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Melanie Pytlowany

CONTINUITY AND INNOVATION IN THE POETRY OF
THE NEW YORK GROUP

In analyzing a “phenomenon’” such as the New York Group
of poets within the rather broad context of the development of
Ukrainian literature, it is essential to be cognizant of certain
factors which qualify and delineate the essence of this group. The
group consists of approximately nine or ten more or less “estab-
lished” members and several other ‘“fringe participants”. These
people are neither all geographically from New York, nor are they
all just poets. In fact, most have written or attempted to write
some form of prose; in the case of Emma Andiievska, this has
proven to be a productive and successful expansion. However, the
New York Group of poets does, to a great extent, follow the tra-
ditional pattern in Ukrainian literature of producing poetry which,
on the whole, is on a higher level than their prose. Hence, this
paper will focus on the poetic aspect of their work. It must also
be mentioned that an integral feature of the group is the inclusion
of members from the world of the visual arts and music. The prod-
uct of their collaboration is most directly embodied in their journal
Nova poeziia,’ which conveys an important dimension of the
group’s essential nature.

Some of the significant problems or tasks which arise in at-
tempting to ascertain the “place” or role of the New York Group
within the context of Ukrainian literary development are: an ex-
ploration of the presence or absence of traditional influences, the
presence or absence of innovation, the nature and range of the
poetry produced, and the poet’s approach to the creative process.
It is not within the scope of this paper to attempt a detailed study
of the work of individual members of the group; hence, several of
the “most established” and well-known members of the group such
as Andiievska, Boychuk, Rubchak etc. may only be briefly men-
tioned in order to isolate or illustrate a certain feature of the group
as a whole, or to emphasize unique characteristics of an individual.
In this way, it is hoped that some light will be cast in the form of
an overall view, with discovery of possible answers to the above
mentioned problems.

Bohdan Boychuk, in his somewhat “stylized” article in Terem,
“Iak i1 poshcho narodylasia niu iorkska hrupa’, choses 1954 as

1 Nova poeziia was published from the late 50’s to the early 70’s in
a very free-form style.



Journal

the unofficial birthday for the group. Andiievska had already
published a collection of poetry, Poeziia, in 1951, and others had
previously published in various Ukrainian journals. However, it is
important to bear in mind that the genesis of the New York Group
was somewhat spontaneous and anarchic, and that the style and
tone of the group was directly related to the form of its conception.

If one were to look at both internal and external characteris-
tics of the members of the New York Group, one could see how the
balance between differences and similarities is revealingly main-
tained. Andiievska is perhaps the most well known and unique
member of the group-—sometimes characterized as its matriarchal
forerunner. However, there does exist a cohesive element which
allows the reader or critic to place Andiievska and a poet like
Patrytsiia Kylyna—whose background is extremely different than
that of Andiievska—side by side in a phenomenon called the New
York Group of poets. Bohdan Boychuk, in the above mentioned
article, isolates the “conflict” between traditionalism and mod-
ernism or avantgardism as being basic to the emergence of the
group. However, modernism 2 or avantgardism in Ukrainian poetry
—if one can speak of the birth of “isms”, arose at least 30 years
before the alleged congelation of the New York Group, with such
people as Tychyna, Svidzinsky, Antonych—later Barka, Lesych,
etc. Wherein then does the uniqueness of the New York Group
exist? Is innovation a significant factor in this uniqueness? The
only way to attempt to answer these questions is to initially de-
termine the basic avenues of creative innovation, i.e. thematic,
linguistic, innovation in terms of a spiritual revolution, etc. An-
other important question which arises is whether or not the work
produced by the group has strong experimental overtones as well
as elitist tendencies, i.e. a tendency to produce poetry for poets
within a very narrow framework.

Some of the questions mentioned above have already been
considered by critics outside of the group as well as those within
it. For example, Iurii Shevelov wrote an article in 1968 entitled
“Troie proshchan i pro te, shcho take istoriia literatury” in which
he cites three poems from three different literary periods including
poems by Lev Borovykovsky and Iurii Tarnavsky, another “found-
ing member” of the New York Group. He compares them thema-
tically and stylistically, partially in an attempt to show that there
is nothing “disturbingly radical” about the modernistic features

2 The term ‘“‘modernism” does not refer here to a technical term, i.e.
to a particular periodization within Ukrainian literature. Rather, it refers
to the quality of being modern, the sense of which is generally accepted in
the literary world.

4
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of recent poetry such as that emerging from the New York Group.
At one point in this article, Shevelov writes:

— §I xouy cKa3aTH, 110 IPHHOUNOBOI pisHuIi Mixk moe-
3i6€10, AKA B HAC BBAXKAETHCA HAHMOJEpHINION, AKA B HAaC
3BEeThCS HBIO-HODKCHKOIO TPYIOI0 MOETiB,... i Ti€io moesiero,
mio il 3BeMO pPOMAaHTHUYHOIO, BJIACHE KaKy4Hd, Hema abo Oy-
e MaJjo. HoBa moe3is Bifpi3HaeTbeA TiIJIBKH NMiACHJIEHHAM
JIpyroro, HepeaJibHOr'0, MeTa(DOPUYHOI'0, CHMBOJIIYHOI'O, CYTO
o6pa3Horo miaaxy. 30ijbmniaca poJid HeJOrOBOpeHHs. AJie
3araJibHUM niaxix momibuui a6o cIiJabpHHMT.?

Shevelov is speaking here of an organically linked change in per-
spective and mode of expression; there is no basic thematic change
—all three poems cited deal with the separation of a man and a
woman. The “reinforcement” of Tarnavsky’s poem by an “unreal,
metaphoric, symbolic, essentially image-governed plan” of which
Shevelov speaks is evoked by changing or expanding perspective
which is perhaps at the root of innovation in literature. In turn,
this change in perspective is possibly the result of a changing and
expanding consciousness, governed and shaped by the increased
complexity of life. Shevelov explains the emergence of artistic in-
novation in the following way: “The literary work never mirrors
the fullness or totality of life. But in every art, there is a longing
to imprint this totality of life. And it is exactly out of this longing
that the necessity to seek new methods arises.” *

Hence, such themes as religion, nature, love, death, etc. are
never exhausted. Genuine thematic innovation is rare and often
temporal because basic human concerns remain fairly constant.
The appearance of new “isms” in art or literature occurs as a result
of changing or expanding perspective. For example, existentialism,
which by their own admission * had a significant influence on the
New York Group, deals, simplistically speaking, with basic human
concerns but through the prism or perspective of a sense of human
isolation and alienation. Surrealism views life through the prism
of subconscious manifestations. The nature of the imagery in so-
called avantgarde poetry is spontaneously and intellectually con-
ditioned by the nature of the perspective.

3 I. Shevelov, “Troie proshchan i pro te, shcho take istoriia literatu-
ry,” in Slovo No. 3 (New York, 1964), p. 480.

4+ TIbid.

5 Bohdan Boychuk in his article on the genesis of the New York
Group, Terem No. 2, 1966, cites the significant influence of existentialism
on the New York Group of poets.
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Shevelov’s technique is worth exploring. Two poems which
are open to a similar comparison are Shevchenko’s “N.T.” or “Ve-
lykomuchenytse kumo” (1860) and Bohdan Boychuk’s “Monakhy-
nia” from the latter’s first published collection, Chas boliu (1957).
Thematically, the two poems are similar, although Boychuk’s
poem appears to add the element of religion, i.e. the lady protect-
ing her maidenly virtue is a nun. However, it is not difficult to
imagine that Boychuk is writing of all women, within or beyond
the confines of an official religious order, whose alleged ‘“holiness”
turns the potential for life into the reality of a sterile existence.
In both cases, the sentiment is expressed that the true sin is that
of consciously chosen sterility, with its negation of life forces and
with its claim of a loftier cause.

— A TH HiGu He gobavaem:

JliByem, MoJHIIICA, T4 CIIHIII,

Ta Martip Boxkiro raiBum

Cpoim cmipeniem sykaBuM.® (Shevchenko, 1860)

...320yBmm / naTH xebGpakoBi, / 106
ITomosnuBer / 3a BOMBCTBO / BJIACHOTIO YKUTTH,
11106 momosuBeh / 3a rpix Hikosu
Henapomxenux ii giteft.” (Boychuk)

How then do the two poems differ? Primarily, they differ in tone
and structure: the same sentiment is much less tragically felt in
Shevchenko’s poem than in Boychuk’s as a result of the nature of
Shevchenko’s rhyme and imagery. Shevchenko’s character:

PosxeBum npiTom npougsina
I paro KpacHoro He 3pina

She is as if blind or sleeping—the potential for being awakened
still exists. Boychuk’s “Monakhynia’:

Y wopHMH MOBK / CTApaHHO OTOPHYJIA
I xpux rpynefi, / i cminiers cBoro sioHa /

Here the image is one of self-destruction or spiritual suicide as
well as complicity in not allowing for the natural manifestation of
potential life. Boychuk’s imagery creates an atmosphere of unre-
lieved coldness and sterility, whereas Shevchenko’s poem still con-
tains images of life and procreation:

6 Taras Shevchenko, Kobzar, (Kiev, 1967), p. 525.
7 Bohdan Boychuk, Chas boliu, (New York, 1957), p. 54.
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A kpyrom tebe / Tpopuiocs, pocJo, IBiJIO,
I npousirano, i1 Ha He6o / XBaJjy TBOPHTEIO HECJIO.

It is obvious that Boychuk has written his poem from a different
perspective than did Shevchenko. It is important to note that
members of the New York Group of poets actively sought to move
away from the Shevchenko-folk and Franko-realist type of
poetic expression; there was a “bursting at the seams” need for
a broader and deeper form of expression, and the New York Group
of poets felt this need more acutely than their predecessors. In
their rebellion, they tended to dismiss the fertile period of the
20’s, or to overlook the modernistic innovation which occurred at
that time. This is not to say that many of the members did not
have a fairly thorough acquaintance with individuals from this
period. However, they could not rid themselves of the feeling that
theirs was the first radical divergence from traditional Ukrainian
romantic poetry.

