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DISCUSSION: Ukrainian Modernism*

The Journal Svit: A Barometer of Modernism

DANYLO HUSAR STRUK

The beginning of Ukrainian Modernism is usually linked with the 1903
appearance of M. Voronyi’s almanac Z nad khmar i dolyn. Yet the almanac
is but a compromise, with works of the Modernists (including Voronyi him-
self) published next to such stalwart Populists as M. Staryts’kyi, B. Hrin-
chenko, I. Nechui-Levyts’kyi, and V. Samiilenko. It was an attempt by
Voronyi to proclaim a new sensibility toward art, although individual man-
ifestations of “modernism” (especially in the realm of form) had appeared
earlier. The works of O. Kobylians’ka in the 1890s, V. Stefanyk from 1897,
H. Khotkevych also from 1897, Lesia Ukrainka, and even V. Vynnychenko,
who first appeared in 1902, all exhibited elements of modernism and all
preceded the 1903 almanac. Despite the writings of these authors, despite
Voronyi’s manifesto, modernism was not yet an accepted aesthetic move-
ment in Ukraine.

Serhii Iefremov’s reader’s comments, “V poiskakh novoi krasoty” (In
search of a new beauty), serialized in Kievskaia starina in 1902, lashed out
at the new literary tendencies, at what he called “symbolism,” devoid of any
social responsibility, propagating a new beauty which seemed to him to be
no more than an espousal of pornography:

*

The following pages contain three essays on Ukrainian Modernism by Danylo Husar Struk,
Oleh Ilnytzkyj, and Maxim Tarnawsky as well as a commentary on these essays by George
Grabowicz and the authors’ brief responses. The three essays are the first segment of a larger
discussion of Ukrainian Modernism conceived and established by Danylo H. Struk. The forum
for these discussions has been the annual National Convention of the American Association for
the Advancement of Slavic Studies. These three essays, which examine various conceptions of
Modernism, were delivered at the AAASS meeting in Washington, D.C., in October 1990. A
second round of papers addressing questions of genre, style, and influence took place in Miami
in November 1991. Further rounds focusing on historiography, critical theory, and the profile
of individual authors are planned for subsequent AAASS meetings. Eventually, the essays will
be collected in a single volume that gives a broad overview of a neglected comer of Ukrainian
literary history.
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The farthest development of the symbolist scheme, and the essence of the
discovery made by thé young generation, the last word, so to speak, of our symbol-
ism consists of the fact that the cult of love turns into the cult of. . .the naked
body—of course, the female naked body predominantly if not exclusively. Yet that
is exactly, if you will, what was bound to happen: if the whole meaning of life rests
only on beauty and physical love, then sooner or later that beauty and love will
undoubtedly focus on one point—straight sensuality and straight unadulterated por-
nography.!

Iefremov’s attack was specifically aimed at Khotkevych and
Kobylians’ka. Those familiar with their works will find Iefremov’s state-
ments somewhat hyperbolic. Perhaps he felt that the threat of pornography
would produce a greater effect on the reader. What he was really concerned
with was the fact that such pursuits were a waste of talent which Ukraine
could ill afford:

We have so few workers in all the spheres of intellectual life and their absence is
felt always and everywhere so strongly and truly that any and every loss of {such
workers] is doubly felt on our social organism. Every premeditated waste, even of
one’s own personal resources, becomes immediately not only thoughtlessness. . . but
a crime against one’s country and one’s people.?

This fear of losing talented people to some fanciful aesthetic formula lies
at the crux of the criticism. Similar feelings were expressed by Ivan Franko.
Although his own collection of poetry, Ziviale lystia (The withered leaves;
1896), belongs in theme and lyrical mood to the modernist movement in
Ukrainian poetry at the time, he was quick to pounce on the so-called
Modernists lest they be seduced from the task at hand, i.e., the social and
political development of a people still in search of its self-determination.
With two such formidable voices against them—Franko in Western Ukraine
and Iefremov in Ukraine under Russian rule—it is indeed surprising that the
Modernists dared appear at all. Yet this very conflict between “fathers and
sons” played a role, if not the primary one, in the decision of the young men
of letters in Western Ukraine to unite informally into a literary group,
Moloda Muza, and to commence the publication of the journal Svit as the
group’s “organ.”

Modernism is as broad a phenomenon as any other literary movement
and many works have been written which attempt to define the term. In
Ukrainian literature, however, some work is still needed to provide a more
precise definition of what is meant by Ukrainian Modernism. B. Rubchak’s
insightful introduction to Ostap Luts’ kyi—Molodomuzets’ , entitled “Probnyi

1 8. Iefremov, “V poiskakh novoi krasoty,” Kievskaia starina, 1902, no. 12, pp. 404~5.
2 Iefremov, “V poiskakh novoi krasoty,” p. 417.
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let (Tlo dlia knyhy),”® gives a broad survey of the history of modernism and
of the various influences on the Ukrainian Modernists. Rubchak presents in
succinct characterizations the strengths and weaknesses of many of the indi-
vidual writers as well as the overall success or rather lack of success of the
modernist movement in Ukraine. The title of his essay—"“A Trial Flight”—
confirms the fact that Rubchak sees Ukrainian Modernism prior to 1918 as
a mere prelude. He refers to many of the Ukrainian authors as “presymbol-
ists” and emphasizes their world outlook as neoromantic. He draws a broad
picture of modernism in general in order to show how and which aspects of
modemism filtered through to the writers in Ukraine. It soon becomes
apparent that the Ukrainian writers accepted only certain elements of Euro-
pean modernism—aspects of a modernist world outlook consisting of
“. . .pessimism, a lack of enthusiasm for life, a longing for mystical escap-
ism, an aristocratic disdain for the rest of society.”4

A closer examination of the journal Svit confirms much of what was said
by Rubchak and points quite clearly to the reasons why Ukrainian Moder-
nism has remained such a marginal literary movement. Svit was a semi-
monthly magazine published in Lviv in 1906 (20 issues) and 1907 (17
issues),’ yet it served as the organ of the Moloda Muza only until October
1906. Since the first issue was dated 24 February and the final modernist
issue was number 18, dated 10 November, the experiment in a modernist
journal lasted only nine months—hardly long enough to have an impact. It
was, in fact, a dismal failure as far as magazine publishing is concerned: the
journal could not support itself, there were not enough people interested in
its content, and it folded because of lack of subscribers. A facile conclusion
drawn from this would claim that modernism was not acceptable to the
Ukrainian intelligentsia. This is, however, only partially correct. It is true
that the slogans “art for art” and “this is art, do not push ideas into it” were
not quite the sentiments that the majority of Ukraine’s intelligentsia
espoused. The very same intelligentsia, however, did read and accept favor-
ably the modemist works of some of the contributors to Svit (Kobylians’ka,
Pachovs’kyi, Lepkyi, and others). Why then would the same reading public
not accept a journal devoted to the movement as a whole? An examination
of the contents may provide an answer.

3 B. Rubchak, “Probnyi let,” in Ostap Luts’ kyi—Molodomuzets’, ed. Iu. Luts’kyi (New York,
1968).

4 Rubchak, “Probnyi let,” p. 26.

5 The last issue for 1907 appeared in 1908.
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The journal began with an impressive promise to the reader. It is worth
summarizing and partially quoting the introductory remarks of the editors
(initially, V. Birchak with the aid of a board made up of P. Karmans’kyi,
O. Luts’kyi, and M. Iatskiv).® The introductory statement enthusiastically
propounds the necessity for a magazine representing the new trends and the
youth of the land. Since, at that time, the major literary magazine in
Western Ukraine was Literaturno-naukovyi vistnyk (LNV), over which the
“older” generation held sway with Franko as the reigning critic, one may
assume the editors were presenting Svit as a viable alternative:

With youthful enthusiasm, with a strong belief in the indisputable need for a new
literary newspaper, armed with experience from previous unsuccessful attempts, we
approach this new enterprise and present to you, friends, compatriots, this first visi-
ble example of our achievements. We come to you during these trying days of wide
social and political activity and we point to the path of Goodness and Beauty, often
forgotten in times of struggle and yet so longingly awaited. This path we have given
the name Svit [World).”

The rather stilted, exalted tone continues for a page and a half. The edi-
tors introduce themselves and their advisers and proceed to enumerate what
will follow in future issues of the journal. They divide the contents into four
broad areas: poetry, prose, translations, and popular scholarly writings as
well as reviews and commentary on current literary and cultural events at
home and abroad. After stating in very general terms what is to appear
under each of the groupings, they promise to maintain contact with writers
in Ukraine under Russian rule for “the time has come when Ukraine is
beginning to live its own life.”® The conclusion of these remarks is both a
boast and a plea:

We will do everything in our power to bring forth Svit as best as possible. The
names of our contributors, their respect for art—let these speak today to our honor-
able comrades and compatriots. We extend warm and sincere encouragement to such
a good and necessary affair, we add our enthusiasm and our love—the rest is in your
hands, respected public!?

What is indeed curious, bearing in mind the attacks by Iefremov and
Franko, is this editorial’s continually expressed concern for the needs and
welfare of the community and “our fellow compatriots.” The tone of social

6 B. Lepkyi, V. Shchurat, and V. Pachovs’kyi were artistic advisors. V. Budzynovs'kyi
became editor for numbers 14—20, and M. Iatskiv took over in 1907.

7 Svit, no. 1 (24 February 1906), p. 1.

8 References to the reforms after the Revolution of 1905 and, most importantly, the abolition
of the destructive and prohibitive Ems ukase.

9 Svit,no. 1,p. 2.
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responsibility is not what one would expect from an avant-garde group,
especially one accused of heading straight toward “pornography.” Certainly
there is some equivocation here. It is probably in the group’s very uncer-
tainty that one of the causes for its failure can be found. The members of
Moloda Muza were too timid and too concerned with what was for the
“good” of the society to which they wanted to introduce the “finer beauty of
art.” This timidity, this inability to be truly, unequivocally modern, is
reflected in the journal’s content.

Even in the first issue (and the issues weaken progressively in quality),
one can see the editors’ ambivalence. Immediately following the editorial
statement quoted above is a short, one-verse poem by V. Pachovs’kyi dedi-
cated to Ukraine: the poet bemoans his inability to assuage Ukraine’s needs
at this great hour. Of little intrinsic poetic value, the four-line stanza signals,
however, the ever-present concern with the fate of Ukraine. The other
selections of poetry in the first issue of the journal consist of lackluster,
even funny by today’s standards, love poems by V. Shchurat (“S uyio
roJioc. . . To mo6GoB TBOSA/ Tak TYKUTb I'JIyXo. ../ A TaK i AOKJIAJHO Yy€
yxo.../ IMacmusuit =!”);10 a typical poem of pessimistic pose by
P. Karmans’kyi; and another lyrical song by Pachovs’kyi. The quality of the
verse in the first issue is symptomatic of all the poetry selections in the jour-
nal, with a few exceptions (poems by Pachovs’kyi in number 12/13). Some,
however (for example, O. Maritchak’s contribution in number 17), are quite
awful.

