177

Krakowowa Paulina 110

Krivko Roman 79

Krzesichleb Piotr Artomiusz 91

Kudzei Yosyf 176, 177

Kukil-Tustanovskyi Stefan 88, 89; see also Zyzaniy (Kukil-
Tustanovskyi) Stefan

Kulish Panteleimon 114

Kundera Milan 17

Kuntsevych Yosafat, St. 103

Kupitskyi Atanasiy 172

Kupranets Orest 158

Kurpinski Karol 120

Kushka Petro 175

Kvitka-Osnovyanenko Hryhoriy 29

Kyi (Legendary founder of Kyiv) 168

Kytastyi Hryhoriy 156

Lampe G. W. H. 27
Laterna Marcin 87
Lavryshyn Zinoviy 156
Lefebvre Gaspar 125, 225
Leontovych Mykola 156
Lessel Franciszek 119
Lev Vasyl 174

Levytskyi Mykhailo 113
Levytskyi Yaroslav 151

Li Hongyu 184

Liddell Henry George 27
Lisovskyi Herakliy 86
Liudkevych Stanislav 156



295

Luhmann Niklas 141

Lypkivskyi Vasyl 145

Lysenko Mykola 120

Maestri Eliana 185

Mark, Apostle 219

Martin of Cochem 102

Mary Magdalene 51, 210, 211

Mary, Mother of Jesus Christ 26, 30, 86-88, 92, 95, 103, 137,
178,179, 182-185, 187, 210, 211

Mary, Mother of the Monastery of the Veil of the Mother
of God in Bussy-en-Othe, France (translator) 31, 180,
181, 183-186

Matthew, Apostle 219, 220

Maximus the Greek, St. 29

Methodius, St. 66, 67, 70

Mioduszewski Michat 119

Misijuk Wtodzimierz 35

Mitura Magdalena 11, 12

Mohyla Petro, St. 63, 85, 96, 97, 100, 163, 164, 191, 195

Moniuszko Stanistaw 120

Monych Oleksandr 167

Mozart Wolfgang Amadeus 49, 52, 206

Muratov Diodor 167

Muravyov A. N. 132

Muzychenko (Musicescu) Havrylo 156

Muzychka Ivan 174

Mykhailo Rohoza 96

Myshkovskyi Tyt 171

Nassar Seraphim 180
Nechui-Levytskyi Ivan 29, 114
Nicholas of Myra, St. 77

Nida Eugene 24

Nowacki Henryk 125

O’Loughlin Thomas 26
Ohilevych Pakhomiy 98, 102
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Ohiyenko Ivan 22, 23, 28, 29, 30, 35, 134, 145, 146, 157, 169,
226,229

Ohonovskyi Omelian 115

Olikh Anatoliy 201, 215, 218

Oliwinski Ignacy 90

Onuphrius, St. 103

Opec Baltazar 89

Palestrina Giovanni Pierluigi da 51
Panchenko Semen 156

Paprocki Henryk 135-140, 188, 190, 192
Paul, Apostle 49, 203

Paul V, Pope 95

Paul VI, Pope 128, 225

Pavlovskyi Hryhoriy 156

Paweski Piotr 88; see also Skarga (Paweski) Piotr
Pegas Meletius, St. 96

Peirce Charles 216

Pius IX, Pope 158

Pletenetskyi Yelysei 85, 97

Pontanus (Spanmiiller) Jacob 88
Powodowski Hieronym 95

Przytuski Leon 110

Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite 72
Puliui Ivan 114, 115, 225

Raszek Wactaw 119

Raya Joseph 175, 180

Rej Mikotaj 99

Rhegius Urbanus 99

Rudeiko Vasyl 12, 172

Rybinski Maciej 91

Rzymski Pawet 121

Salicetus Nicolaus (pseudonym of Nicolaus Wydenbosch /
Weydenbosch) 87

Schird Giuseppe 103

Schmid Johann Evarist 109
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Schneider Johann Aloys 109
Scott Robert 27