Within the context of the above mentioned two poems, Shev-
chenko’s poem is a rather personal response to the lifestyle of an
acquaintance in a more or less friendly, if mocking tone. Boychuk’s
poem is suffused with a general existential pain which pervades
many of his works in the appropriately named collection, Chas bo-
liu. It is a pain which encompasses the entire realm of consciously-
chosen sterility within the context of an existence already basically
devoid of potential for fulfillment. It also reveals a pronounced
crisis of faith; a motif which reoccurs quite often in Boychuk’s
subsequent collections, including his most recent, Podorozh z uchy-
telem (1976). Finally, Boychuk’s imagery is much more overtly
physical and sexual, which also reveals the changing nature of
perspective and accompanying change in the manner and form of
expression. Boychuk can be much more succinct by saying that
the woman has never experienced the pain of childbirth, whereas
Shevchenko still was limited by the “birds and bees” approach:

A kpyrom tebe / TBopmilOCA, POECJO, IBiIO
I mpougiraJo...

The added perspective in Boychuk’s poem, conditioned by the
element of the increased complexity of life, and simply by a time-
gap of 100 years, is the factor which emerges in seeking the essen-
tial difference in the two poems. This is not to suggest that exis-
tentially-conditioned conceptions were not being effectively ex-
pressed in much earlier times within the context of various cul-
tures. The point is that this type of expression had previously been
rather rare with the exception of a few poets in Ukrainian litera-
ture, i.e. that the tradition of modernistic expression had hitherto

7



Journal

(New York Group phase) been limited in quantity and scope due
to various political and cultural conditions.

Bohdan Rubchak, himself a member of the New York Group,
approaches the question of innovation in Ukrainian poetry from
another angle in his article on the poetry of Iurii Tarnavsky,
“Poeziia antypoezii.” He states his essential thesis at the beginning
of the article:

ITle B nmepmi poxku MuHyYJOI JeKafmH, cKakeMmo, mixx 1952-54
POKaMH, AyMmMaJiocd, 110 yKpalHChKY moe3iro Tpefa mmcaTtu
TIJIBKH KaHOHi30BaHOIO YKpalHChbKOIO MOBOIO, Crpapa, 3BH-
yailHO, He B MORepHi3Mi moesii, He B HOBATOpCTBi 3ac0GiB.
Crnpasa Tinbkm B MoBi. HoMych mymaJiocsa, LIO0 Besd YKpaiH-
CbKa 10e3is MyCHTh BUPOCTATH HA YKPAIHCHLKHX MOBHHX Tpa-
OULiAX, Ha TPAAUIiAX HAPOJNHOI UM iICTOPMYHOI MOBH, HIO Ha
HHMX BHpocJyia moe3ia Twuumnu, Bakana, Majsanroka, Jlary-
puHCBKOI, Jlecuya — 4u HABiTH JOMeXKHO MopepHHX Bapku
# AHpieBcbKoOl, KA TOXi BHCTYymHJa 3 GJIMCKYYOIO IEPIIOIO
36ipkor0.°

Rubchak then relates his own experience with writing Ukrainian
poetry, and how, in him, the process has developed:

SIx aBTOp BipmiB, A B gaJsii 3agMmKMBCA HpH eTHOrpadivyHHX
a0, CKaXXeM0 YMOBHO, — IIIeBYE€HKIBCHKHX TPaJHLiAX yKpa-
T{HCBKOI'0 MOBHOI'O CTHJIIO. AJie OCh ILI0 BaXKJIUBE: MiXK MoOiMH
[EepUINMH, IOHAILKMMH Bipmmamy, i THM, 110 g IOHINY TeNep,
— OCHOBHA MCHUXOJIOTi4HA, a To # OHTOJOriuHa pizHuua. Bo
HA CaMOMY IIOYATKY I'ATAECATHX POKIB A BipHB, 10 MYILY
mucaTH ,,IONPaBHOIO” YKPalHCHKOI0 MOBOIO, IO B YKpaiH-
CBhKill moe3ii iHaKIIOro BHXOXY MpPOCTO HEMAaE. A Temep A BH-
6upaio TpaZulifHul yKpainceKuil migxing no nmoeTnyHoi MOBH
IiJIKOM CBiJOMO, i HaBiTH YacoM JO3BOJIAIO cO0i Ha mapo-
nifHi HOTKHU muX Tpagmiii... Yac i o6cTaBUHE 3pOOHIN CBOE,
i woro He MoxkHa GyJso I mpoGyBaTH HA MOYATKY ABAALATHX
POKiB, MOXKHa BiKe GyJsi0 MpoOyBaTH Ha IIOYATKY II'ATHECH-
TuX. Bysno & 60 OCTATOYHO JOBENEHO, 110 MOXKHA IHCATH
No-yKpaiHCBhKOMY iHaKUie, 10 YKpaiHChKa MOBa, 0COOJIHBO
HapOJHa MOBa, MOXe OYTH TijbKH Ginbil a60 MEHI 3arajib-
HOIO PaMoOIO J1JI BJIACHOI MOBH.®

In the above cited passage, Rubchak stresses the factor of con-
sciousness in relation to linguistic perspective, and perhaps, herein

8 Bohdan Rubchak, “Poeziia antypoezii. Zahalni obrysy poezii Iuriia
Tarnavskoho,” Suchasnist, (April, 1968), VIII, No. 4, p. 44.
9 Ibid. p. 45.
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lies one of the most important contributions of the New York
Group.

Rubchak acknowledges two contrasting avenues leading to
creative linguistic innovation of the Ukrainian language: (1) mak-
ing the language denser, more complex and multi-faceted, or (2)
skeletonizing, simplifying, neutralizing, and making the language
more crystalline. The contrast can be concretely felt in the works
of Emma Andiievska and, in particular, early Tarnavsky. In his
first collection, Tarnavsky reveals a purely utilitarian approach to
the “word.” Words are a means of communication—telegraph
style—and hence their juxtaposition should result in the most
direct, unconvoluted message, conception or impression. For
Andiievska, and several other members of the New York Group,
the “word,” especially in poetry, acquires an enchanted, magical
quality, with a power in itself. This comprehension of the nature
of the word is very basic and pervasive in many early cultures. An
elementary example of this phenomenon may be seen in the tradi-
tional substitution of a word such as “vuiko” or uncle for “medvid”
or bear because of the fear of the potency of the original word in
conjuring up the enemy. In the beginning was the word—and
the word was magic! This sense of the enchanted word manifests
itself in poetic lines which resound like magical incantations or
religious chants. It is closely related to what has been called the
“Khlebnikov strain plus” in Andiievska’s poetry, for example,
where sense and sound are organically fused in such a way as to
almost create another dimension of perception. It is also related
—in the case of Andiievska and others in the New York Group,
as well as outside of it (for example, poets such as Lina Kostenko
and Vasyl Holoborodko), to the modernistic poetization of folk-
loristic, pagan and mythical motifs. This tendency is not unique
with the New York Group, but rather it is a continuation and
development of a phenomenon already seen in such poets as An-
tonych, who can be described as the essential link between “tradi-
tional” Ukrainian poetry and the poetry of the New York Group.

In analyzing the mythical base of Antonych’s poetry, Rubchak
stresses the vital nature of myth in poetry: “myth, to a greater
or lesser degree, must exist in poetry, for myth is poetry; it is the
root of poetry as well as its essence.” ** Antonych “in the majority
Antonych discovered his mythical well-spring in nature as did

10 B. Rubchak, “Mity metamorfoz u poezii Antonycha” Slovo, No. 2,
(New York, 1964), p. 130.

of his works completely consciously transformed his daily sur-

roundings into an elevated, fairy-tale-like, mythical existence.” 1
11 Jbid.
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many of his spiritual and literary successors within and beyond
the New York Group. “Antonych knew the mystery of the unex-
pected juxtapositions of words, which like chemical substances be-
gan to boil, ferment and explode in flame in the poetic process.” 12
This “alchemistic” vision of poetic creation has also been attri-
buted by some critics such as Emmanuil Rais to Emma Andiiev-
ska: “Many of Andiievska’s poems could be designated as un-
adulterated enchantment.”?® In the Ukrainian sphere, Andiievska’s
linguistic base transverses Svidzinsky, Tychyna, and Antonych.
She has the same divine freedom and vital coloration as well as
an unbridled sense of metaphoric conceptions.” *

Tarnavsky, in his first collection, Zhyttia v misti, obviously
chose a different path. Rubchak explains Tarnavsky’s linguistic
skeletonization as being, at least partially, a manifestation of his
wold view, and, more specifically, of the philosophical influence
of Sartrian existentialism. As already mentioned, this was a major
influence on a substantial number of the original New York Group
members, who found themselves in the predicament of not feeling
that they were able to express their most profound responses to
existential conceptions in a language which they felt to be hitherto
geared to a totally different, more or less romantic world percep-
tion. Hence, in Tarnavsky’s case, a “tragic-absurd” viston of exis-
tence could only be expressed in a linguistic form which conveyed
the tonal essence of such a vision. “It was impossible in such a
situation to allow oneself joy, or to allow oneself the ornate poetic
word; hence, the skeletal style of Tarnavsky’s first collection can
be seen from the perspective of the world view of his first collection
as a philosophical gesture, as an individual denial, an individual
asceticism.” 15

In Tarnavsky’s subsequent collections: Popoludni v Pokipsi,
Idealizovana biohrafiia, Spomyny, and Bez Espanii, there is a
noticeable change in poetic form and approach, but not in philo-
sophical vision. His world view remains basically the same: the
same existential vacuum is sensed despite emotions and experi-
ences such as love: “Shche dosi u spetsi potsilunkiv ne topytsia lid
zubiv.”*¢* And from “Lubovnyi virsh”:

12 8. Hordynsky, Introduction to Bohdan Ihor Antonych, Zibrani tvory,
(NewYork, 1967), p. 22.