The extent of modernist theory can be glimpsed behind the plot of the
journal’s first prose selection, a small lyrical prose piece by M. Iatskiv,
“Dolia moloden’koii Muzy” (The Fate of a young muse). In a transparent
allegory the muse (a young and willful girl) decides to remain high in the
mountains. Her beau can only aspire to a base physical possession and can-
not fathom her higher desires. She tricks him into descending alone to meet
her below, but she stays on the mountain. If he truly loved her, she reasons,
he would understand intuitively her wish and stay with her in the heights.
This very romantic notion of the muse and the artist’s calling seems to be at
the core of the modernist aesthetic thinking of Moloda Muza.

The most original item in the first issue of the journal is Khotkevych’s
reply to lefremov, done as a literary spoof. In a bit of transparent
mystification, Khotkevych claims to have discovered an old epistle by a
certain S. E. (Iefremov wrote in Russian and therefore his name began with
“E”), entitled “Slovo.” Written in a “learned” tongue full of Old Church
Slavonic, the epistle consists of an exhortation against the sinful path of the

10 Svit,no. 1, p. 3.
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“symbolists”—the “servants of Hell.” In his explanatory note to this “find,”
Khotkevych points to the “unusual archaic thought” of this literary monu-
ment which, though dated to the eighteenth century, belongs to the eleventh
or at best the twelfth. Closer analysis reveals, he maintains, that every
phrase in the entire “Word” is plagiarized from various other “Words and
Epistles,” and the vehement hatred points to the impotence of the author, a
certain Efrem Ryryn. Khotkevych dates his note January 1903—hence, a
definite reply to Iefremov’s attack of 1902. Unfortunately, this is the first
and last such item in the whole journal.

As if to emphasize the absurdity of Iefremov’s charges, the literary spoof
is followed by a translation of “La vie profonde” from Maurice
Maeterlinck’s Le Trésor des Humble (1896), in which the author propagates
the Platonic and symbolist belief in the serious, the unexpected, in beauty
and God, to be perceived even in the mundane and in everyday life. Maeter-
linck defines the aim of poetry as “the opening of and holding ajar the gates
leading from that which can be seen to that which cannot be readily
glimpsed.”!! Obviously, there’s little of “the devil or sin” in this “symbol-
ism.” The other translation in the first issue is of the Italian Edmondo De
Amicis. The benevolent mood of this prose piece, consisting of the musings
of a father on the wonders of a child, fits well the mood of the Ukrainian
Modermists—a mood of rather pessimistic longing and bemusement with
the wonders and beauty of life.

The translations in all the issues consist of short pieces from French
(Maeterlinck, Guy de Maupassant, and Anatole France), English (Edgar
Allan Poe, Oscar Wilde), German (Friedrich Nietzsche, Heinrich Heine),
Yiddish (Sholem Asch, Isaac Peretz), Serbian (D. Jaksié), as well as works
of other lesser-known European writers. The Italian Ugo Foscolo’s Ultime
lettere di Jacopo Ortis began in the second issue and ran through eleven
issues. Serialization was, in fact, the most prominent feature of the semi-
monthly. The editors must have felt that readers would buy the journal just
to read the next supplement. Some of the later issues consisted almost
entirely of various continuations, interspersed with small poetic fillers. This
method of keeping the reader’s interest might have been successful if the
material serialized had, in fact, been interesting.

Foscolo’s epistolary novel, consisting of the letters of a sensitive, patri-
otic young man torn between his love for a woman whom he cannot have
(she is betrothed to another) and his love for his country, was, though rather
tedious and boring, an ideal vehicle for Karmans’kyi and other molo-
domuztsi who could empathize with the unrequited love of the hero for the

11 Svit,no 5. p 76.
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girl and with the longing for his country, not yet free. Though what was
being translated was dependent, of course, on the linguistic prowess of the
contributors, the selections still seem to favor such works with which the
Modermnists could easily identify, for example, Anatole France’s “Why We
are Sad” (for we have lost the faith of our fathers), which appeared in the
ninth issue. Yet the ambivalent attitude of the molodomuztsi is seen once
again in Jatskiv’s note to that translation:

Sending forth among the honorable community a ray of [from] the most intelli-
gent contemporary aesthete and writer, I have the satisfaction that at least in this
small way I will pay back my sincere debt.'

Another item of interest in the first issue, and again not repeated (except
for the continuation in the second), is a critical review of Ukrainian litera-
ture for 1905 by O. Luts’kyi. Although his survey is engaging in its own
right, it is Luts’kyi’s assessment of the reading public and the conditions
confronting authors in Western Ukraine that is interesting, as it points to
one of the reasons the young Modemists felt they had to have their own
journal. Before discussing any of the literary works published in 1905,
Luts’kyi complains that:

.. .a great number of Galicians are content with reading political newspapers, and
find neither money, nor time, nor, what is most important, interest for literary works.
So what is going on? The fact of the matter is that 1) to publish novels, poetry, etc.,
is, for the most part, an outright financial loss; 2) books have to be as cheap as possi-
ble, or no one will buy them (with small sales, it again becomes impossible finan-
cially!); 3) in such circumstances it is extremely difficult to get even the smallest
royalties from the publisher; 4) authors cannot live on their writings and are forced
to work in completely alien, often quite repulsive, surroundings and, not finding the
proper atmosphere there, often waste their talents.!?

Also of interest is Luts’kyi’s definition of what he considers new in
literature, for it offers some notion as to what the molodomuztsi considered
“modernism” to be. In the second installment of his survey, Luts’kyi tries to
explain this phenomenon:

The new literary and philosophical currents also do not bypass our literature;
here and there we come across something new in the realm of conception and form,
new melodies, new descriptions. In the [realm of] content the old dry descriptions
and solutions of various “questions” are replaced here and there by psychological
understanding and feeling, again the mood of the current; and in place of the old

12 $yit, no. 9, p- 133. Emphasis is mine—DHS.
13 Svit,no. 1,p. 11.



252 DANYLO HUSAR STRUK

topographic or ethnographic notations we find a new combination of lines, spots,
and sunny reflections.!

It is intriguing that the definition is quite poetic and rather vague: the molo-
domuztsi had more of a feeling than a concrete program for what the “new”
literature was to be.

The first issue of Svit is rounded out by several reviews which, here and
throughout the other issues of the journal, show that the reviewers were
exacting and did not shrink from being critical. The reviews are followed by
an obituary of R. Sembratovych by Karmans’kyi; a commentary on current
affairs—in this instance, a scathing description of the pettiness of the Gali-
cian theater-going public; an editorial note about the timely reception of
future issues; and a biography of Mozart on the 150th anniversary of his
birth. The last item again points to the ambivalence of the editors. It is a
straightforward biography of Mozart, meant to “educate” or enlighten the
public—one of the obligations of the intelligentsia as perceived by Franko
and Iefremov, and one which the young molodomuztsi could never forget.

The most striking feature of the first issue of Svit is the fact that it con-
tains no really good original literature. Birchak’s “Pid nebom poludnia”
(Under the sky of the south), although a delightful vignette, a Ukrainian
mini-Oblomov study in procrastination, was anything but modern. The
interesting features (Khotkevych’s spoof on Iefremov and Luts’kyi’s sur-
vey) were not to be repeated in future issues. The translations from Maeter-
linck and De Amicis were of limited appeal. There was really very little that
would attract a reading public to a new journal. The following issues did lit-
tle to improve the situation. Birchak’s story, the translation of Maeterlinck,
and Luts’kyi’s survey were all continued in the second issue—the begin-
ning of the trend for serialization to which the editors diligently adhered.

What becomes quite apparent as one goes from issue to issue is that the
editors lacked good material and seemed to have various other difficulties:
they double up numbers 10 and 11 and 12 and 13; Luts’kyi drops from the
editorial board with number 10/11, leaving the editing to Iatskiv; Iatskiv
leaves Lviv with number 14 and V. Budzynovsky becomes the chief editor.
The editor and publisher then become one, and the publisher sees that he is
losing money. This leads to the announcement in number 18 that the journal
will assume a new profile. This editorial note is extremely important, for it
points to the reasons for the demise of the “Modernist” journal, as perceived
by the publisher, who is not himself a Modernist. Basically, he claims that
the public did not accept the journal:

14 Svit, no. 2, p. 25.
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Svit was to have been a literary-scholarly organ of the younger generation of our
writers. The publisher did not intrude into the editorial decisions, leaving it up to the
public to decide if a periodical edited as Svit had been had a reason to exist. . . .

How did the Ruthenian [Ukrainian] society judge our newspaper?

It judged it in such a way that, despite the fact that the editor and staff worked for
free, the subscriptions received covered only half of the cost of publishing. In addi-
tion, almost all of the subscribers demanded that Svit not represent only one literary
trend, in general incomprehensible to the Ruthenian intelligentsia. Thus the majority
of the subscribers to Svit, as well as persons who understand the needs of our
society, appeal for reading material which is both understandable and useful for our
intelligent public—material which today they can get only from German and, what
is even worse, Polish journals.