Seklucjan Jan 90, 99, 100
Sembratovych Sylvestr 115
Sembratovych Yosyf 115
Sharayivskyi Nestor 145
Sheptytskyi Andrei 150, 171
Shevchenko Taras 29, 38
Shkrabyuk Andriy (aka Protopsalt) 172
Sibyl, Sibylla 209, 210
SiedleckiJan 121, 126

Simon Sherry 178, 183

Skarga (Paweski) Piotr 88
Skoryna Frantsisk 83

Slipyi Yosyf 151, 171

Sliusarchuk Oleksiy 115

Smal Kostiantyn 174, 218
Smazhenko lvan 201, 204, 205, 207, 210, 211
Smotrytskyi Meletiy 97, 100, 101
Solecki Leonard 121

Sonevytskyi lhor 156
Spanmiiller Jacob 88; see also Pontanus (Spanmdiller) Jacob
Staff Leopold 201, 205, 211
Stantchev Krassimir 77
Steadman Joseph 125
Stefanovych Oleksandr 115
Steiner Erich 232

Stephen V, Pope 67

Stepovyk Dmytro 174

Stets J. E. 190

Stetsenko Kyrylo 120, 156
Sudrowski Stanistaw 91
Surzynski Jozef 121

Sweetser Eve 190

Sybirnyi Volodymyr 175

Symeon the Logothete 137
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Syski Alexander 125

Szczurowski Jacek (aka Hyacinthus and Roxolanus) 119
Szkittadz Jakub 111

Szmyd Gerard 125

éwierczek Wendelin 126
Swietlicki Stefan 125

Tarto Pawet 84

Theophanes, Patriarch of Jerusalem 97
Thomas of Aquinas, St. 71
Thomas of Celano 200

Thullie Kazimierz 125

Tomanek Rudolf 125

Tsamblak Cyprian 63, 69
Tupalski Edward 121

Turkevych Yuriy 86

Turner J. H. 190

Tworkowski Stanistaw 125

Tymo Maksym 172

Tymo Taras 172

Urban VIII, Pope 91

Valedynsky Dionysiy 135, 147
Vasylaki-Vozhakivskyi Symon 156
Vedel Artem 120, 155

Venantius Fortunatus, St. 220
Verbytskyi Mykhailo 120, 156
Verdi Giuseppe 49, 52, 206
Voloshyn Avhustyn 121

von Flotow Luise 180, 182
Vysochanskyi Dymytriy (Wysochansky Demetrius) 175, 180

Walenty of Brzozéw 90

Wanski Jan 120

Ware Kallistos Timothy 31, 180, 181, 183-186
Waszkiewicz Aleksandr 121

Wezyk Franciszek 119
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White Leslie A. 233

Wierusz-Kowalski Jan 126

Wierzbieta Maciej 90

Wingfield W. F. 202

Witkowski Jan 102

Wojcik Stanistaw 126

Wojtukiewicz Jozef 125

Wujek Jakub 95, 96

Wydenbosch / Weydenbosch Nicolaus 87; see also Salicetus
Nicolaus

Wysochansky Demetrius see Vysochanskyi Dymytriy

Yaroslav the Wise, Grand Prince of Kyiv 68
Yatsynevych Yakiv 156
Yeletskikh lonafan 166

Zaborowski Stanistaw 100

Zavitnevych Vasyl 155

Zemka Taras 85

Zerov Mykola 178

Zinko Vasyl 154, 155

Zwierzchowski Mateusz 119

Zyzaniy (Kukil-Tustanovskyi) Stefan 88, 89
Zyzaniy Lavrentiy 99, 101, 159, 224

iebrowski Marcin Jozef 119
Zychlinski Aleksander 125
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SUBIJECT INDEX
Appropriation 77

Bible 21, 23, 58, 83, 154, 174, 192, 197, 198, 216
Books liturgical 54-64, 66-72, 86-89