13 Emmanuil Rais, “Poeziia Emmy Andiievskoi,” Suchasnist, (Febru-
ary, 1963), III, No. 2, p. 43.

14 Jbid. p. 45.
15 Rubchak, “Poeziia antypoezii...”, p. 50.
16 Turii Tarnavsky, Popoludni v Pokipsi, (New York, 1960), p. 52.

10
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¥ce mpoimuio.

CKAXKH, Jie TiJHcA CTOrOHH

B rapa4dux JIeTeHAX T'oTejo ?
TaM Telep XTOCh PO3MHHAE MOBiH
Ha OiyMxX roJsrorax Jii»ok.?

Rubchak refers to this change in Tarnavsky’s form as a ‘“‘compro-
mise with poetic language,”?®; however, it is perhaps more revela-
tory of a mellowing process, i.e. a less radically rigid approach to
poetic expression. After the first impact of existentialism and sub-
sequent attempt to convey this impact in its keenest, most clinical
form Tarnavsky seems to become aware of more linguistic and
structural possibilities. Rubchak also mentions that in the process,
Tarnavsky turns to “mythical (as well as mystical) powers of
nature in order to find an exit from the enchanted circle of hope-
lessness and melancholy of contemporary man.” ** This quest
seems to have led him closer to the Andiievska-type of word and
image perception, although the two poets remain very different.
It has been said that, to a certain extent, Andiievska escaped into
her mythical world of enchantment, shaped by a child-like percep-
tion from the pain and melancholy expressed in her first collection,
Poezii.

Tarnavsky has been described as an “internationalizer” of the
Ukrainian language, and a poet with the fewest recognizable liter-
ary predecessors. His early works are easily translatable, making
their universal message more easily accessible to world literature.
His skeletonization of the language can be considered an innova-
tive feature in the development of Ukrainian literature, revelatory
of the influence of English/American literature (E. Pound, etc.).
This form of innovation is sometimes seen as a factor of linguistic
competence and flexibility. Obviously, there exists a formidable
range of linguistic competence among members of the New York
Group itself, which is reflected in the linguistic simplicity or com-
plexity produced. However, it must be remembered that linguistic
simplicity may also be deliberately selected—as in the case of
Tarnavsky, whose linguistic competence cannot be questioned. As
Rubchak writes:

Ta cnpaBa B TOMYy, 0 TapHaBCHKHMI BiAKpUB HaM aJjbTep-
HATHBY, AKY, 10 pedYi, BAKOPUCTOBYIOTh HAHMOJIOAMII IT0eTH,
aK och Outer KoBepko, 1m0 iM 3 6araTh0X IpPUYMH BUTiAHiIIE

17 Ibid. p. 68.
18 Rubchak, “Poeziia antypoezii...”, p. 50.

11
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nucaTH Ao6py yKpaiHCBKY moe3iio HaMoroseHimoro, HalcKe-
JICTHIIOIO YKpaiHCBKOIO MOBOIO, He 3Maraiouucs 3 ii opra-
HIYHOIO TPYAHicTIO.!?

Similarly, there is a range of linguistic competence among elements
of the readership. Thus, charges of elitism based on linguistic
complexity sometimes levelled against poets such as Andiievska
might only be a reflection of the linguistic stagnation of the
readership.

Although it may be said that Tarnavsky has few literary pre-
decessors, especially as seen in his approach to the Ukrainian
language, existentialist themes had previously been poetically ex-
pressed, for example, in the works of Vadym Lesych, who along
with Vasyl Barka can be loosely described as “spiritual forerun-
ners” of the New York Group of poets. A sense of isolation and
alienation of the human spirit is apparent in some of his works:

Bypuit nuM — i okpyriia, MOB I'1L0G, [TIOPOKHEYA.,
Jum Big KocTpyOaTHX KiCTAKIB KUTTA,

1110 TIONEJIiIOTh.

IlopoxHeya, fKa UeKa€ Ha IIOBHOTY.

...IleprameH mam’ari
3alllesiecTiB

IIiCKOM PO3GHTHX J3e€pPKAJI
Yy po3cHmaHil mycTHHi.?

Within the scope of his collections, Lesych also alternated his
linguistic style. In one of his later collections, Kamiani luny
(1964), Lesych “in Elliot-fashion tries to simplify the poetic lan-
guage to its most essential state, to purify it from baroque influ-
ences, he even utilizes metaphor only as scaffolding for ideas or
experiences of a deeply metaphysical nature.” #

As has already been mentioned, Lesych is considered one of
the most recent spiritual forerunners of the New York Group of
poets. Hence, it is not unusual to find similar explorations and
thematic considerations in his works. However, it is important to
realize that the New York Group was grounded in tradition to a
much greater extent than many of the members were consciously
aware of and appreciated. For example, in Tarnavsky’s Zhyttia
v misti, there is a poem entitled “Samota” in which the oftentimes
pervasive emptiness and loneliness of the sexual act is expressed:

19 Ibid. p. 46.

20 Bohdan Boychuk and Bohdan Rubchak, eds., Koordynaty, II, (New
York, 1969), p. 112.

21 JIbid. p. 107.
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IBOE B M’IKOMY JILKKY,
AKI OOTOPKAIOTHCA GiIMMHU KHUBOTAMHU
i cHaTh pisHi cHu...?

Antonych wrote a poem in 1935 entitled “Baliada pro blakytnu
smert” in which a similar sentiment or modernistic vision is ex-
pressed:

Ha nixkko — 4oBeH po3KoImi # HyAbI'H KOXaHHI,
cimae MumIa MicAyHa —— IIHHIYHA H Kyna,

i Tizmo 3 TiIOM TicHO cnleTeHi BOCTaHHE

B HECHTHX CKOpuax GoJro I HacoJIofu B'IOTHCA.?

The two poems are not written in the same style or form; however,
Antonych’s poem contradicts the idea that “modernistic” themes
such as alienation existent within heterosexual relations were not
being expressed in Ukrainian quite successfully prior to the emer-
gence of the New York Group.

Hryhorii Kostiuk, in an article entitled “Z litopysu literatur-
noho zhyttia v diiaspori,” refers to a fundamental artistic conffict
or difference between previous Ukrainian emigre writers, for ex-
ample the MUR (Mystetskyi Ukrainskyi Rukh) group in the im-
mediate post-war period—the group to which such people as Le-
sych, Barka, and Lyman belonged—and the New York Group. He
suggests that the MUR group members all had the same esthetic
principles, whereas with the New York Group, there arose a “new
comprehension of beauty.” It is likely that this conception is re-
lated to what earlier in the paper was referred to as a change or
expansion in perspective, a phonemenon which critics almost al-
ways categorize in terms of “isms”. In this connection, it is in-
teresting to cite a definition of “cubism” found in the Princeton
Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics:

While retaining concrete forms and living entities as subject
matter, they (the cubists) appeared to reduce them to simpli-
fied or stylized geometric patterns. But Apollinaire, better
than the critics, understood that dehumanization and the dis-
tortion of reality, which resulted from a new concept of beau-
ty 2* were in effect investing geometry with a fourth dimen-
sion.. The Cubist Painters explained the united effort of the
poet and painter to renew nature’s appearances and to convey

22 Jurii Tarnavsky, Zhyttia v misti, (New York, 1956), p. 6.
23 Antonych, Zibrani tvory, p. 170.
24 My emphasis.
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the inner sense rather than the outer forms of reality, thereby
stretching the limits of human imagination.?®

The conception of conveying the inner sense of reality was already
discussed in the previously-cited article by Shevelov in which
modernism in poetry was analyzed. The new concept of beauty
attributed to the New York Group of poets by Kostiuk is this
attempt to “stretch the limits of human imagination,” whether
through the prism of cubism, surrealism, or whatever “ism” one
experiences and expresses. It is interesting to observe how, within
the scope of Andiievska criticism, her work has been variously
described as surrealistic, super-surrealistic (Derzhavyn), cubistic,
grotesque, imbued with a child-like perception, Chagall-like, etc.
Derzhavyn refers to Andiievska as the founder of Ukrainian sur-
realism,?® although Iurii Dyvnych qualifies this assertion by refer-
ring to the beginnings of Ukrainian surrealism as being evident
in the works of Svidzinsky, Osmachka, Antonych and Barka.?
Dyvnych is correct in pointing out that these various “isms” did
not find their initial expression in the poetry of the New York
Group. However, many, if not all members of the New York Group,
in contrast to their literary predecessors, did have the opportunity
to live within—or to some degree internalize elements of other
cultures, especially Spanish, German, Italian, and French. Boy-
chuk in his Terem article mentions the influence of such people
as Kafka, Camus, Neruda, Lorca and Sartre. The New York Group
of poets were able to experience and absorb the fruits of these
various cultures, observe and sense how the various “isms” were
expressed in them, in a way which previous Ukrainian writers
could not.