...(when the editors, due to their departure from Lviv, closed the editorial
office) the publisher of Svit decided to change the direction of the periodical. . .in
line with the spiritual needs of the majority of our intelligentsia. . . . The content of
Svit shall be increased by 80 percent, as of the new year, and every issue will be
amply illustrated.!s

Although twenty-four issues were promised for 1907, only seventeen
appeared, and the journal folded. Neither a different, more comprehensible
content (e.g., I. Karpenko-Karyi’s drama Sava Chalyi and M. Staryts’kyi
and L. Staryts’ka’s novel Pered bureiu [Before the storm]) nor illustrations
seemed to make any difference. The fact is, however, that with very few
exceptions (some translations of Poe, Nietzsche, France, and Maeterlinck
and Pachovs’kyi’s “Zhertva shtuky” and Kobylians’ka’s serialized
novelette Nioba), there was very little of worth which would distinguish the
journal as “a literary-scholarly organ of the younger generation of our writ-
ers.” Moreover, the vagueness of its direction allowed the inclusion of
several items which can be explained only by a very serious shortage of
publishable material. Such items as Fed’kovych’s previously unpublished
poems (in no. 2) or the printing of the autograph version of the story “Bez-
talanne kokhannia” (Unfortunate love; no. 4); comments on language edit-
ing of the first publications of Fed’kovych’s poems (no. 3); Shchurat’s
historical-literary commentaries on the cult of Shevchenko in Galicia (no.
2) and on Fed’kovych (no. 3) and his notes about Iulian Dobrovols’kyi (no.
4); the interesting articles on early relations between Galicia and Ukraine
by Kyrylo Studyns’kyi (in nos. 8, 9, 10/11); and the newly discovered
poems by Shevchenko (no. 19) could be accepted as attempts by the editors
to make the journal not only a literary one but also one of literary scholar-
ship. But with such items, as well as with the numerous reviews, the editors
succeeded more in competing with LNV than in pursuing a modernist type

15 Svit, no. 18, p. 273.
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of publication. This was due, again, to the editors’ ambivalence toward their
espoused literary direction and to a lack of good original material.

Though the inclusion of literary scholarship could be excused and even
welcomed, there is little one can say about some of the other items which
appeared in the journal. Only dearth of publishable material can explain the
banal and misogynist feuilleton by M. Derlytsia, “Novyi vynakhid”—a
story without any characterization or depth that would never have appeared
in any serious journal as a lead story as it did in number 5; or the com-
pletely misplaced bit of humor entitled “How Cossacks Drink,” as well as
other anecdotal humor in number 10/11; or the typical nineteenth-century
populist poetry of Ostap Derev’’ianko in number 12/13; or the ethnographic
notation of wedding ritual and songs in the village Semerivka by Iu. Kmit in
numbers 12/13, 15, and 17. Lack of suitable material was compounded by a
lack of specific and consistent editorial direction.

This apparent lapse in quality control is quite surprising since one of the
main elements in the editors’ motivation for starting a new journal was the
keen awareness of the lack of literary quality in populist literature at the
turn of the century. Their high standards are quite apparent in the various
reviews which appear in the journal and which form one of the most enjoy-
able segments. Such, for example, is the review of Primula veris, a collec-
tion of first poems by several different authors in which the reviewer, under
the pseudonym of “Smikhunchyk” (The joker), is merciless. The reviewer
is not loath to assume a condescending tone and to give the new poets a
necessary lesson on poetry:

Several names and already we have two directions which constantly struggle in
our literature: the artist and the publicist; the rest are casual lyricists. The artist is
high priest of the sacred fire of eternal beauty; the publicist is sower of the ideas of
the day through art; he is socially motivated, he is a benefactor through art. . . .

But the poet must remember that current ideas are but the foam of surface and
changing waves, and poetry is the eternal language of the very depth of the human
soul; the superficial waves change in color depending on the inclination of the sun
and the direction of the wind; and the depth is always the same; and in this depth
one has both the foam of ideas, the pearls of feeling and the blood of dolphins
wounded by sharks. . . . All this can be said only in images, allegorically. Therefore,
the language of poetry is imagery. If as a poet you do talk to the human heart, then
your every word throws an image onto the eye, or imitates the sound for the ear, or
talks through the emotion of one heart to another. Poet, take then only those words
which recreate the image and the music of nature and the heart; and throw the others
behind you like rocks. . . .'6

16 Svit, no. 4, p. 63.
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Certainly the reviewer, if not the editors, had some notion of what made
poetry. A similar sense of artistic quality is seen in the other reviews as well
as in the editorial rejections. Most of the latter are scathing and some are
even quite clever, as is, for example, the tongue-in-cheek reply to the
would-be poet in number 7.!7 The sad fact of the matter is, however, that
the concern for quality as seen in the reviews and in the replies to would-be
contributors did not always touch the published material. Of the many con-
tributors (P. Karmans’kyi, O. Luts’kyi, M. latskiv. B. Lepkyi, V. Shchurat,
V. Pachovs’kyi, S. Charnets’kyi, K. Hrynevycheva, P. Kapel’horods’kyi,
M. Khotkevych, Iu. Kmit, O. Kobylians’ka, M. Kotsiubyns’kyi, O. Kova-
lenko, O. Kysilevs’ka, S. Liudkevych, O. Makovei, V. Masliak, K.
Studyns’kyi, S. Tverdokhlib, M. Voronyi, and some other lesser known
ones) only Pachovs’kyi, Kobylians’ka, and Kotsiubyns’kyi submitted items
which could be considered as both belonging to “Modernism” (as the molo-
domuztsi defined this term) and of sufficient artistic quality to sustain the
interest of the reader. Excluding the reviews, scholarly articles, and transla-
tions (and even some of these were of doubtful interest, if not quality), the
majority of original contributions was quite mediocre.

For whatever reason, the editors left the journal and the publisher took
over and would have all believe that the journal failed because the public
was not ready for this type of “artistic” periodical. Although further study is
required to ascertain reader response, it is clear that the journal was an
attempt to grant a new venue to the younger writers and that in this it failed.
Several of the younger writers could not get their say in the established and
venerable LNV. They were attuned to the changes occurring in Europe and
were also aware of the fact that in some respects the populist tradition was
weighing heavily on Ukrainian literature. LNV was edited by the old guard;
it was easier to produce a new journal than to take over or try to change the
established one. Svit, then, was intended as a new voice, but it became no
more than a very pale imitation of the old LNV. A sympathetic critic and
younger observer of the scene in Lviv at the time, Mykhailo Rudnyts’kyi,
wrote in his introduction to a collection of novellas by the molodomuztsi:

When you open the concurrent volumes of Literaturno-Naukovyi Vistnyk and
compare them with Svit, you will not find in Svit anything new—mneither in the
works published nor in the ideas.!®

17 Svit,no. 4, pp. 111-12.
18 Mykhailo Rudnyts’kyi, “Shcho take ‘Moloda Muza’,” in Chorna Indiia “Molodoii Muzy”
(Lviv, 1937), p. xvi.
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The public, of course, was not overly enthusiastic about a journal that
was in fact neither very new nor very modern. Had there been a really
talented author or two among the molodomuztsi, perhaps the venture would
have succeeded. Unfortunately, even the three most talented members of
Moloda Muza—Pachovs’kyi, Karmans’kyi, and Iatskiv—were at best
second-rate authors. Luts’kyi’s abilities as an organizer and a critic were
not enough to launch a joumal and make it successful. Although the
members of Moloda Muza declaimed “art for art,” they could not rise above
psychological realism tinged with slight elements of decadence and
Nietzschean voluntarism. Again Rudnyts’kyi’s assessment was accurate:

Svit did not discover any new writers—neither native [Ukrainian] ones nor foreign
ones. When we peruse its pages, we cannot even recreate the attitude with which
people longing for a new literature would sit down to read it.!

Finally, as the contents of the journal Svit shows, the molodomuztsi were
themselves of two minds. The editors could not abandon their concern for
and sense of duty toward society. They felt obligated to “educate” the pub-
lic. To quote Rubchak once again: “In their inception they were swallowed
by ‘social duty,” pulling some of them into its organism (Lepkyi, Luts’kyi,
Pachovs’kyi, Oles’) and psychologically destroying others (Karmans’kyi,
Kozlovs’kyi, Iatskiv).”"20

Rudnyts’kyi’s essay, written thirty years after Svi’s demise, ends by
posing the question: what of the Moloda Muza will survive another thirty
years? Eighty-four years later we know that Svif remains a literary curios-
ity. Its value is only historical. What has become most puzzling, however, is
the position held by Franko and Iefremov. One cannot but wonder what the
fuss was all about. As evidenced by their works and by their journal, the
molodomuztsi were anything but decadent, and, certainly, they remained
true sons of their fathers, never forgetting their duty toward Ukraine. As a
barometer, Svit indicates that modernism as an aesthetic and philosophical
movement never really captured Ukraine, individual exceptions notwith-
standing. Although symbolism and futurism came later, after 1917, they
were already part of a different world outlook heavily tinged with the
psychology of a national revival and must be studied as a separate literary
period.
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19 Rudnytsky, “Shcho take ‘Moloda Muza’,” p. xvii.
20 Rubchak, “Probnyi let,” p. 28.



The Modermnist Ideology and Mykola Khvyl’ovyi

OLEH S. ILNYTZKYJ

The traditional division of Ukrainian literature into pre- and postrevolution-
ary periods, although valid and necessary, does tend to obscure the fact that
literary borders between these two periods were more porous than most his-
tories care to admit. Prerevolutionary trends persevered well into the new
political era, giving the literary front a semblance of ideological and stylis-
tic continuity for several years. The periodicals of 1917-1920 are a good
testament of this. Journals like Shliakh, Knyhar, Literaturno-krytychnyi
al’manakh, and Muzahet were in effect literary bridges that ferried moder-
nist and quasi-symbolist writings (along with their representatives) into the
1920s. Even the first Soviet publications—Mystetstvo and Shliakhy
mystetstva—did not escape this influence. Just how tenacious the modernist
ideology was can be gauged from the article “Shukannia” (Searching),
which appeared in December 1918 in Literaturno-krytychnyi al’manakh.
The author, I. Maidan (D. Zahul) offers a rather hackneyed recitation of
modemist verities, beginning, typically, by citing Edgar Allen Poe’s
definition of poetry as “the rhythmical creation of beauty.” He insists that
“every poet must be the creator of beauty,” that “Beauty is an absolute, an
ideal,” and that the slogan “L’art pour ’art” “even now has not lost its
relevance.” “An artist dare not pander to the tastes of the general public,”
continues Zahul, railing simultaneously against “publicist-patriots” who
demand patriotic works from novelists and force poets to write “dithyrambs
in honor and glory of the nation, its past and its future.” “Many of our
coryphaei,” he points out, “have gone into the service of this renaissance
and thereby have abandoned pure, self-orienting art; they have become
greater patriots than poets.” “No other literature has as much publicistic
writing and, most of all, [so many] ethnographic elements as the
Ukrainian.”! Variations on these themes were to appear again in Muzahet
(May 1919) and eisewhere.