Comparison 13-17

Contrast 13-16

Council of Kyiv 168

Council of Trent 59, 63, 84, 87, 89, 92

Council of Zamostia 86

Council, Second Vatican 33, 50, 58-60, 62, 63, 123, 124, 126,
127, 132, 150, 151, 153, 159, 199, 211-213, 225, 227,
231

Creed (all versions) 26, 72, 83, 98-101, 169, 223-231

Criticism of liturgical translation (theoretical prerequisites)
232-234

Dies irae 49, 50, 52, 92, 93, 107, 193, 199-212

Dogmata, Christian and cultural 227-231

Easter 52,59, 61, 71,77,91, 134, 145, 146, 149, 153, 213

Emotion terms in translation 187-212

Equirhythmic translation 79

Equivalence dogmatic 25-27

Feminism and translation 178-187
Figure and ground 218-222

History of liturgical translation (theoretical prerequisites) 17-
18, 78-79, 227

History of translation (theoretical prerequisites) 16

Iconicity 216-218

Isosyllabism 79-80

Language sacred 33-36, 39-43
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Liturgy of St Basil the Great 59, 68, 98, 137, 139, 152, 153,
166, 167, 175

Liturgy of St James 155

Liturgy of St John Chrysostom 27, 40, 59, 60, 68, 98, 102, 103,
114, 115, 117, 134, 135, 137, 138, 139, 144, 146, 151-
155, 158, 166-169, 175, 177, 224

Liturgy of St Peter 67

Liturgy of the Holy Apostle James 59

Liturgy of the Presanctified Gifts 59, 137, 139, 152, 172, 177

Localisation 77

Melody 45-48, 50-53

Memory in texts 214-216

Music 89-94, 118-121; see also Singability, Melody

Office for the Dead 31, 49, 60, 94, 114, 134, 169, 175, 177,
187-212

Paschal Troparion 45-54

Quran 21

Retranslation 17, 44, 68, 81, 144, 153, 155, 160, 198, 226,
227,231

Singability 45

Text liturgical 9, 19-20, 67-68

Theory of liturgical translation 22-32, 72-82, 96, 104-107

Triduum 213-222

Union of Berestia 85, 143
Union of Lublin 82, 84
Union of Uzhhorod 143
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PLACE AND STATE INDEX*

Africa 60

Alexandria 60, 96

America (Latin) 20, 143

America (North) 143, 145, 148, 157,
Argentina 142, 153

Asia 20, 48

Australia 215

Austria 227

Austrian Empire 108, 113
Austro-Hungarian Empire 108, 176

Belarus 111

Belgium 125, 225
Berestia 85, 143
Berlin 110, 146, 224
Brazil 142, 154, 172
Brooklyn 125

Bruges 125

Brzozow 90

Bulgaria 67, 70, 76, 82
Byzantium 68, 77, 136

Canada 31, 47, 117, 142, 146, 148, 157, 163, 168, 175, 176,
216, 226

Chetmno 110

Chorna 89

Civitas Schinesghe 65

Cochem 102

Constantinople 27, 34, 68, 69, 85, 96, 167, 179; see also
“Istanbul”

* The terms “Ukraine” and “Poland” are not in this index because of the great
frequency of their mentions.
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Cossack Hetmanate 103
Czechoslovakia 143, 161, 176

Damascus 46

Dauphin 157

Dnipro (river basin) 167
Drohobych 87

Durrés 103

England 71, 148
Esslingen 147
Europe 17, 65, 82, 103, 107, 109, 112, 143, 148

France 71, 127, 225

German Empire 108; see also “Prussia, Kingdom of”
Germany 71, 147
Gniezno 95, 110, 121

Halych 30, 69, 93, 168; see also “Rus, Kingdom of”, “Halych
and Volyn, Principality of”, “Halychyna and Volyn,
Kingdom of”

Halych and Volyn, Principality of 72

Halychyna 45, 113, 116, 142; see also “Rus, Kingdom of”,
“Halych and Volyn, Principality of”, “Halychyna and
Volyn, Kingdom of”