Emmanuil Rais, in his article “Kliasytsyzm i modernizm v
ukrainskii poezii,” writes:

CrpaBai MOXKHa, CKa3aTH, 110 YKPaiHCBKY JIIOOUHY NOTATHY-
JI0 ,,Ha TpocTip Iupoxkui”’. B TiM nepeauyTTi nmoerie MoOXKHA
nepenbavaTi 6JIM3BKICTh ITOYATKY BCECBiTHBO-iCTOPHYHOI po-
Ji Ta 3Ha4YeHHA yKpaiHcbKoro Hapony. HemaJsio MoTuBiB na-
JIeKHX KpaiH, ajie 6aYeHHX B:Ke He 3 eK30THMYHOI flaJiediHi,
a B Oe3rmocepefHBOMY KOHTAKTI 3 IX 4acTo HeGJIATOPONHOIO

25 Alex Preminger, ed., Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics,
(Princeton, 1974), p. 174.

26 V. Derzhavyn, “Iz siurrealistychnykh shukan u poezii,” Vyzvolnyi
shliakh (November, 1958), V, No. 11, pp. 1303-1305.

27 Ju. Dyvnych, “Novyny do desiatylittia molodoi poezii za kordonom,”
Lysty do pryiateliv, (New York, 1965), XIII, No. 5, 6, 7, pp. 49-54.
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JificHicTIO Ta rynOOKe NPOHMKHEHHS B ICHXIKY YY)KHUX Ha-

poniB, 3Haxonumo i B Jlecuua, i B FOpia TapHaBchKoOrO, i ¥
Bipu Bosk.?®

This added dimension gave members of the New York Group the
opportunity to expand their perspective in a unique way, especi-
ally in creatively expressing a Ukrainian perspective, but enriched
by vision through the spectrum of other cultures: an added dimen-
sion of universality.

Rais mentions Tarnavsky and Vira Vovk as expressing this
expanded trans-cultural perspective. This element plus several
others mentioned in this paper can also be seen in the works of
Zhenia Vasylkivska who, thus far, has published only one collec-
tion of poetry, Korotki viddali (1959). Vasylkivska’s artistic re-
lationship with nature is reminiscent of Antonych in that in her
portrayal of nature, she utilizes a device which is opposite to that
of personification, wherein the human element is transformed into
an aspect of nature.

YacoM mpupoaa cTaé TaKOK OJIU3bKOIO, 1110 BacuibKiBehka
TO-pOMaHTHYHOMY sgKHaHIinbHillle 3B’'A3y€ 3 HEO i CBOIO
TBOpPYicTh i cBOIO 0OcobGuCTiCTh... HacTo Ile B3a€MHEHHA IpH-
ponu 3 moesi€l0 JOXOAHUTH JO TOTO, IO B Bipmax 3ByYaTh
OaxaHHA JIipu4HOI repoiHi ¢ismyHO NepeBTiNIOBATHCA B ABH-
113 OPHUPOAH...2*

Her images of nature are often wild and chaotic and often reflect
the jungle of the subconscious:

I u1o6 xutu rombuie, CHOKifiHilIe, moBHille, Bce B JIFOAUHI
MYCHUTh 3aHYPUTHChb B Iiell OKeaH 3ejleHi, IHaKme KaXy4H,
JIIOJMHA MYCHUTDb BiJKPDHTH CBOIO HifCBifjoMicTr — Bifi3epka-
JIEHHS IIPUPOAHN — i yepraTy 3 Hel He3rJIMOUMIi JKHUTTETBOPYI
CHJIH.3?

The conception of the subconscious as a reflection of primordial
nature is interesting with respect to Vasylkivska because much of
her nature imagery has a certain surrealistic quality which is tra-
ditionally linked to the primordial world of the subconscious:

28 Emmanuil Rais, “Kliasytsyzm i modernizm v ukrainskii poezii,” Te-
rem, (March, 1966), No. 2, p. 29.

29 Bohdan Boychuk and Bohdan Rubchak, eds., Koordynaty, II, p. 338.
30 Bohdan Rubchak, ‘“Mity metamorfoz u poezii Antonycha,” p. 131.
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Cuonu nip coHLeM pO3TONMJIHCH —
HIXTO He CIIMHHT...

CrepeHo, HaB3AOTIH cTebeIbLAM,
Tede KayuHa. (,,JKHmBa’)3?

Vasylkivska’s poetry also has a fairy-tale, magical quality, often
fused with folkloristic motifs, with its bewitching, chanting lines.
In the poem “Utoplena”, certain features of Vasylkivska’s style
combine to produce a truly imaginative and effective poem:

3epHaMu mafaec
cpibso 3 ouelt —
B YOpHi# KpuHHLI
cpibao 3zifige.

B ropax, mig xameHem,
Bedip 3acTHr...

B xmapax — ckpuBagJieHi
BigOUTKH Hir.

IInaxToro, BOBHOIO

He6O TOpUTH

B rupiax Ge3BOgHHUX —
G6e3pubHa CiTh.

ITeTnamu, BY3JIHKOM,
IYMKa — CJIMMAaK —
DHUTHCA 1KJ1AMH
TUKHUX coDaK.

ITorsnian osinBOIO
JIJIETBCA B Bigpo.
Koso kpununi
MPUBHA MPOHIIOB.%

On one level, the subject of this poem could be considered tradi-
tional: a drowning victim, most likely a suicide; this element being
revealed by the crying of the victim in the first stanza. Such a
theme is not uncommon in Ukrainian literature. The reason for
this particular suicide is unclear. In traditional verse, the reason
would be explicitly stated: a young girl deceived and abandoned,
a lost love, etc. Here the reason is divulged neither explicitly nor

31 Bohdan Boychuk and Bohdan Rubchak, eds., Koordynaty, II, p. 341.
32 Ibid. pp. 341-342.
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implicitly. As Shevelov wrote, In contemporary poetry, the role of
the unspoken word has increased. This poem has the quality of
conjuring or bewitching, especially in a stanza such as

ITeTsiaMu, BY3JIHKOM,
AYMKa — CJIHMAK -—
iXXuThbCa iKJIAMH
ITHKHX CODaK.

It is as if a charm were being cast, yet it simultaneously reveals
the “bewitched” state of mind of the suicide. The first and final
stanzas paint surrealistic images of a very vivid nature:

3epnamu magae cpibsno 3 oueH
Iloryian oJMBOIO JIIETHCA B Bifpo.

Vasylkivska organically combines these various elements of poetic

expression, revealing a unique and very individualistic world-
perception.

Another member of the New York Group who has had the
opportunity to express an expanded perspective, especially an ex-
panded transcultural perspective, is Patrytsiia Kylyna. Almost all
criticism written about the work of this poet focuses upon the
mythopoetic, archetypal nature of her poetry. Kylyna’s uniqueness
as a member of the group lies in the fact that she was born in
America of American parentage and learned the Ukrainian lan-
guage already as an adult. This factor alone gives her poetry a
different dimension, and provides a most interesting “case study”
for one who undertakes to analyze the New York Group phenome-
non. In experimental, scientific terminology, she might be con-
sidered a kind of control factor through which one might be able
to filter out various aspects of the group’s integral characteristics.
Rubchak, in describing Kylyna’s work, wrote:

Jna HMarpunii Kununaw o6pa3HicTs He € TibKH 3ac060M ca-
MHM y cobi i aia cebe, aHi He € BHKJIIOYHO 3a.c06G0OM TBOpPEH-
HA €CTEeTHYHOTO YH IICHMXO0JIOriyHOro Stimmung, AK Lie 4acTo
TPaIIAEThCA, HAIIPHKJIA, Y YUCTHX cloppeaJiicTiB. Xou oguH
i mpyruii (a ocobsmBo apyruit!) dakropu Ge3yMOBHO rpa-
I0Th B il TBOPYOCTi 3HAYHY pOJIIO, BUGATJIHBA OOPA3HiCTH MO-
€TecH Mae€ Nepil 3a Bce IIIKOM MiToJsoriuxi 3aBganHsa. Bona
Mae€ ,,O9yAHIOBATH" ... 60 ,,0Ka3KOBYBaTH ... AificHicTh, UM
BigmaJidiodmca Bif IOJEeHHOCTH HE I[iJIKOM, a HACTiJIBLKH,
11100 MOT'TH CIOCTepPiraTh ABUINA JIOACLKOIO iCHyBaHHSA 3 HO-
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BHX, HaBiTh HeCNORiBaHWUX, NepPCHEeKTHB. ,IJlepecTpoirmu’
CBOE€ CBIiTOBiAYMYBaHHA Ha MITHYHHH JIAX, HOETECA MOKe IIO-
HOBOMY CIIpHHMAaTH cebe T4 CBOE OTOYEHH:A, IO-HOBOMY 3pO-
3yMiTH CBiff CTOCYHOK [0 BeecBiTy.??

Rubchak discovers two types of myth in Kylyna’s poetry: the
“open” myth or myth based upon obvious connections with the
real world, as well as those myths based upon established sources,
and the “hidden myths” which are autonomous creations of the
poet. The first type of myth is the Jungian archetypal myth and
derives from the “collective substratum.” The second type is per-
haps more a product of the intellect. Kylyna has been described
as a poet-philosopher, an inclination which might explain the pos-
sibility for the existence of both types of myth in her poetry.

Kylyna’s portrayal of the nature-man relationship, unlike that
of Antonych, reveals an existentially tragic disjunction or discon-
tinuity instead of a natural fusion between the two. Man is sepa-
rated from nature through the possession of thought-conscious
processes which, because they encourage a constant changeability
within man and give him a greater opportunity for freedom, also
evoke an existential fear when he confronts the unchangeability
of nature. It is the “melancholy of instability” which is a part of
the human condition and which sends man on the quest to find
some sort of anchor such as archetypal myth, in which he attempts
to discover continuity.

Kylyna’s imagery is often based on similes which allow for
parallels between the well-known and the very strange. Some of
her verbal juxtapositions seem exceptionally strange due to her
unique relationship with the language. One of her most interesting
poems from the first collection, Trahediia dzhmeliv (1960), is
entitled “Case History” in which a young girl brings the skull of
a cow into the house and places it on the dinner table:

i Bigkpuna dapryx, mob ciM’i morazaru
yepen KOPOBH 3 PO3[ABJIEHHM HOCOM.
Ha Hporo musnsacs ciM’a mangkaHa # im Jouka
CcKa3aJa:
»»s1 BCIOJM HIYKAJIA,
Ta HIiYOro Kpaioro He 3Habmija’.