While such avowals of aestheticism and disparagement of the masses as
appeared in Zahul’s article quickly become perilous in the new political cli-
mate, other elements of modernist ideology survived well intact among
large groups of intellectuals. These people were invariably “elitists,”

U Literaturno-krytychnyi al’ manakh (Kiev), bk. 1 (1918):22-25.
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believed in a European orientation for Ukrainian culture, had visions of
creating a sophisticated national art, and were determined to fend off all
manifestations of provincialism and crudely utilitarian literature. They, it
could be said, faced their own version of the old modernist bane—populism
(narodnytstvo), except that it now went under the name of proletarian
(Marxist) art. The great Literary Debate of 1925-1928 offers any number
of tantalizing analogies to the modernist polemics that occurred before the
First World War, recapitulating in one form or another the friction of
Voronyi’s generation with Franko, Iefremov, and Nechui-Levyts’kyi;
Moloda Muza’s estrangement from the conservative literary circles of Gali-
cia; Ukrains’ka khata’s struggle with the newspaper Rada and with
Literaturno-naukovyi visnyk; and, finally, even Semenko’s futurist rebellion
of 1914. The typological and ideological similarities in all these cases
should allow us to consider the Literary Debate of the 1920s not as an iso-
lated event triggered by immanent Soviet circumstances but as the culmina-
tion of literary and cultural processes begun at the turn of the century.

For the purposes of this paper, I will limit myself to Mykola Khvyl’ovyi,
the central figure of the Literary Debate, leader of VAPLITE (a “free
academy of proletarian art”) whose pithy slogans—Evropa, Prosvita,
Masovizm, Olimpiitsi—echo arguments of a bygone era. His recently pub-
lished letters to Mykola Zerov, as well as the pamphlet Ukraina chy
Malorosia (until now assumed to have been irrevocably lost), show that he
had a close affinity for certain aspects of the modemnist ideology. His writ-
ings place him in the line of preceding Young Turks bent on redefining
Ukrainian culture along European lines.

It is worth recalling that Khvyl’ovyi’s rivals were first to link his pamph-
lets to the prerevolutionary literary processes. In 1925 Oleksander Dorosh-
kevych had accused Khvyl’ovyi of being an “epigone of [a] modernistic-
aesthetic Europe.”? Curiously, at a time when others were debunking
Modernism from the point of view of the new Marxist ideology, Khvyl’ovyi
saw fit to defend the movement in his Dumky proty techii
(cf. the chapter “Kul’turynyi epihonizm”).? As we now know, the ideas he
expressed in these essays were first aired in letters to the neoclassicist
Mykola Zerov, an interesting fact in itself.* Khvyl’ovyi offers an even
stronger apologia for Modernism in the highly controversial Ukraina chy

2 “Shche slovo pro Evropu,” Zhyttia i revoliutsiia, 1925, no. 6-7, p. 66.

3 Dumky proty techii. Pamflety (Kharkiv, 1926).

4 Cf. Radians’ke literaturoznavstvo, 1990, nos. 7 and 8, pp. 3—15 and pp. 11-25, respec-
tively.



MODERNIST IDEOLOGY AND MYKOLA KHVYL'OVYI 259

Malorosiia.’ Here Khvyl’ovyi virtually embraced comparisons being made
by his opponents between VAPLITE and Modernism. True, he did not think
the analogies were entirely apt, regarding them as attempts by his adver-
saries to “compromise our movement in the eyes of the Party,”® but he
nonetheless asserted that Modernism had been a *healthy, logical and an
inevitable stage in the process of social differentiation [and] the awakening
of new social forces.”” He praised “the greatest of the Moloda Muza writ-
ers,” Mykhailo Iatskiv, for playing a prominent role “in the struggle against
philistinism.”® “The fundamental tendency of our Modemism
was. . . entirely correct. The orientation was on the ‘real Europe.’ ”® Moder-
nism, he said, brought Ukraine closer to Europe.!® Comparisons drawn
between VAPLITE and Ukrains’ka khata—critics had spoken of
“xaTsaHcbKMH e€BponeisM BAILJIITE”!! (“a khata-like Europeanism of
VAPLITE”)—were met with the following rejoinder:

.. .If we are “khatiany,” then those who are not with us are necessarily in the grips
of provincialism. . . . For what is “khatianstvo”? Was it not a potentially westerniz-
ing orientation? Hence, in this sense we really do see it as our precursor. . . .\

As we see, Khvyl’ovyi acknowledged a certain consonance between his
position and those of the Moderists. The most telling similarities con-
cerned two of his key ideas: the need for a European orientation and its
corollary—the obligation to struggle with provincialism.

In his letters to Zerov, Khvyl’ovyi reveals that he put great stock in the
Modernists’ concept of art. What is particularly interesting, and at first
glance rather paradoxical, is that he attributes extraordinary civic meaning
to the modernist position, seeing it as a contribution to nationbuilding. The
Modernists, he argues, played a more important role in this respect than
even Franko. So illuminating are his thoughts in these letters that I will
venture to quote from them at some length:

...When I think of specific individuals in our literature who were enthralled by
aestheticism, I come to the conclusion that Ievshan, Semenko and Voronyi represent
tragic moments in our nation’s history. If we consider the conditions under which

5 Cf. Slovo i Chas, 1990, no. 1, pp. 7-31, and Virchyzna, 1990, nos. 1 and 2, pp. 179-188
and 168 - 178, respectively.

6 Vitchyzna, 1990, no. 1, p. 182.

7 Vitchyzna, 1990, no. 1, p. 182.

8 Vitchyzna, 1990, no. 1, p. 183.

9 Vitchyzna, 1990, no. 1, p. 183.

10 “«mopepHiCTCHKa» iraHTOMAaxis. . . HabM3MNA 4O HAC €BPONEHCHKI Jai. . ., Vitchyzna,
1990, no. 1, p. 183.

1 Vitchyzna, 1990, no. 2, p. 169.

12 Vitchyzna, 1990, no. 2, p. 177. (Here and elsewhere the emphases are mine—OSI).
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our nation grew and developed, if we consider the horrible reactionary atmosphere
in which, say, Voronyi lived, then there can be nothing strange about the fact that
our aesthetes were inclined to take extreme positions. ... [Oleksander] Dorosh-
kevych says Ukrainian aestheticism was not influential. But does that mean that it
was “asocial” (ahromads’kym)?.... 1 attribute to the representatives of our
modernistic Europe an enormous civic meaning because I look at things not from the
point of view of those syrupy-sweet principles of populism which retard national
development but from a deep understanding of the national question. 1 dare say that
this “cursed question” will cease to stand in the way of progress only when the
nation can fully express itself, when, to be more specific, its art attains the highest
aesthetic values. In this respect, the Voronyis and Ievshans were a genuine civic
phenomenon, one could say, a red [i.e., communist—OSI] one. For me, the cele-
brated “peasant” Franko, as an artist, is less dear, than, let us say. . .the aesthete
Semenko, this tragic figure...of our regressive reality. Both Kobylians’ka and
members of Moloda Muza are stages [in the history] of our art, while Dr. Franko is
an episode, perhaps, even a bright one, [in the history] of [our] civic life.1?

At this point in his letter, Khvyl’ovyi goes on to praise Panteleimon Ku-
lish, a figure beloved by the Modemists, especially by the critics of
Ukrains’ka khata. His criticism of Franko, however, must have elicited a
shocked response from Zerov, for in the next letter Khvyl’ovyi is compelled
to elaborate:

One would have to be a big ignoramus not to appreciate the work of this giant of our
culture. . . . At the same time, even though Franko was a brilliant milestone in our
civic life and no mean artist himself, he remained far behind those ideas that were
contained in the barbershop masterpieces of the “Voronyis” (mapmkmaxepchki
iesiepy “BopoHMX™). . . .14 In Franko’s work. . . the emphasis is placed on the cul-
ture of ideas (kul’turu dumky). Franko never took on himself that role which, say,
Semenko-the-aesthete bravely assumed. . . . Franko never imagined that in the name
of solving the national problem, Ukrainian art must, in the near future. . . pioneer a
new artistic cycle. . .. In this sense Voronism, objectively, was not only a healthy
civic reaction but was ahead of Franko.!

[

In another letter, Khvyl’ovyi adds: “...the appearance of Modernism
was. . .a revolutionary event in the history of literature, and hence also in
the history of the nation.”

Khvyl’ovyi obviously defends the Modemists’ concern with art in and
of itself as a socially constructive activity and argues that there is a relation-
ship between the attainment of the highest aesthetic values and complete

13 Radians’ ke literaturoznavstvo, 1989, no. 7, p. 13.

14 The reference here is to Semenko’s “Parykmakher” (1916), a poem in which O. Oles’,
M. Voronyi, and H. Chuprynka are satirized.

15 Radians’ ke literaturoznavstvo, 1989, no. 8, p. 15.

16 Radians’ ke literaturoznavstvo, 1989, no. 8, p. 19.
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national self-expression. As we know, this linkage between art and the
national question was Khvyl’ovyi’s preeminent issue, one which was also
the most politically controversial. That he viewed Modemism in the same
way can hardly be surprising. But was this an imposition of his views on an
earlier period, or, as I have been suggesting, was it really an extension of
the modernist position? '

Most discussions about Ukrainian Modernism note the apparent
incongruity between the movement’s espousal of Beauty, its disdain for
“patriotic tirades,” utilitarian art, and the equally strong patriotic strain. One
is easily convinced of this by reading the Modernists of Western Ukraine,
the poetry O. Oles’, by recalling lines from Voronyi’s verse (“Mi#t npyzxe,
1 Kpacy smo6Jn0, siK pigHy Ykpainy”), or by reading M. Sriblians’kyi, the
unabashedly nationalistic critic from Ukrains’ka khata. These manifesta-
tions have normally been interpreted as a failing of Ukrainian Modernism,
an inability of Ukrainian literature to shed completely its populist heritage,
or as the inevitable response of poets to the unenviable political position of
Ukraine. I would argue that these are not necessarily inadvertent or unprin-
cipled deviations from the modernist ideology but a sign that the movement
never intended to divest literature of its social or national obligations. These
populist concepts were never really rejected by the Modernists; rather, a
new interpretation was placed on them.

The truly innovative aspect of modernist ideology for Ukrainian litera-
ture rests on the fact that it severed art from its edifying and enlightening
function (what Khvyl’ovyi would later call contemptuously “Prosvita™). It
also liberated literature in a programmatic sort of way from its fixation on
the visibly salient attributes of the Ukrainian identity (i.e., peasant and eth-
nographic themes). Modemism legitimized art as an autonomous pursuit
that had nothing in common with the “masses” and which was to be meas-
ured by European (not simply nativistic) standards. This conceptual revolt
was engineered by the young intelligentsia which now claimed art as its
own independent domain that it singled out for active cultivation. However,
in doing so, the modernist writer, as Khvyl’ovyi noted, did not become
“asocial.” The fact is he simply redefined his social responsibilities. Instead
of serving the narod (the common man), he now saw himself as the servant
of a national culture, a concept which only during the modemist period
emerged as something distinct from the proverbial “people.” It was this
move away from the “people” to the “culture” that was at the root of all
quarrels between Modernists and Populists who often construed this as tan-
tamount to treason. The modernist writer, however, saw no inherent con-
tradiction between the life of art and civic duty because he/she was now
working on the assumption that art itself was in the national interest. This
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view was succinctly put somewhat later by Bohdan Ihor Antonych when he
said “Art—in and of itself—is a social value; a nation is obviously a
society, therefore art by definition is also a national value.”!”