Halychyna and Volyn, Kingdom of 82

Hungarian Crown (state) 83

Hungary, Kingdom of 176

Istanbul 27; see also “Constantinople”
Ivano-Frankivsk 74, 117

Jerusalem 48, 58, 68, 97, 220

Kamyanets-Podilskyi 111

Katowice 125

Kazimierz 71

Kenya 135

Kostenets 72

Krakow 71, 83, 87, 88, 90, 95, 98, 110, 121, 125
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Kyiv 20, 30, 45, 63, 65, 68, 69, 77, 80, 85, 89, 93, 96, 97, 100,
101, 103, 104, 107, 120, 144, 157, 161, 162, 164, 165,
167, 168, 180-182, 184-186, 189, 190, 224

Kyivan State see “Rus”

teczyca 70

Lithuania 69, 82, 83, 88, 111

London 125

Lublin 11, 82, 84, 87, 135

Lutsk 111, 147

Lviv 72, 84, 89, 93, 94, 96, 97, 99, 101, 103, 114, 121, 125,
157,162,171, 172, 201,

Manitoba 157

Mohilev 111

Moravia 65, 67

Moscow 20, 29, 30, 69, 99, 100, 146, 160, 161, 166, 167

Myra 77

Nairobi 135
Norway 108

Ohrid 67
Ostroh 88, 89, 97, 101, 228

Parana 154

Paris 109, 110, 126, 135

Pennsylvania 157

Peremyshl 98, 116

Piotrkdéw 95

Ptock 70, 117

Pochayiv 86, 98, 103, 104

Poland, Duchy of 65

Polish Crown (state) 72, 83

Polish People’s Republic 123

Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth 84, 89, 99, 104-106, 108,
224

Poltava 103

Poznan 110, 121, 125

Prudentdpolis 154, 172
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Prussia, Kingdom of 108, 224, 227; see also “German Empire”

Romania 143

Rome 27, 34, 143, 150, 152, 171

Rus (aka Kyivan Rus or Kyivan State) 65, 67, 79

Rus, Kingdom of (the Principality of Halych and Volyn) 72
Russia 20, 104, 227

Russian Empire 36, 108, 113, 133

Second Polish Republic 123, 124, 143
Serbia 177

Shenandoah 157

Silesia 83, 92, 124, 223

Slovak Republic 176

St Petersburg 111

Stary Sacz 70

Striatyn 96

Suprasl 102, 103

Sweden 144

Tarnovo 69

Tarnéw 146

Tlumach 74; see also “Tovmach”

Torun 90, 91

Tovmach 74; see also “Tlumach”
Transcarpathia 121, 142, 160, 161, 173, 176,
Trent 58, 59, 63, 84, 87, 89, 92, 109

Turin 126

Turiv 77, 88, 89

Turnhout 125

Ukrainian National Republic (UNR) 134, 142-144, 146, 157,
159, 225

Ukrainian Socialist Soviet Republic (Soviet Ukraine) 143, 144,
146

Union of Socialist Soviet Republics (Soviet Union, USSR) 123,
143, 144, 155, 162

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland (UK)
147, 215
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United States of America (USA) 31, 47, 117, 142, 148, 153,
163, 168, 216

Univ 104

Uppsala 144

Uzhhorod 143, 168

Vatican 33, 50, 58-60, 62, 63, 123, 124, 126, 127, 129, 131,
132,150, 151, 153, 159, 199, 211-213, 225, 227, 231

Vienna 37

Vievis 89, 101

Vilnius 83, 85, 88, 89, 95, 96, 101, 103, 111, 112, 121, 125

Vojvodina 177

Volyn 158; see also “Rus, Kingdom of”, “Halych and Volyn,
Principality of”, “Halychyna and Volyn, Kingdom of”

Warsaw 102, 121, 125, 126, 133, 134, 143, 146, 147

Western Ukrainian National Republic (WUNR) 142, 150

Wroctaw 70, 83, 90, 126, 223

Zabludiv 88

Zamostia 86

Zhovkva 161

Zhytomyr 111
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