And later, a very vivid image:

33 Bohdan Rubchak, “Mity chuzhynky,” Suchasnist, (February, 1968),
No. 2, p. 44.
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MaTu B3sJ1a yepen Bifg 6aThbKa, H ITOKJIAJA HOro

Ha cTiJj, 6ing Muckm mominopis

Koy BoHA mpHKpamaJjia po3buUTi porH IeTpyIIKOIO,
yei emignues

This poem expresses man’s confrontation with mortality and dra-
matizes his immediate unnatural reaction. The poem is somewhat
reminiscent of a poem by Vasyl Holoborodko, entitled “Hlechyk
na stoli”:

Hac 3a cTosoM cuuuTth TpoOE.
IIpunecsia MaTH BOAY B IJIEYHKY
3 OJIAKATHUM GOKOM —

XTOCk IIMATOK Heba Ipuiinme! —
ITocTaBuia Ha cTOJII.

¥Y3aB onquH — XOTiB HAITHTHCH —
IIOCTABUB,

y34B APYrHH — i IIOCTABUB,

y34B 1

3arJIFHYB Y I'VIEYHK —

PpHOKOIO IOIIHUBJIO MOE OKO

aXX TaM He BOJa KPHHHYHA

a Kpos!

MaTtu: yom He m'eTe?

(cxa3aB)

Hy, Togi migu na monuit kBitu
KOJIO XaTH.3®

Holoborodko’s poem is more obscure; however, the two poems
have certain basic similarities: the blood in the jug on the table
is a part of man and represents his mortality as does the skull of
the cow. But the flowers of the natural world have no fear of this
substance. For them, it is just another liquid. Their lack of con-
sciousness in the human sense precludes the basic fear of mortality.
They cannot operate with symbols, and thus are not subject to
existential fears.

It is interesting to note each poet’s choice of symbols: Kylyna,
being from the American West, chooses the skull of a cow, whereas
Holoborodko chooses the very Ukrainian “hlechyk” or jug con-
taining blood.

34 Patrytsiia Kylyna, Trahediia Dzhmeliv, (New York, 1960), p. 23.
35 Vasyl Holoborodko, Letiuche vikontse, (Baltimore, 1970), p. 55.
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Perhaps the best illustration of the potency and effectiveness
of Kylyna’s work can be seen in the poema, “Plach na smert
Antoniia Risa Pastora,” a poetic eulogy for a bullfighter, where
one finds such images as: -

Pir 6uxa, HeMOB OJIHCKAaBKa, BAAPAE TBOI IpynH
i posinenJiroe KepeBO TBOTO cepls

Pir HeMOB KOpiHb pO3MIENIIIOE KAMiHb TBOTO
cepa.se

As seen in these lines, Kylyna often observes and expresses the
same object or act in different ways from different perspectives,
thus giving her works added dimension in their entirety:

HepeBo € cUTO U1 MiIKOI MyKH
COHIA
Bono € cits,

yepe3 AKY BTIKa€ IJIAHKTOH
IITAMIOK

Bono € ry6ka, axka B mijuni
OOJIMHHU KMBHTHCA TiHAMH.

(,,[AepeBo’’)*’

Kylyna has both an advantage and disadvantage as a result of
her background: she has the possibility of creating fresh images
within the context of Ukrainian literature without having first to
break through the mesh of traditional imagery, yet her “feeling”
for the language is not that of a native Ukrainian or emigré writer.
Hence, her linguistic juxtapositions are often almost excessively
strange to the point of being strained.

In terms of intentional linguistic experimentation within the
New York Group, Marco Carynnyk can be described as a represen-
tative of this current. He, perhaps of all the New York Group
poets, has a certain kind of poetic distance which allows him to
experiment in a purely technical way—more perhaps than other
poets in whom a greater spontaneity precludes such conscious ex-
perimentation. Carynnyk’s poems relate common human occur-
rences and problems without benefit of ornamentation or profound
image-creation:

36 Bohdan Boychuk and Bohdan Rubchak, eds., Koordynaty, II, pp.
425-430.

37 Patrytsiia Kylyna, Trahedia Dzhmeliv, (New York, 1960), p. 25.
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CaMOTHA JaBKa

B CIyCTOIIEHOMY TapKYy.
Temui nepeBa

mig TeMHinIHM HeGOM.
Ha xoJjronniil Tpasi
TBOE TeILJIE TiJIO.
CxpuTuii micans

aX 10 3aTbMapeHHA
TBOIM BOJIOCCAM.®

Thus, a fragment of life almost as if recorded without poetic aspi-
rations but with a certain stark effectiveness is recreated. Caryn-
nyk in his later efforts is said to have attempted to transplant
American concrete poetry and anti-poetry into Ukrainian linguistic
soil, an effort which increases the gap between the element of
spontaneity and the “product” of creativity.*®

I think that it is evident that since 1954, elements of innova-
tion have indeed emerged in some of the poetry of some members
of the New York Group of poets. It also appears that everyone,
including the members themselves, now has a more realistic per-
ception of their work: they can now see more elements of conti-
nuity in their own work flowing from literary predecessors within
the scope of Ukrainian literature. The youthful zeal has mellowed
into a more productive state which allows them to be more creative
in their increased awareness. Certain illusions of being “new Co-
lumbuses” have faded.

Bohdan Rubchak, in article entitled “Pro ‘inshe’, te same i
tym podibne,” which bears some resemblance to Shevelov’s earlier
mentioned article, in comparing several poems, writes at one point:
“...dlia mystetskoi virnosti, treba deformuvaty (ia voliiu re-formu-
vaty) ‘tsyvilizovanu’ movu, shchob vidkhylyty ii vid zvychnykh,
utertykh linii shchodennoi komunikatsii...” ¢ The contribution of
the New York Group of poets can be most significantly found in
just this form.

University of Toronto

38 Bohdan Boychuk and Bohdan Rubchak, eds. Koordynaty, II, p. 446.

39 Ibid. p. 444.

40 Bohdan Rubchak, “Pro ‘inshe’, te same i tym podibne,” Suchasnist,
(December, 1975), No. 12, p. 50.
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Orest T. Martynowych

THE UKRAINIAN SOCIALIST MOVEMENT IN CANADA
1900—1918

v

Between February, 1912 and August, 1916, the leadership of
the Federation and control of Robotchyi Narod passed from the
hands of men like Stechishin and Krat into those of younger, more
radical men. The small minority of radical activists who came to
Canada after 1910 differed from their predecessors who had arrived
at the turn of the century. In general they were from an economi-
cally more underprivileged stratum of rural society. About ten years
younger (born in the early 1890s) and recent arrivals, they had
some recollection of events such as the 1902 agrarian strike in
which over 100,000 peasants and agrarian labourers participated,
and may have participated in the struggle for electoral reforms.
Unlike their predecessors they had had the opportunity to partici-
pate in organizations such as Sich and had been introduced to
social democratic principles in student groups and in the trade
union movement where Ukrainian Social Democrats were active.*¢

The “new men” were much more narrowly realistic and not
prone to flights of visionary romanticism. As more experienced
activists, organizers and speakers they moved about the country
and often went into the United States to organize Ukrainian, Rus-
sian and other Slavic workers. This provided them with a much
greater opportunity to establish contacts with a variety of socialist
parties and exposed them to the ideas of socialist theoreticians
who were either unknown or of peripheral interest to their pre-
decessors.

The condition of the Canadian economy facilitated their as-
cent. Railroad construction and mining reached their peak in the
years preceding the war. Thousands of Ukrainian immigrants
swelled the ranks of the Canadian proletariat and performed the
most menial and unrewarding tasks. Depression and the outbreak
of war deprived most of them of even this type of employment. In

46 A number of “peasant politicians” were active in Canada. Hryhorii
Tkachuk, the western organizer for the U.S.D.P. in 1915, was an elo-
quent orator who had played an active role in Sich and distinguished
himself as an organizer for the Radical Party. Mykola Korzh, the
U.S.D.P representative to the Ukrainian socialist organizations in the
U.S.A,, had been an active peasant radical in Galicia for twelve years
and had been nominated to run for a seat in the Galician Diet. Popovych
and Navizivsky had been members of socialist student groups in high
school. See Robotchyi Narod, June 9, 1915; November 25, 1915.
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these circumstances the reformism of the S.D.P.C. and the roman-
tic adventurism of men like Krat became the objects of severe
criticism. A drastic and radical solution was sought.

Three power struggles occurred within the Ukrainian socialist
movement during this period. As a result, many of the founding
members of the F.U.S.D.C. left the socialist movement. They
thereby paved the way for “new men” such as Matvii Popovych,
Ivan Navizivsky, Danylo Lobai and others to take control of the
movement.

The first struggle pitted Krat and Evhen Volodin against Ste-
chishin and Holowacky. Krat and Volodin claimed that Stechishin
was attempting to impose a personal dictatorship over the party:
he was editor of the party organ, secretary of the executive com-
mittee, and a prominent member of the “Council of Seven.” +* Krat
also insisted that funds collected by the “Council of Seven” could
be appropriated for the benefit of the Federation. Ukrainian
workers led by a well organized and enlightened socialist party in
Canada could make significant contributions to the struggle for
Ukrainian social emancipation and national liberation regardless
of the fact that they were thousands of miles away from the scene
of the struggle. Stechishin, who believed that the Sichinsky fund
should not be used for the benefit of anyone but Sichinsky, re-
sponded by accusing Krat and Volodin of adventurism and of
tampering with community funds. In September, 1912, Stechishin
resigned from the F.U.S.D.C. and published a “Confession” in the
Ukrainian Voice.*®* He claimed that after collecting and contribut-
ing $2,200.00 to Sichinsky’s escape in November, 1911, the “Coun-
cil of Seven” continued to collect funds and established a “Fund
for the defence of Sichinsky” (who was still a fugitive). By August,
1912, $2,135.00 had been collected for this fund. Sichinsky re-
ceived only $400.00. Of the remaining $1,735.00, $325 had been
invested in Robotchyi Narod; $400 had been paid to fund col-
lectors and organizers as a ‘“‘commission”; Volodin had received a
$60 salary for his services as treasurer; $150 had been loaned to
the Federation and another $100 had been loaned to individual
members of the Federation. Although Volodin was disciplined by
the Federation, the movement received its share of unfavourable
publicity.*® Membership tumbled.