The newfound modernist concern with the national culture gave rise to a
new phenomenon: disgruntlement with the native environment. It is worth
emphasizing that only during the modernist period do we witness a sys-
tematic expression of dissatisfaction with things specifically Ukrainian.
Only now is the harshest criticism reserved for one’s own national obtuse-
ness. The populist image of a noble “people” now metamorphoses into the
ignoble “mob,” from whom the intelligentsia must defend the achievements
of culture. M. Sriblians’kyi, for example, railed in Ukrains’ka khata that
“There is no culture in our past. . . . We shall not bow, the way the patriots
demand, to our forefathers, who have left us only one inheritance—their
stupidity, lack of principle, barbarism, and darkness.”!® Sriblians’kyi
dubbed this “darkness” ‘“Ukrainophilism” (ukrainofil’stvo). Khvyl’ovyi
called it “Little-Russianism” (malorosiianstvo) and a host of other deroga-
tory names.!® Whatever the term, the battle cry was directed against an
ersatz culture incapable of meeting European criteria. This “culture” was
deemed an impediment to genuine nationhood.

Ukrainian Modernism clearly has other important features, but this idea
was probably its most powerful. It influenced cultural developments for
more than two and a half decades and, in many respects, remains to this
very day a popular model of what Ukrainian literature should be.

University of Alberta

17 “Natsional’ne mystetstvo,” Karby, 1933, p. 5.

18 Quoted from P. Bohats’kyi, M. Shapoval, and A. Zhyvotko, Ukrains'ka khata
(1909-1914) (New York, 1955), p.14.

19 E.g., masovizm, pluzhans’kyi analfebetyzm, narodnytstvo, bezvykhidne boloto narod-
nytstva, psevdointernatsionalizm, khokhlandiia, Prosvita, hrinchenkivshchyna, pylypenkiv-
shchyna, vulharnyi marksyzm.



Modermnism in Ukrainian Prose

MAXIM TARNAWSKY

Modemism in Ukrainian literature is poorly defined and inaccurately con-
ceived. This is true of all labels in cultural history, and literary periodiza-
tion, always a difficult and somewhat arbitrary exercise, is no exception.
The conceptualization of Ukrainian Modernism is problematic not only in
this formal manner but also in its useful practical application.

Regardless of our theoretical view of the nature, function, and value of
stylistic literary periodization, the practical utility and colloquial currency
of this tool is beyond doubt. We use it in the classroom, we use it in profes-
sional conversation, and we use it in our attempts to bridge the gap between
literary studies and the other humanities. In this overall sense, Ukrainian
Modermism is an established fact. In a narrower sense it is a label we use to
characterize collectively the features of two literary groupings: Moloda
Muza and Ukrajins’ ka xata. In a wider sense we use it to describe the gen-
eral change in Ukrainian literature that occurred at the beginning of the
twentieth century. This change involved several factors, among them: 1) an
emphasis on the aesthetic rather than the social function of literature; 2) a
focus on urban rather than village readers and, therefore, subjects; 3) a
focus on the individual as a unique being rather than a member of a com-
munity; and 4) a sense of crisis in human existence, a break with the past.

While there is general agreement among students of Ukrainian literature
that such a change occurred at the beginning of this century, there is no
working consensus on the dimensions of this change. This is particularly
true in prose. With the notable exception of realism, the periodization of
Ukrainian literature is generally measured according to its poetry. Moder-
nism is usually conceived as a movement that encompasses such writers as
Voronyj, Luckyj, Karmans’kyj, Paovs’kyj, and Oles’. In my own lectures I
generally follow this approach. It is a fair, workable solution to the prob-
lems inherent in the question. Modernism is Moloda Muza and Ukrajins’ ka
xata. Everything else is something different. But, then, Modernism is not a
period designator. It identifies only a group. Of course, what makes these
writers a single group is a common idea of the nature and function of litera-
ture, a shared ideology. The moment we try to identify the components of
this ideology, however, we find ourselves opening the group to writers other
than those who were members of Moloda Muza or who cooperated with
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Ukrajins’ ka xata. Or we don’t find significant or sufficient links between
the members of the group.

This same dilemma occurs with terminology. Among various authors
who write about turn-of-the-century Ukrainian literature, the term “modern-
ism,” for political or other reasons, appears to be inappropriate. Other terms
are found to take its place. Even among authors who do not themselves dis-
card the term, modernism is often seen to be synonymous with decadence,
symbolism, neoromanticism, or even those semimeaningless terms, impres-
sionism and expressionism. Still others produce leamned studies to establish
that Ukrainian Modernism is, in fact, something other than itself.! All of
these intellectual cartwheels are, of course, the result of a general lack of
consensus on the definition of the term.

Ukrainian literature is not alone in this dilemma. In the English-speaking
world definitions of modernism range from a group of particular authors
(most notably, Yeats, Joyce, Eliot, Pound) to a general inclination toward
Promethean rebelliousness that includes writers and thinkers from all times
and all cultures. But even among critics who attack the idea or try to
appropriate it for particular goals, there is a general notion that certain writ-
ers at the beginning of the twentieth century share a number of stylistic and
ideological characteristics that allow them to be grouped under the heading
of modernists. A similar consensus can be fostered in Ukrainian literature,
provided the terms of reference are clearly identified. Although such a task
is clearly beyond the limits of a single paper, we can, even in a limited
forum, examine some of the chief characteristics of this proposed definition.
I limit my remarks here to the problems that arise in Ukrainian prose, but
these are not substantially different from those in other genres.

The first issue that arises in dealing with modernist prose in Ukrainian is
chronology. If we limit Modernism to the narrow confines of Moloda Muza
and Ukrajins’ka xata, then we have Myxajlo Jackiv and, maybe, Hnat
Xotkevy¢ and almost no one else. While somewhat embarrassing, this
absence of modernist prose in Ukrainian literature does not pose a theoreti-
cal problem, except that it is difficult to establish any intellectual and
literary criteria that distinguish these two writers from many of their con-
temporaries. In particular, it is generally assumed that one of the key
features of modernist prose is antitraditional technical experimentation.
That is precisely what Georg Lukacs is speaking of when he argues that
“modernism leads not only to the destruction of traditional literary forms; it
leads to the destruction of literature as such. ... Modernism means not the

1 Tamara Hundorova, “Rannij ukrajins’kyj modemizm: Do problemy estety®noji svi-
domosti,” Radjans’ ke literaturoznavstvo, 1989, no. 12, pp. 3-7.
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enrichment, but the negation of art.”> Whether or not we agree with
Lukacs’s judgment, the features he describes in Joyce, Proust, and Kafka
are not central in Jackiv and Xotkevy¢. Other Ukrainian prose writers,
however, consistently introduce technical innovations. Among these are
Myxajlo Kocjubyns’kyj, Jurij Janovs’kyj, and Majk Johansen. The latter
two, significantly, bring us into the 1920s, a period into which Modernism
must extend.

The underlying cause of modernist innovation and technical experimen-
tation in Western European literature is a general attempt to break away
from the real or apparent constraints of the past. For Joyce or Proust, the
social agenda of late nineteenth-century realism is not an acceptable
aesthetic system. But in Ukrainian literature, the revolt against realism is
not merely an aesthetic position but also, fundamentally, a political one.
Neither Joyce nor Proust need to defend the legitimacy of the creative intel-
ligentsia or its role in determining the cultural agenda. In Ukraine the situa-
tion is different. The aesthetics of realism are tied to the politics of popu-
lism. The poetic debate between Voronyj and Franko and the essays of
Jefremov clearly show the political nature of the prevailing cultural criteria
that the Modemists attack. Thus, the modernist writer in Ukraine rebels not
only against literary realism but against political populism as well. This
rebellion still occurs within the context of a Ukrainian national awakening,
The mere choice of Ukrainian as a language of literature and intelligent
discourse is still, well into the 1920s, a deliberate act of national allegiance.
This is bountifully reflected in the many works from the 1910s and 1920s,
where nationality and language appear within otherwise unrelated thematic
clusters. Prostitution, mechanization, international espionage, and a flood of
similar issues appear with a specifically Ukrainian dimension. Ukrainian
Modemism is, therefore, limited in the degree of its rebelliousness. Like the
runaway child who can’t cross the street, Ukrainian Modernists are
hemmed in by their loyalty. They reject realism and they reject populism,
but they endorse the national awakening. That combination necessarily lim-
its the degree of innovation a writer can introduce into his or her work.

This is evident in the chronology of technical experiments in prose. The
most dramatic innovations are introduced in the late 1920s in works such as
Johansen’s PodoroZ uCenoho doktora Leonardo. .. and Jurij Janovs’kyj’s

2 Georg Lukacs, “The Ideology of Modernism,” in Backgrounds to Modern Literature, ed.
John Oliver Perry (San Francisco, 1968), p. 271. Lionel Trilling shares some of the same senti-
ments but without the same ideological prejudices: “On the Modern Element in Modemn Litera-
ture,” in The Idea of the Modern in Literature and the Arts, ed. Irving Howe (New York, 1967),
pp. 59-82.
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Majster Korablja, both published in 1930, as well as in some of the works
of Geo Skurupij, also from this period. All of these authors are still rebel-
ling against realism as an aesthetic doctrine, but they are no longer con-
fronting political populism. The national awakening is either an accom-
plished fact or a dead issue, but certainly not a cause that requires public
declarations of loyalty. Twenty and even fifteen years earlier, this was not
the case. Even as innovative a writer as Myxajlo Kocjubyns’kyj, whose
works are a clear departure from the traditions of Ukrainian and Western
European realism, cannot make a radical break with the past. Except for
the short poem in prose, his works are entirely traditional in their genre.
Indeed, in his longer works, such as Fata morgana or Tini zabutyx predkiv,
he is not far removed from Ivan Franko and Necuj-Levyc’kyj. Unlike them,
Kocjubyns’kyj does not focus paramount attention on the national awaken-
ing, but his consistent attention to social issues, particularly the interaction
between the community and the individual, is a direct response to populist
ideology. There is even less distance between the technique of the old real-
ists and that of Xotkevy¢, Jackiv, or even Stefanyk. Although they deli-
berately attack the credulous piety of populist realists, the tools they
employ, except for the very short genre, are hardly different from those in
the hands of their opponents.

Despite this limitation on the technical level, rebellion against the past is
still the major force defining Ukrainian Modernism, But it is in ideas rather
than techniques that this rebellion manifests itself. One of the clearest
symptoms of this rebellion is the hostility with which it is greeted by the
self-appointed guardians of the old traditions. Indeed, this hostility is a reli-
able touchstone in determining the modernist lineup. One of the immediate
consequences of this maneuver is the inclusion of Ol’ha Kobyljans’ka. For
Jefremov, in particular, she was one of the chief culprits in the abandon-
ment of the traditional good causes that were so dear to his heart.

Kobyljans’ka’s significance to Ukrainian Modernism is larger than just
the addition of her name to a list of writers. Her stature is such that she
immediately gives new life to the idea of modemnist prose in the prerevolu-
tionary period. More significant than the quality of her work is the link she
provides with what is surely one of the principal wellsprings of modernism
throughout all of Europe, namely, the works of Friedrich Nietzsche. The
obvious influence of his ideas, even if in a somewhat misunderstood form,
in her works provides the ideological foundation for much of the rebellion
that characterizes early Ukrainian Modernism.

Early in the twentieth century Friedrich Nietzsche was a popular figure,
particularly in Western Ukraine. But his ideas were generally misunder-
stood or acquired in a diluted form. Even in this limited understanding,
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Nietzsche was further pigeonholed according to local conditions. Generally,
the popular view of Nietzsche in Ukraine was as the creator of the super-
man, rather than as the defender of base human instincts. This was, to a
degree, a result of the cultural politics of the time. For young modernist
writers, Nietzsche was a weapon against the populist agenda. He was their
shield against cultural decay, ethnographic primitivism, and social
relevance in art. This is evident in their programmatic statements on the
function of art and the primacy of aesthetic values. The Moloda Muza, with
their strong links to Polish Modemnists and through them to Nietzsche,
offers a good example. In their manifesto, Ostap Luc’kyj declares:

It is characteristic of the last decades that in all fields of human thought old truths
and concepts are breaking down. The unusually (for a philosopher) popularized
Nietzsche has sent his Zarathustra out into the wide circle of contemporary world
society, and he, perhaps even more than all previous oracles, has made everyone
who has met him notice that we are approaching the time of analytical inspection of
many of our concepts about matters of the utmost interest to us in our lives. . .. The
new feverish inspection has begun; dogma after dogma has fallen into the abyss of
forgetfulness, or into the corner of more or less living memories; and beneath this
pulsed the main source of the current crisis and misery-—the tumor of the entire con-
temporary social order.?

The old truths and concepts here are those of populism. Ivan Franko, the
champion of art for social improvement, understood this when he derided
Luc’kyj and his current crisis: “Nietzsche did indeed experience such a
crisis—and it drove him into an asylum.” The conflict between populist
and Nietzschean values was evident to the populists also. Serhij Jefremov,
the champion of populism in literature, uses Nietzsche to diminish the repu-
tation of the writer Ol’ha Kobyljans’ka.

In her youth she experienced a large influence from Nietzsche, with his ultra-
individualistic philosophy, and Kobyljans’ka in her works became his faithful disci-
ple. ... She depicts characters, mostly women, with a “longing for beauty” and an
impulse to attain heights, traits which are understood as a specific “‘aristocratism of
the spirit” that attempts to rise from the level of the mundane, of “stupid vile souls,”
of “the mob” and to “soar far, far away,” somewhere, to the level of above-earthly
feelings and above-human experiences. Kobyljans’ka’s heroes are all this kind of
“aristocrats of the spirit.” They want to embody the ideal of the above-human
[superman, MT]: “to be, above all, a goal unto oneself” and “not to care for the
masses.”

3 Ostap Luc’kyj, “Moloda muza,” Dilo, 18 November 1907, reprinted in Ostap Luc'kyj—
Molodomuzets’, ed. Jurij Luc’kyj (New York, 1968), p. 55.

4 Ivan Franko, “Manifest ‘Molodo muzy’,” in Zibrannja tvoriv u p’’jatdesjaty tomax (Kiev,
1976-86), 37:412.

5 Serhij Jefremov, Istorija ukrajins’ koho pys’ menstva (Leipzig, 1919), 2: 263-64.
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Reflections of the polarity between populist social and aesthetic values
and diluted Nietzschean ideas can be found scattered throughout Ukrainian
literature of the first two decades of the twentieth century. In many works,
this polarity is depicted in the conflict between the individual, especially the
artistic, creative individual, and the community in which he lives.
Kocjubyns’kyj’s Tini zabutyx predkiv and Vynny&enko’s Cesnist’ z soboju
are examples of such works. Occasionally antipopulist rebellion is reduced
to its simplest form: depictions of the brutality and lack of dignity of the
common man. Kocjubyns’kyj does this in a number of his works, including
“Smix,” “Posol vid &ornoho carja,” and Fata morgana. Even Vynny&enko,
for all his socialist inclinations, occasionally depicts the lower classes as
wild animals, particularly in such early stories as “Holod.” All of this is in
marked and deliberate contrast to the image that we find in Necuj-
Levyc’kyj, Mymyj, Franko, and others of the dignified suffering of the
downtrodden peasants or workers and the unwavering dedication of the
intellectual who struggles for the liberation and protection of his oppressed
brethren. But the fact remains that the issues are still those of the populists.
Only the values have changed. For example, the relationship of the intel-
lectual to the community is depicted in many modernist works. The leader-
ship theme, if we may call it that, occurs in Kobyljans’ka, Kocjubyns’kyj,
Vynny¢enko, Lesja Ukrajinka, and many others. But Franko and Ne&uj-
Levyc’kyj also addressed this question in such works as Mojsej and Xmary.
Ukrainian Modernists, pursuing a course that Stephen Spender calls “the
revolutionary concept of tradition,” fall back on a selected tradition and
infuse it with new values.

A relatively unknown work of Hnat Xotkevy¢, recently published in
Kiev, offers a good example of the dependence of Ukrainian Modernism on
populist traditions. Xotkevy&’s Aviron,’ first published in 1917, is clearly a
belletristic answer to Franko’s Mojsej. It tells the story of the gradual disil-
lusionment of this naive young follower of Moses during the period of
Moses’ communion with Jehovah on Mount Sinai and immediately after.
Thus, Xotkevy¢ retells the same biblical ten commandments story that
Franko does, but from a different perspective. Where Franko focuses on the
inner struggle of the leader who must overcome his own self-doubt and the
doubts of his followers, Xotkevy¢ focuses on the disillusionment that comes
from the realization that Moses is merely a man and the policies he

6 “The Modern as Vision of a Whole Situation,” in Backgrounds to Modern Literature, ed.
John Oliver Perry (San Francisco, 1968), p. 234.

7 Kyjiv, 1990, no. 7, pp. 63-93, and Hnat Xotkevy&, Aviron. Dovbus. Opovidannja (Kiev,
1990), pp. 5-61.
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implements are calculated political strategies designed to diffuse opposition
and maintain authority. Characteristically, the story ends with an intoxi-
cated Moses diplomatically leading the young Abiram, who has been
accepted as an assistant in the construction of the tabernacle, out of the tent
where Moses and the sculptor Beselius have been reveling and are about to
receive maidens assembled for their pleasure. The debauchery of these
men, whom Abiram had presumed to be saintly, precipitates a final disillu-
sionment and leads the young man to question the goodness and existence
of God.

A key moment in the story occurs when Abiram is apprenticed to
Beselius. The sculptor, a callous but intelligent man, mutters about the
cruelty of punishing so many Israelites while he and Aaron, the men most
responsible for the creation of the golden calf, go unpunished. In anger, or
perhaps only in jest, he deliberately shapes a grotesque figure of an angel
and shows it to Abiram, who is horrified at the sacrilegious impudence of
the master. Moses enters and sees the figure.

“A 1e o TH TYT Hapo6uB?”—cnutae Moiceii, 3yITMHUBIINCA IIEpel XCPYBUMOM,
NPUTYJIEHUM [I0 CTiHH.

1 xpnas ABipoH, 0 HaxMypATECA GPOBH BEJIMKOrO MPOPOKa, M0 GJIMCKAaBHIA
BHiie 3 oyel i MOPasHTb CBATOTATIM, IO MOKAXKETHCA XK NpaBAa MOCMOIHA. . . .
AJie HiYoro He cTajocs. ... 3amicTh rHiBy—BuOGyx cmixom Moicei i peroras,
ynepumca B GOKH, aX XuTaBcA BCiM fOeGesmM Tisiom cBoiM. A Becemii,
36epiralo4n cepito3Hy MiHy, X04 O4i B HbOro GpPH3KaJIH CMiXOM, rOBOPHB PoGJieHO
CYBOPHM I'OJIOCOM:

“He x 6or Tob6i. 51 TO6i moGpe 3poOHB TeJbIA, HABIO TH CHajMs foro? A
XepyBHMIB 5 pOGHTH He BMil0.”

I nBoE cTapux cTOAMM H peroTaym 3 cBATHHI I3paiid, 3 ynoBaHb Ha HBOTO. . . .

“A neft IypHUK NHTAE: Y Le TaK BOHO if 30cTaHeThCA? A IO X, Kaxy, HoJsone,
ragaeu, mo 6yay nepepoGiaru? A He mixpmewr Hi TH, Hi TBi# Moice#t!”—i 3H0B
CTapi peroTaJsu, 3NOPOBUM Ay KUM CMiXOM MIlHOi CTapOCTi.

A norim y3a8 Moice#t sHrosia i, nonJiecKyo4u Horo no Hoci, Bif 4oro Hic 3po-
GHBCA 30BCIM Hi Ha IO HE TTIOX0XKHM, CKa3aB:

“AHy-Hy, IOKQXH IIbOMy MOJIOIMKOBI, 110 3HAYHTb CHJIA TOCIOAHA, KOTPY JaB
To6i B pykH rocnofb!”—i 3HOBY BOHHM PEroTajiH, aX CJIbO3M BHCTYNA/H Y HUX Ha
oYax.