47 Robotchyi Narod, September 11, 1912.

48 Ukrainskyi Holos, September 25, October 2, 1912. Also see article by
0. Reviuk, “Zaiava”, Ukrainskyi Holos, 24 September, 1, 8, 15 October,
1913.

49 Volodin seems to have been the guilty party. He was also involved in
real estate business, and was expelled from the party for giving funds
to “conservatives”’ [?]. See Robotchyi Narod, February 28, 1916.
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After Stechishin’s resignation, the Federation experienced two
years of chaos. Ivan Navizivsky, one of the ‘“new men”, became
editor of Robotchyi Narod from April, 1912 until September, 1913.
When he announced his intention to resign, the Federation ap-
pealed to Ukrainian Social Democrats in Europe to send an editor.
The Federation hoped to attract Ivan Hylka (M. Melenevsky),
P. Tuchapsky, O. Skoropys-Ioltukhovsky or Volodymyr Levynsky.
Although the services of these prominent men could not be se-
cured, the Ukrainian Social Democratic Party of Galicia and Bu-
kovina sent Evhen Hutsailo to Winnipeg. Hutsailo remained in
Canada for only six months before returning to Galicia in January,
1914. He was succeeded as editor by Ivan Stefanicky who served
until June, 1914. As a result of Stechishin’s revelations, many rural
branches in Manitoba and Saskatchewan folded, while the execu-
tive was transferred to Montreal, where it remained from Novem-
ber, 1912 until January, 1914. Andrii Dmytryshyn and Ivan Hnyda,
two radical young men who had arrived recently, were prominent
in the Montreal-based executive. In January, 1914, an eastern
regional convention of the F.U.S.D.C. decided to change the or-
ganization’s name to the Ukrainian Social Democratic Party
(U.S.D.P.) and to transfer the executive back to Winnipeg. After
a referendum these resolutions were accepted. An executive led by
Ivan Hnyda and Mykola Ieremiichuk moved to Winnipeg.

There were some important developments during these two
years. Increasingly Robotchyi Narod printed articles and reports
written by leading European Ukrainian Social Democrats and re-
printed translations of articles from emigré Russian Social Demo-
cratic publications. In 1912, a Russian branch of the S.D.P.C. was
organized in Winnipeg. Representatives of the branch occasionally
contributed articles to Robotchyi Narod.’® In 1912, the Russian
and Ukrainian branches invited Grigorii Bieloussov, a Russian
Social Democratic member of the Second Duma sent into Siberian
exile by the Tsarist government, to speak in Winnipeg. The first
Ukrainian translations of Marx’s Communist Manifesto to appear
in Canada were also printed in Robotchyi Narod during this period.

In October, 1914, the second power struggle began, this time
between Krat and the “new men”. With the outbreak of the world
war, many Ukrainians began to foresee the imminent demise of the
Austro-Hungarian and Russian Empires, and, as a consequence,
the “resurrection of Ukraine.” ** On August 4, 1914, a “Union for

50 In September, 1913, Volodin and Sanin, both Russians, were on the edi-
torial staff,
51 Robotchyi Narod, September 26, 1914.
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the Liberation of Ukraine” was organized on the territory of the
Austrian Empire as a non-class political representation of all Ukrai-
nians in the Russian Empire. It was organized by an emigré faction
of the U.S.D.W.P. which included a number of Krat’s former
acquaintances from his days in Spilka. Almost simultaneously,
Krat organized Samostiina Ukraina (Society for an Independent
Ukraine) in Edmonton, and, after arriving in Winnipeg, began to
call for a united front of all those Ukrainians in Canada who
wanted an independent Ukrainian republic, regardless of their class
and religious affiliation.’? To complicate matters, he also an-
nounced his intention to study theology at Manitoba College, a
Presbyterian institution, and proceeded to work on the editorial
staff of the Ukrainian Presbyterian paper Ranok (The Morning)
while also editing Robotchyi Narod.®® If the thought of a Social
Democrat preaching from a Presbyterian pulpit aroused indigna-
tion, Krat’s apparent repudiation of the doctrine of class struggle
seemed sacrilegious to the ‘“new men”. Moreover, since some
workers began to confuse the U.S.D.P. with Samostiina Ukraina,
and preferred to devote themselves to the latter,>* a referendum
was conducted by the party late in 1914, The referendum repudi-
ated any co-operation with non-proletarian, non-farmer organiza-
tions. Krat reconciled himself with this decision because, in the
meantime, he had become thoroughly disenchanted with the op-
portunism of the “Union for the Liberation of Ukraine” and other
groups which pinned their hopes for Ukrainian political liberation

52 Ibid., September 9, 1914.

53 Krat’s decision to join the Presbyterians was not completely inconsistent
with his socialist principles. The founders of Ukrainian Radicalism, espe-
cially Drahomanov and Pavlyk, had always thought that Protestantism
would provide the type of secular spirit which the priest-ridden Ukrai-
nian peasantry needed. See Drahomanov’s correspondence with Pavlyk,
especially for the years 1890-93. In Canada, the movement which finally
resulted in the conversion of a number of Ukrainian congregations to
Presbyterianism was initially led by men who identified themselves as
“Radicals,” and who attracted men of similar outlook. Moreover, Win-
nipeg, prior to the outbreak of war, was the home of the most prominent
Methodist and Presbyterian exponents of the Social Gospel. J. S. Woods-
worth, Salem Bland, C. W. Gordon and one of Krat's professors at
Manitoba College, J. W. McMillan, all lived in Winnipeg. Finally, on
two major issues, Ukrainian Protestants and Socialists in Canada were
in perfect accord. Both groups were concerned with social problems,
with the alleviation of basic everyday human needs. Secondly, both
groups repudiated the narrow, exclusive, socially apathetic conception
of Ukrainian nationality, based on a regimen of ‘‘compulsory” ideas and
a cult of “sacred national traits,” to which the Ukrainian Catholic
clergy, and some influential laymen subscribed. Excerpts from Draho-
manov’s Chudatski dumky pro ukrainsku natsionalnu spravu had been
published by the Ukrainian Freethinkers’ Society in Winnipeg, in 1908.

54 Robotchyi Narod, October 15, 1914.
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on German and Austrian “goodwill”. Krat was convinced that only
a social revolution which was the work of the oppressed Ukrainian
worker and peasant masses could bring social emancipation, na-
tional liberation, enlightenment and unobstructed cultural develop-
ment for the Ukrainian people.>® Yet, the revolution, “that eternal
goddess of justice... the liberator of nations,” ¢ which Krat impa-
tiently awaited, was not to be brought about in the manner en-
visioned by orthodox social democrats. While the “new men” were
proletarian internationalists who believed the revolution could be
brought about by the combined effort of the working classes and
socialist parties of all nations, Krat claimed that “..before our
very eyes, socialists of the ruling nations refuse to grant full re-
cognition of national rights to socialists in oppressed nations...”
Thus, while calling for social revolution, Krat would not concede
that the interests of the Ukrainian toiling masses could be satisfied
by foreign socialists acting on their behalf.

Although he remained a party member and editor of Ro-
botchyi Narod, Krat’s days in the U.S.D.P. were numbered. His
association with the Presbyterians incited the militants, and after
party secretary Mykola Ieremiichuk, who was prepared to tolerate
Krat, was interned at the Brandon detention camp, the new execu-
tive asked for and received Krat’s resignation from Robotchyi Na-
rod in January, 1916. In August, 1916, Krat was expelled from the
party. Danylo Lobai and Matvii Popovych, two of the most active
“new men”, replaced him as editors. Within a few months, Ivan
Navizivsky became the administrator of Robotchyi Narod. The
paper and the party passed squarely into the hands of the “new
men.”

A third power struggle took place as an extension of the sec-
ond one. In February, 1915, Ivan Stefanicky began to publish Svi-
doma Syla (Conscious Strength), a newspaper which he renamed
Robitnyche Slovo (The Workers’ Word) in 1916. Although a ref-
erendum conducted among all U.S.D.P. branches condemned the
appearance of a second socialist publication, the new weekly, pub-
lished in Toronto, began to expand rapidly at a time when Robo-
tchyi Narod could barely survive as a monthly. Popovych, unlike
Krat and Ieremiichuk, was not prepared to tolerate the new
weekly and did everything in his power to eliminate it.*® The sec-

55 Ibid., October 8, 1914.

56 Ibid., October 15, 1915.

57 Ibid., October 8, 1914,

58 Early in 1917, Popovych demonstrated that a number of Stefanicky’s
editorials were plagiarized translations of articles appearing in the
Anglo-Canadian press.
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ond party convention held on 16-23 August, 1917, expelled Stefa-
nicky and Ieremiichuk for a period of three months for under-
mining working class and party solidarity. Four months later, Ste-
fanicky and Krat, who had moved to Toronto, organized a Ukrai-
nian Immigrants Aid Committee. In one of its first declarations,
the Committee criticized Bolshevik intentions to conclude peace
with Germany. Rather than being an expression of ultra-radicalism,
the declaration reflected Krat’s anxiety at the thought of western
Ukraine being left out of the social revolution which had swept
across eastern Ukraine; he feared western Ukraine would not be
liberated from the “tyrannous yoke” of the Austrian monarchy.
The conffict between the editors of both papers lasted until Sep-
tember 27, 1918, when both papers were padlocked.