3pyuHsM pyxoM miaxorus Becesiiin smrosa, mocrasus #oro mepex cobowo it
NoYaB BOAMTH Najbuamy no Jjmui. [ 3pasasnocs, mo rpasca BiH, pobsadn 6e3stiv
HenoTpi6HUX PYXiB: TO BHBEPTaB KyMeQHO NaJiellb, TO BPi3yBaBCsA B I'JIMHY TBEp-
QIMM, fK 3130, HIr'TEM, TO IIBUAKO-IIBHAKO TEp OIHE MicLe, 1 Bce HE NEPECTaBaB
MPUrOBOPIOBATH BCAKiI AypHUI. BinxmyMBIIK rosioBy Ta NpPHILYJMBIIHM O4i,
TPUTJIAAABCA A0 POOOTH, aXX HApEITi Pi3KMM PYXOM BiAKHHYBIIH BBECh KOPIyC,
BigitmoB BeceJiiln i KpHKHYB:

“AHy, DTUBUCH TeMep AypHIo!”



270 MAXIM TARNAWSKY

ABipOH IJIAHyB—i He 3HaB, IO TYT CTaJOCA CIOPABAi: YM CHJIA FOCNOAHA, YU
YapyBaHHS AKech?!
Ha Hroro ckop6oTHO AUBUIOCH 60XecTBeHHe Juue.’

“And what have you done here?” asked Moses, stopping before the cherub,
which was leaning against the wall.

And Abiram waited for the great prophet’s brows to darken, for lightning to flash
‘from his eyes and strike the blasphemer, for the Lord’s justice to show itself. . . . But
instead of anger, Moses exploded and roared with laughter, holding his sides while
his entire stout body shook. Beselius kept a serious face, although his eyes sparkled
with glee, and spoke with affected sternness:

“This is god for you. I made you a good calf, what did you go and burn it for?
Cherubs I don’t know how to make.”

And the two old men stood and laughed at Israel’s sacred treasures, at the hope
they elicited.

“And this blockhead asks: ‘Is it going to stay like that?’ And I tell him ‘Do you
think, you fool, that I’m going to do it over? You won’t live to see the day. Not you
nor your Moses either!’” and again the two roared with the loud strong laughter of
healthy old age.

And then Moses took the angel and patting it on the nose with his finger, which
completely disfigured the nose, said:

“Well, why don’t you show this youngster what power the Lord has put into your
hands,” and again they roared until tears welled up in their eyes.

With a graceful motion Beselius snapped up the angel and put it in front of him-
self. He began to run his fingers over its face. He seemed to be playing, making
countless pointless motions, turning his fingers in a comical gesture, cutting into the
clay with his fingernails, hard as iron, or very quickly rubbing one spot, while con-
tinuing with his senseless muttering. Leaning back with his head and squinting his
eyes he examined his work until, finally, throwing the whole piece down with a sud-
den gesture, he stepped back and said:

“Well, stupid, have a look!”

Abiram glanced and did not know what had happened. Was this God’s power or
some kind of magic? A sorrowful heavenly face was looking at him.

In this passage, Xotkevy€ not only disparages the stature of community
leaders (something he does throughout the story as part of the program of
turning Franko’s portrait on its head) but also examines the role of the artist
in relation to the community and to the leaders of the community. In a
characteristically modernist gesture, Beselius asserts the independence of
art and the artist. He changes the standards of aesthetic appreciation. He
deliberately creates a work of art that will be perceived as ugly. Even more
significant than the deformity of the cherub, however, is Beselius’s refusal
to serve any master other than his own judgment. He tells Moses that the
golden calf was a beautiful work of art, and Moses shouldn’t have des-
troyed it. As a good modernist, Xotkevy¢ believes that art should be free of

8 Xotkevy&, Aviron. Dovbus. Opovidannja, pp. 58-59.
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social obligations. But when Moses asks him to show the boy the power of
God that is in the hands of the artist, Beselius complies and creates a beauti-
ful and moving angel. The power of art to affect man and to change the
world is a characteristically romantic notion to which Modernists subscribe
without hesitation. But Beselius, and, with him, Xotkevy¢, are now back in
the service of the social cause. Xotkevy¢ allows the artist to assert his
independence from the social cause, but he does not let him actually aban-
don it. The world is still being viewed from the perspective of a confirmed
believer, even though at the end of the story Abiram has lost his faith.

Xotkevy¢’s story exemplifies the relationship of the Ukrainian modernist
author to the past. Characteristically, the work is conceived as a rejection of
the past, a rebellion against it. But the rebellion is almost wholly absorbed
with its denial of the past. There is no room for an assertion of its own
values. The agenda of Ukrainian Modernism, at least in its early period, is
determined by the past it rejects. Xotkevy¢ opposes Franko by rewriting his
Mojsej, which is itself a rewrite of the biblical story. At the end of the story,
Abiram is on the verge of a final break with Moses and with God. But there
is no assertion of new values. Like Xotkevy¢ himself, Abiram can reject his
adversary only on Moses’ terms. In its technical and intellectual founda-
tions, the story does not break new ground. It is a traditional naturalist nar-
rative without any discernible influence from Nietzsche, Freud, Marx, or
any of the other legendary demons of modemism.

In summary then, Ukrainian modernist prose is characteristically a weak
phenomenon in the last years of the nineteenth century and in the first three
decades of the twentieth. Within this time span we can clearly speak of two
periods, roughly prerevolutionary and postrevolutionary. The telling differ-
ence between these two periods is in the level of technical and intellectual
experimentation, a feature which, ironically, seems to be dependent on the
underlying commitment to the idea of a Ukrainian national awakening. The
driving idea of Ukrainian Modernism is the rejection of populism and vil-
lage realism. To a certain degree, Nietzschean ideas play a significant if
indirect role in this rejection, but the channels of this influence are shallow,
narrow, and very muddy. The influence of other seminal thinkers, often evi-
denced in modernist writers in Western Europe, is not apparent. Finally,
Ukrainian Modernism is not an exclusive aesthetic and intellectual current
at this time. On the one hand, longevity makes living anachronisms of
Necuj-Levyc’kyj and Myrnyj. On the other hand, an alternative tradition
makes modernism share the literary stage with psychological realism and
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revolutionary romanticism. This competition is part of what makes the later
modernist period more vibrant. But in this period, as in the earlier one,
Ukrainian Modemnism is in a precarious alliance with political forces whose
goals do not include ugly cherubs.

University of Toronto



Commentary: Exorcising Ukrainian Modernism

GEORGE G. GRABOWICZ

The reason Milton wrote in fetters when he wrote of Angels &
God, and at liberty when of Devils & Hell, is because he was a
True Poet and of the Devil’s party without knowing it.

(William Blake, The Marriage of Heaven and Hell)

For all its apparent limitations—especially a somewhat ad hoc and hardly
systematic focus—and for all the deeper problems that are barely touched
upon, the present discussion of Ukrainian Modemism may well be a
significant step toward addressing the fundamental issue of Ukrainian
literary studies. That issue is nothing less than the reassessment of the
canon of Ukrainian literature. Given the two-fold historical reality that, first,
the prerevolutionary sense of the canon of Ukrainian literature was hardly
consensual or conscious (and more a fait accompli of such histories as
Jefremov’s)! and, second, the collapse of the Soviet order now brings with
it an implosion of historical scholarship and a melding, as rapid as it is
uncritical, of the Soviet with the non- or anti-Soviet literary-historical tradi-
tions (each in its own way exclusionary, dogmatic, and Manichaean), we
should, in fact, be speaking not of a reassessment of the canon but of its
creation, entirely anew. The process, clearly, has already begun in Ukraine,
with, characteristically, the primary focus on the basic reconstitution of the
record, on simply filling in the “blank spots” (or, as some poets have
corrected it, the “bloody spots”) in a literature devastated by seven decades
of the Soviet experiment.2 Understandably, too, the conceptualization of a
new canon—or even merely a more analytical approach to literary
history—is difficult; more than just working against entrenched dogmas and
ingrained and largely unconscious stereotypes, it means, essentially, work-
ing without a sophisticated theory or methodology.? In the gamut of histori-
cal periods and topics, it is only the early Soviet period, the decimated
renascence of the 1920s, that receives concerted revisionist attention.

1 Serhij Jefremov, Istorija ukrajins’ koho pys’menstva (Kiev and Leipzig, 1919).

2 See, for example, the permanent rubric, “Pys’'mennyky Ukrajiny—Z¥ertvy stalins’kyx
represij,” in the Kiev weekly Literaturna Ukrajina for the year 1991,

3 A striking example of this is the attempt at reevaluating Socialist Realism. Cf. Radians’ ke
literaturoznavstovo, 1989, no. 8, pp. 3-24.
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(While this appears more an elemental than a programmatic priority, it is
also undeniably correct, for it focuses on the first act, the paradigm of the
Soviet depradations, and at the same time entails a cathartic and traditional,
albeit still problematic, identification of literature with martyrology.* ) The
preceding decades, the period of so-called Modernism, though hardly at
center stage, have also been afforded a degree of rehabilitation.> One hopes
that the present discussion may contribute toward the establishment of a
new consensus and, in time, a new canon of Ukrainian literary history.

An examination of a constituent part invariably draws on a sense (albeit
implicit or intuitive) of the whole. In earlier non-Soviet treatments of
Ukrainian Modernism, and in this discussion as well, one sees an implicit
acceptance of the received paradigm of Ukrainian literary history—even
while the manifest (populist, Soviet) values of that paradigm are roundly
rejected. The issue of a canon, and all that it circumscribes, appears as a
devilish (in the native tradition, Gogolian) enchanted circle from which one
cannot escape unless one reconceptualizes—demystifies, exorcises—the
intellectual space of the drama in question. At issue, specifically, is not just
the fact, which is touched upon or alluded to by all the discussants, that
Ukrainian Modernism was demonized by its populist, civic-minded, and
utilitarian contemporaries and by its later, equaily populist but much more
reductive and vulgar, Soviet critics; more to the point is the demonization of
the process, of the very mode of identification and definition, of Ukrainian
literary history. Again, the division into Manichaean opposites, into Soviet
and émigré, or, even more basically, into “progressive” and “reactionary”
forces, was but the surface, the setting for the morality play. The deeper
structure, the plot and script, was the identification of literature and its
inspiration and essence and meaning with the demon of ideology—and,
even more significantly, not just with ideology in the conventional sense of
a system of thought and values but in the broadest sense of manifest atti-
tudes and positions, and, beyond that still, the exclusionary (as well as
moralistic and idealistic) premise of integrity. One could, in short, be in
either the camp of the devils or the camp of the angels, one could be either
a “decadent” or a “realist,” or one could move from one to the other (and be
praised or damned for it). But one could not remain in both; their marriage
was quite unthinkable. For Ukrainian literature and culture, given its histori-
cal complexity and particularly its periodic and systemic syncretism, this
exclusionary model of canon-building seems singularly inappropriate. On

4 See, for example, Mykola Zulyns’kyj’s Iz zabuttia—v bezsmertja (Kiev, 1990).
5 See Tamara Hundorova, “Rannij ukrajins’kyj modemizm. Do problemy estetytnoji svi-
domosti,” Radians’ke literaturoznavstvo, 1989, no. 12, pp. 3~7.
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reflection, however—and here Modemism can serve as a telling and
rewarding illustration—it may well have been inevitable.