The basic differences between the two papers centered on
their evaluation of the Ukrainian Revolution. While Robitnyche
Slovo supported the Ukrainian Central Rada, composed of Ukrai-
nian Social Democrats, Social Revolutionaries, and other demo-
cratic and liberal parties, Robotchyi Narod had gradually gravi-
tated toward the Bolsheviks. The Bolsheviks had toppled the Rus-
sian Provisional Government, which had waged an aggressive im-
perialist war, recognized Ukrainian autonomy very grudgingly, and
neglected the work of social reform. Moreover, Lenin had promised
to recognize the right of national self-determination. The editors
of Robotchyi Narod accepted these promises at face value. When
the Central Rada failed to adopt a clear agrarian policy and re-
fused to allow Bolshevik troops to cross Ukrainian territory in
order to confront General Kaledin’s White Armies, Robotchyi Na-
rod concluded that the Central Rada must be “bourgeois” and that
it could not possibly be motivated by a desire to “...defend Ukrai-
nian rights since the Bolsheviks have already recognized these
[rights]...”s®

\Y%

The Ukrainian socialist movement in Canada increasingly
came under the influence of the Bolsheviks after the outbreak of
war. In December, 1914, Robotchyi Narod printed the Bolshevik
reply to Emil Vandervelde’s plea asking all Russian Socialists to
join the battle against Prussian Junkerdom by supporting the
Tsarist war effort. A month later, an article entitled “Comrade
Lenin on Ukrainian Independence” appeared. The article sum-
marized and praised Lenin’s speech at Zurich, where he condemned

59 Robotchyi Narod, December 22, 1917.
60 Ibid.
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the repressive policies enforced by the Tsarist regime in Ukraine.
In April, 1915, an article entitled “War and Ukraine” was reprinted
from Sotsial Demokrat, a Bolshevik periodical published in
Switzerland. The article condemned Tsarist atrocities and Russi-
fication in eastern Galicia in 1914. This was followed by the ap-
pearance of Maksimovich’s (Litvinov’s) ‘“Address” at the Con-
ference of Socialists of the Allied Powers in London. In addition
to these documents, the paper also published articles and summa-
ries of speeches by the German Social Democrats Karl Liebknecht
and Klara Zetkin, reprinted articles from the German Spartak,
published the Zimmerwarld Manifesto, and reprinted articles such
as Lenin’s “The Socialist Revolution and the Right of Nations to
Self-Determination.” ¢* All these articles were printed when na-
tivist hostility towards “enemy aliens” and “foreigners” manifested
itself with great intensity in Canada; when any attempt to expose
the crimes of Russian Tsarism was regarded in Canada as a trea-
sonous offence; and, when a campaign against Ukrainian bilingual
schools in the prairie provinces reached hysterical proportions.s?
Bolshevik declarations seemed to bear a curious relevance even to
the immediate experience of Ukrainians in Canada.

Nevertheless, prior to the autumn of 1917, Robotchyi Narod
also reprinted articles by a variety of non-Bolshevik and anti-
Bolshevik Russian and Ukrainian socialists. In June, 1915, Lev
Turkevych’s “Appeal to the Russian Socialist International” ap-
peared. On a number of occasions Iurkevych had questioned the
motives and meaning of Lenin’s proclamations concerning the right
of all nations to self-determination. Articles by Levynsky, Vynny-
chenko and Hrushevsky were also reprinted, and money was col-
lected to support the U.S.D.W.P.’s newspaper in Kiev.

More direct links between Robotchyi Narod and the Bolshe-
viks were forged between 1912 and 1916, while 1917 issues provide
conclusive evidence that at least on an informal level, the editors
were in fairly close contact with members of the Bolshevik party.
From the summer of 1912 until he formally assumed the position
of editor of Robotchyi Narod in August, 1916, Matvii Popovich
had spent time in New York organizing Slavic workers for the
American Socialist Party. While in New York he had come into
contact with the editors of the R.S.D.W.P.’s pro-Bolshevik organ
Novyi Mir (The New World).®* After 1914, the editorial board of
Novyi Mir resembled a “who’s who” of the October Revolution:

61 Cited by Kravchuk in his study in Zhyttia i Slovo.

62 See Morris Mott, “The Foreign Peril: Nativism in Winnipeg”, unpub-
lished M.A. Thesis, University of Manitoba, 1970.

63 Robotchyi Narod, August 7, 1912,
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Volodarsky, Alexandra Kollontai, Nikolai Bukharin and, briefly
in 1917, Leon Trotsky were all associated with this publication
and resided in New York at the time.** Also present in New York
between 1914 and 1917 was a young Ukrainian Bolshevik sym-
pathizer, Ivan Kulyk (R. Rolinato), who had been on the staff of
Novyi Mir when Bukharin was its editor.®* In April, 1917, Kulyk
and a group of Russian socialist emigrés, including Bukharin, were
detained in Vancouver before being allowed to continue with their
journey to Russia. Ironically, Kulyk had had no intention of re-
turning to Russia. He had been invited and agreed to assume a
position with Robotchyi Narod in Winnipeg. Canadian officials
did not allow Kulyk to enter Canada. After his return to Ukraine,
Kulyk retained his connection with Robotchyi Narod and con-
tributed to it a series of articles criticizing the Ukrainian Central
Rada.*¢

Regardless of just how intimate Robotchyi Narod’s relations
with Kulyk and any other Bolshevik group were in 1917, it should
be remembered that only five years earlier the editors of the paper
were corresponding with Agappius Honcharenko and with My-
khailo Pavlyk, one of the founders of the Radical Party.®” The
transition from the utopian socialism of the Radicals and the re-
formism of the Social Democrats to the Machiavellianism of the
Bolsheviks was precipitated by developments in Canada just as
much as by those overseas. Especially after the revolution of 1917,
many Ukrainians in Canada began to believe that while their coun-
trymen in Ukraine had finally achieved social emancipation and
national liberation, they were being deprived of the civil rights and

64 I. Deutscher, The Prophet Armed, p. 242.

65 In the early 1930s Kulyk played an odious role in the suppression of the
Ukrainian literary rennaissance of the previous decade. He became
Postyshev’s lieutenant in the Ukrainian branch of the Soviet Writers’
Union, and played a prominent part in the witch-hunt for literary
“counter-revolutionaries.” Prior to his rise to prominence as an advocate
of “revolutionary vigilance’”, Kulyk spent a number of years in Canada
during the 1920s. In Zapysky Konsula (Kiev, 1958), published twenty
years after he had been purged and then rehabilitated again, Kulyk
recounted, among other things, conversations he allegedly had with the
descendents of Louis Riel, who asked him about ‘...the greatest chief-
tain in the world, comrade Lenin, who is also called Illich — the wisest
and greatest of all chieftains in the world, greater even than Riel...”
i1, p. 11.

66 Robotchyi Narod, September 12, November 14, 1917.

67 In a letter to Robotchyi Narod, August 6, 1913, Pavlyk corrected Krat
who had claimed that Pavlyk had once been a close acquaintance of the
terrorists who belonged to Narodnaia Volia (1878-81). “I have always
been a revolutionary only in the spiritual sense and have never ad-
vocated the use of force as a means toward the realization of my ideals,
being convinced that moral courage and spiritual strength were the
greatest, most vivifying of human faculties...”.
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liberties which they had hoped to acquire in Canada. Thousands
wanted to emigrate from Canada. Under these circumstances the
U.S.D.P. gained many supporters. When the party was outlawed
in September, 1918, it had over 2000 full-fledged members and
many more sympathizers.®®

Date Number of Branches Number of Members
late 1907 3 101
mid 1912 24 330
mid 1913 23 424
early 1914 18 238
late 1914 28 816
mid 1917 ? 600
early 1918 ? 1500
mid 1918 20 2000
VI

There is perhaps no better way of measuring the ideological
gulf which separated the “early socialists” from the ‘“new men”
than by comparing the subsequent activity of prominent repre-
sentatives of both groups.

The tradition of libertarian anti-clericalism, so typical of
Ukrainian Radicalism, was particularly prominent in the activity
of leading “early socialists”. Even before his involvement with the
Ukrainian Brotherhood in California, Iurko Syrotiuk had been
a Baptist colporteur for the Bible Society. Kyrylo Genik, Ivan
Bodrug, and Ivan Danylchuk in Winnipeg, and Petro Zvarich and
Hryhorii Kraykivsky in Edmonton, were all involved in the forma-
tion of the “Independent Greek-Ruthenian Church” in 1904, and
some of them remained associated with the Church after its dwind-
ling membership converted to Presbyterianism. After completing
his studies in theology, Pavlo Krat became a Presbyterian minister.
In 1923 he was one of the founders of the Ukrainian Evangelical
Alliance and served as its first missionary in western Ukraine from
1925 until 1938. It was even rumored in 1914 that Vasyl Holo-
wacky had become a Russellite (Jehovah’s Witness) preacher.
Ferley, Arsenych, Zvarich and somewhat later Stechishin became
leading laymen involved in the movement which led to the forma-
tion of the Ukrainian Greek Orthodox Church in Canada. While
the advocates of Protestantism had opposed the jurisdiction of the
French Roman Catholic clergy in Ukrainian immigrant commu-
nities and the absence of ethical and social concern among many
Catholic clergymen, the founders of the Orthodox Church protested
against attempts by the Ukrainian Greek Catholic hierarchy to

68 Membership in the F.U.S.D.C. and U.S.D.P. vaned during the period un-
der consideration in the following manner:
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control every aspect of the national, social, educational and cul-
tural life of the Ukrainian community in Canada. Men like Ferley,
who became the first Ukrainian M.L.A. in Manitoba in 1915, Ar-
senych, who became the first Ukrainian-Canadian judge, and Ste-
chishin, who edited Ukrainskyi Holos from 1921 until 1946, wanted
to free themselves from the paternalistic, unenlightened influence
of the Ukrainian Catholic Church in order to independently exer-
cise their own initiative and leadership within the Ukrainian com-
munity.