Each of the three papers in this discussion addresses the question “What
is Ukrainian Modernism?” with an eye to different specific problems but
within an expanding focus, moving from the nature and quality of program-
matic texts (the journal Svit) to the issue of intellectual and aesthetic
legacy, and hence the question of the articulation and the meaning of
modernist ideology, to, finally, the question of Modernism as a style and
aesthetic system, specifically in prose but by extension in other genres as
well. Some basic aspects tend to recur, in particular the opposition of
Modemism/populism, which appears here as the major defining feature and
point of consensus; others, such as the question of the historical and com-
parative context, arguably central to a conceptualization of the
phenomenon, are barely touched upon. Both the opposition and the context
merit closer examination. It may, however, be helpful first to reconsider
some of the authors’ conclusions and the light they shed on the basic ques-
tion of definition.

Danylo Husar Struk’s examination of the short-lived Svit is useful for the
way in which it recapitulates not only the checkered content and fuzzy
aspirations of this rather feckless journalistic venture but also the militantly
parochial, indeed philistine, literary climate that assured its quick demise. If
Svit was a barometer, as Struk argues, one must conclude that the pressure
being measured was too negligible to constitute any weather at all and the
instrument itself was not much more sophisticated than the tube used by
Torricelli. The question that Struk’s dismissive (although, judging from the
narrative, amply justified) conclusion seems to beg is: To what extent was
this bleary effort representative of the phenomenon of Ukrainian Moder-
nism as a whole? Alternatively, if it was not representative, if “even the
three most talented members of Moloda Muza. . . were at best second-rate
authors,” then the entire anatomization seems misdirected. In short, both
we and the author share a profound, if seldom tested, conviction that—as
with individual creativity—a broader, collective literary phenomenon such
as a movement or school qualifies as historically significant only when it
attains a certain (still to be determined) level of aesthetic achievement.
(That this may at times be problematic, that a phenomenon like Socialist
Realism—which by its very nature is limited in or bereft of aesthetic
merit—may be historically quite significant is, of course, a separate issue.)
To be sure, Struk does not base his judgment only on aesthetic criteria:
quoting Rubchak, he notes the inability of the members of this stillborn
group, and, presumably, of programmatic Ukrainian Modernism, to chose
between the very antipodes they themselves conjured up—"“art” and “social
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duty.” Their failure is taken to be both artistic and ideological.

Apart from the basic issue of typicality or of representation—let us grant
for the moment that Svit and Moloda Muza were indeed perceived as
representative of Ukrainian Modernism—there is the still more fundamental
question of what kind of thing that Modernism was. For, as much as we are
chary of establishing “essential” features, it is indispensable to have at least
a preliminary, working sense of that phenomenon.

For Struk, the defining features are the program, the ideas, and the atti-
tudes of those deemed to be within the canon of Ukrainian Modernism; his
very focus on a journal (and particularly on its role as an organ, presumably
defined solely by its stated mission) exemplifies the paradigm of
Modernism-as-ideology. The textual (in effect, aesthetic) and the inten-
tional are taken as complementary and sufficient bases for defining the
phenomenon. However, while the literary-historical object and its rather
modest impact are highlighted, the question of the literary process and the
crucial question—not the overarching one of “What is Ukrainian Moder-
nism?” but, here, the more specific and pressing—"“When and on what basis
does Modernism become significant?” (significant at least to merit our
attention) remain unaddressed. For, as things stand and as Struk’s conclu-
sions certainly suggest, the “Modernism” represented by Svit and Moloda
Muza is not significant in either the historical or the literary framework.

The other two papers go a long step further toward articulating this para-
digm. For both Ilnytzkyj and Tarnawsky Ukrainian Modernism is implicitly
and explicitly seen as an ideology (a stance and a poetics) that clearly tran-
scends its historical time and cultural setting and reappears, with essentially
the same qualities, in the Soviet 1920s. While breaking new ground, these
papers also incorporate and reactivate various traditional, albeit “canonic,”
premises that, I submit, require basic reevaluation.

The main thrust of Oleh S. Ilnytzkyj’s well-argued paper is to demon-
strate an essential continuity between the pre- and postrevolutionary periods
of Ukrainian literature and, by doing so and by focusing on the striking and
complex figure of Xvyl’ovyj—the all-but-official guru of early Soviet
Ukrainian literature, the canonized “founder” of its prose, later official béte
noire, and now culture hero nonpareil—to discover in Ukrainian Moder-
nism a vitality and centrality that few, and certainly not its various detrac-
tors, could have expected. His paper is also most direct and programmatic
in stating the thesis of Ukrainian Modernism-as-ideology. While he notes
at the outset that “prerevolutionary trends persevered well into the new pol-
itical era, giving the literary front a semblance of ideological and stylistic
continuity for several years,” his focus is exclusively on the former kind of
continuity. Given the fact that Xvyl’ovyj was not just the major spokesman
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and organizer, critic and arbiter of the Ukrainian renascence of the 1920s
but was also, arguably, its most avant-garde and productive prose writer—
and thus the only Ukrainian writer of this period who could be ranked in
stature with the paradigmatically modernist (as Tarnawsky subsequently
puts it) Yeats, Joyce, Eliot, and Pound—it seems highly revealing that this
essential side of him is ignored. And, since the issue is not Xvyl'ovyj
(where such a delimitation would simply be wrong) but Ukrainian Moder-
nism and its ramifications (for which reference points and criteria are being
established ab ovo), we can only note how hypnotic the paradigm of ideol-
ogy has become.

One of the first issues raised by Ilnytzkyj’s paper concerns literary (and
cultural) continuity. What establishes it and what constitutes sufficient
ground upon which one can argue it? Is typological similarity sufficient?
Can one infer from Xvyl’ovyj’s apparent recapitulation and polemical use
of ideas formulated in previous decades a continuation of modernist ideol-
ogy or even its impact? While the Literary Debate of 1925-1928 may
indeed offer, as Ilnytzkyj suggests, “any number of tantalizing analogies to
the modernist polemics that occurred before the First World War” and
while one may be disposed to accept the debate “not as an isolated event
triggered by immanent Soviet circumstances but as the culmination of
literary and cultural processes begun at the turn of the century” (such
processes do, in fact, transcend literary and political periods and provide a
matrix for them), what do these analogies, continuities, and similarities do
for our model of Modernism? One rather unfortunate possibility is that,
while expanding its range and again recommending it to our attention, they
make it murkier.

One specific answer to some of these questions is that, while a contin-
uum does exist, the actual cultural and social, not to say political, differ-
ences far outweigh the similarities. Xvyl’ovyj is not a Voronyj (although
both were political activists and literary impresarios), and he is certainly
nothing like the untalented and ineffectual molodomuzci. Aside from talent,
however, and temperament (both his own and that of his age), there are the
more fundamental issues of social role and the model of socio-literary
activity. Not only did Xvyl’ovyj never attempt to liberate himself from a
propaedeutic role, he avidly took upon himself (in a curious denial of the
essentially oblique, questioning, almost solipsistically text-centered style of
his fiction) the task of leading and exhorting, urging on and riding herd on
his fellow writers. To be sure, there is interpenetration between these two
stances, and the role of hectoring critic is made somewhat more palatable
by ironic wit and whimsy.
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As much as Xvyl’ovyj’s style in art and life, and especially his last
desperate and profoundly telling gesture, may echo an earlier modernist
style, as ideologist (and this, to my mind, is clearly the lesser part of him)
he is far removed from the modernist Gestalt as it appeared in the Ukrainian
and, even more importantly, general East European context. Its most essen-
tial literary, as opposed to philosophical or culturological, feature—one that
would be stated with greater or lesser militancy or, at the very least,
implied—was a sense of the autonomy of both art and artist. Without that
the notion of Modernism ceases to be coherent. For Xvyl’ovyj the ideolo-
gist (though certainly not the writer), this is not an issue. He is attuned to
the social function of literature, to literature’s role in effecting social
change, social differentiation, and, ultimately, national existence. In Ukra-
Jina & Malorosija as a whole, and, literally, in the very passages cited by
Iinytzkyj, he clearly speaks of the earlier Modernism as a vehicle for such
change and of Jackiv as exemplifying “the struggle against philistinism.”6
Thus, in Xvyl’ovyj’s polemics there is no validation of the aesthetic in and
of itself and no discussion of literature—whether of the past or the
present—apart from its social, indeed political, function.

One could even go further and say that, while making positive references
to Modernism as part of his polemics, Xvyl’ovyj, precisely as an ideologue,
has much less in common with the Modernists than do their contemporary
opponents, such as Franko. The reason, quite simply, is that the divide
between the pre-Soviet and Soviet periods, the cultural and social space
subsumed by each, is much more final and impermeable than both IInytzkyj
and Tarnawsky suggest. As a result, the whole tenor of Xvyl'ovyj’s
discourse, the radical politization of his thought, is such that, despite surface
analogies or similarities, it shares little with the previous age and is, in fact,
a very different language. If Xvyl’ovyj does offer an “apologia for Moder-
nism,” as Ilnytzkyj claims (in itself a somewhat risky supposition), the con-
tent and the purpose he gives it are quite different from that which the
Modernists themselves saw in it. And this leads us to the more fundamental
issue: if Ukrainian Modernism is to have a coherent meaning, it simply can-
not be taken out of its time.

The perils of identification-by-analogy, as signaled by the fact that
Xvyl’ovyj’s anti-xutorjanstvo, while shared with the Modemists, does not
in itself make of him a Modernist, are also exposed in the example of
Zerov. It is generally accepted that Zerov not only inspired Xvyl'ovyj’s
much more vocal and polemical attack on Ukrainian provincialism and his
turning to “Europe,” but that Zerov himself, through his own work, his

6 Cf. “Ukrajina &y Malorosija,” Slovo i Zas, 1990, no. 1, p. 10.