Many of the “new men” became prominent Ukrainian-Cana-
dian communist leaders. In addition to being founding members of
the Ukrainian Labour-Farmer Temple Association (U.L.F.T.A.),
Popovych and Navizivsky also became founding members of the
Communist Party of Canada and members of its Central Com-
mittee. Popovych was an unsuccessful Communist Party candidate
in Manitoba provincial elections (1922) and Winnipeg civic elec-
tions (1924, 1925). In 1925, Vasyl Kolisnyk became the first elected
Communist officeholder in North America when he was elected
alderman from Winnipeg’s North End in the civic elections. As
members of the Communist Party the “new men” remained un-
flagging adherents of the party-line. Navizivsky, Maurice Spector
and John MacDonald represented the Communist Party of Canada
at the Sixth World Congress of the Comintern in Moscow in 1928.
While Spector and Macdonald responded to Trotsky’s Critique
of the Third International, of the doctrine of “socialism in one
country,” and of its implications, Navizivsky remained ‘“loyal”.
After Spector and MacDonald had been expelled from the party,
Popovych became one of Tim Buck’s closest associates. Of the
prominent “new men”, only Danylo Lobai, a former editor of Ro-
botchyi Narod, broke with the Communist Party and the U.L.F.-
T.A. in 1935 when, with other former party members, he founded
the Ukrainian Workers’ League, an independent working class
organization which exposed, publicized and condemned Stalinist
atrocities in Ukraine.

University of Manitoba
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Alexander Motyl

THE PROBLEM OF BESSARABIA AND BUKOVYNA:

The Intersection of the Sino-Soviet and Soviet-Rumanian
Disputes

Territorial disputes have a long tradition in Eastern Europe
and the Balkans. Historically shifting state boundaries and a large
number of intermixed nationalities have conspired to make terri-
torial and irredentist claims a constant feature of the inter-state
relations of this area. One of the most important of such disputes
concerns Rumania’s quarrel with the Soviet Union over Bessa-
rabia and Bukovyna, two territories that were formerly part of
Rumania but that now belong to the USSR.

Rumania and the Soviet Union, however, are not the only two
actors, just as Bessarabia and Bukovyna are not the only two
issues that are involved. The Ukrainian and Moldavian SSRs and
China have also expressed a keen interest in the Soviet-Rumanian
polemic. That the number of participants is not limited to the two
principals strongly suggests that more than just land is at issue
here. In fact, what is ultimately at stake is the legitimacy of Soviet
nationalities policy. This, more than anything else, explains the
inordinate amount of attention given Rumania’s territorial preten-
sions by such superpowers as the USSR and China.

Bessarabia is essentially coterminous with the present Mol-
davian Republic. Northern Bukovyna is currently known as Cher-
nivtsi Oblast of the Ukrainian SSR, while the southern half be-
longs to Rumania. Both territories were incorporated into Ru-
mania in 1918 and stayed in Rumania’s possession until 1940 when
the Soviet Union demanded their cession. Again under Rumanian
control during the war years, Bessarabia and Bukovyna were re-
taken by the Soviets in 1944.

Rumania’s claim to these territories is based on historical and
ethnic considerations. Both lands were at one time a part of a
greater Rumania. Their currently questionable status stems from
their later dismemberment by and incorporation into Austria-
Hungary and Russia and from the fact that a large part of their
present populations is not Rumanian.

Communist Rumania acquiesced in and occasionally even
praised the loss of Bessarabia and northern Bukovyna until 1964,
when the first evidence of an official reassessment appeared in the
form of a book of Karl Marx’s writings on the area, which indi-
cated that he apparently believed the two territories to have been
Rumanian. The timing of this reappraisal was no doubt influenced
by Rumania’s attempt in the early 1960s to achieve some measure
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of independence from the Soviet Union. Such a step required ideo-
logical reinforcement and an increased sense of national solidarity.
As a result, heavy emphasis began to be placed on Rumania’s
sovereignty, and her historical and national uniqueness. Irreden-
tism was a convenient means of rallying popular support as well
as of aggressively asserting Rumania’s national existence. Not sur-
prisingly, scholarly works of a historical character usually pre-
sented the Rumanian case.

Although Rumanian criticism of the loss of their territories
continued throughout the sixties and seventies, with First Secretary
Nicolae Ceausescu himself making a number of comments on the
matter, it is only in 1975 that the dispute became less insinuatory
and more direct. Although the Rumanians still refrained from ac-
tually claiming Bessarabia and Bukovyna, their polemics assumed
a more accusatory and aggressive tone. The same has been true of
the Soviets.

To a certain extent, the Rumanians were provoked by the
publication in the USSR in early 1975 of a lengthy monograph
severely critical of their positions on the issue.! Other, more signi-
ficant considerations probably also played a part. Rumanian pro-
paganda may have been intensified in preparation for the Helsinki
Conference on European Security and the Berlin Conference of
communist parties. A display of militant national solidarity may
have been seen as a timely manifestation before the world and,
of course, the Soviet Union, that Rumania, although engaging in
multi-lateral discussions, was nonetheless determined to remain a
gadfly and continue to pursue her own independent path.

However, it is the Soviet Union that is the chief target of
Rumania’s polemics. Although Rumanian pretensions to Moldavia
also have the effect of countering Hungarian and Bulgarian pre-
tensions to, respectively, Transylvania and Northern Dobruja,
their primary purpose is to unsettle the USSR. Likewise, the role
of Hungary and Bulgaria is less that of a disputant and more that
of a spokesman for Soviet interests. “Rumanian claims to Bessara-
bia are a useful reminder to Moscow that territorial transfers are
a two-way street; and at the same time the Soviet Union has
utilized the Hungarian claims to Transylvania as a means of pres-
suring the Rumanians.” The upshot of all of this is that the con-
flict is first and foremost between Rumania and the USSR.

1 AM. Lazarev, Moldavskaia sovetskaia gosudarstvennost i bessarabskii
vopros (Kishinev: Kartia Moldoveniaske, 1974).

2 Robert R. King, “The Escalation of Rumanian-Soviet Historical Po-
lemics Over Bessarabia,” RAD Background Report/38 (Rumania), Radio
Free Europe Research, Februay 12, 1976, p. 12.
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The new Rumanian tactic has been explicitly to assert that
Bessarabia and Bukovyna were at one time, and properly so, Ru-
manian. Still using history as their field of contention, Rumanian
scholars have seized on the 1918 incorporation of the two terri-
tories into Rumania in order to argue the correctness of this move.

The historians Ion Ardeleanu and Mircea Musat have written
the following:

“On 27 March, 1918, in response to the movement for national
unity, to the struggle and desire of the broad popular masses,
Bessarabia, which had been annexed by tsarist Russia in
1812, returned to our fatherland; this move was also sanc-
tioned by the Sfatul Tari, a democratic body elected from
among representatives of all social classes as far back as 1917.
The uniting of Bessarabia with Rumania was a major event
in the process of completing the Rumanian state.”?

“The union of Bucovina with Rumania was hailed by Ruma-
nians all over the country. Their enthusiasm was shown in
demonstrations, telegrams, letters, press releases, and decla-
rations. After being separated from Moldavia for 143 years,
Bucovina had been restored to the fatherland as one of its
provinces.”’*

Of greater importance than the Rumanian claims, however,
were the underlying historical theorizings used to justify them.

What the foregoing two statements indicate above all is that
the 1918 annexation of Bessarabia and Bukovyna was an event
that was widely supported by the popular masses. In short, this
was not the action of some elite alienated from and not supported
by the people. Second, Ardeleanu and Musat present the Sfatul
Tari as the proper spokesman for the people—its existence is con-
sidered legitimate because its essence is considered legitimate. Yet
it is clear that the Sfatul Tari is, according to the Soviets, a
“bourgeois democratic” body hardly reflective of the interests of
the “toiling” masses—something on the order of the “bourgeois
nationalist” Central Rada that governed Ukraine in 1917-1918.

The analogy of Rumanian interpretations of their history
with “Ukrainian bourgeois nationalism” becomes even more ap-
parent in the ideas that are occasionally given expression in the
official Ukrainian-language newspaper for Rumania’s Ukrainian

3 Ibid., p. 19.

¢+ Robert R. King, “Debate Between Rumanian and Soviet Historians
Over Bessarabia Continues,” RAD Background Report/137 (Rumania),
Radio Free Europe Research, June 15, 1976, p. 17.
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population, entitled Novyi vik (The New Age). One article, pub-
lished on the occasion of the 98th anniversary of Rumanian state
independence and of the 30th anniversary of the defeat of Nazi
Germany, stated:

“The struggle against any kind of foreign rule was a perma-
nent feature of the Rumanian people’s desire to preserve their
national existence and independence and to achieve state
unity and sovereign consolidation in international life...”
“The consciousness of Rumanianism had its basis in the real-
ity of life and developed on a common ethnic basis of all the
territories inhabited by Rumanians. That is why the struggle
for the preservation of the national character, and for the
unity and independence of the country was a major coordinate
of the middle ages and of the contemporary history of Ru-
manians.”?

That such sentiments should have appeared in a newspaper
read by Ukrainians living just south of the Rumanian border with
the Ukrainian SSR is not only remarkable but patently dangerous
to the Ukrainian regime, which is sufficiently burdened with its
own “bourgeois nationalist relics of the past.” Aside from the some-
what remote possibility that there is nothing more at stake here
than to inform Rumanian Ukrainians of current events, it would
appear that the point of articles such as the foregoing is to remind
the Soviet Ukrainian regime and, by extension, the Soviet regime,
that Rumanian nationalist aspirations have a friend in the nation-
alisms of such peoples of the Soviet Union as the Ukrainians.

Why so tightly controlled a state as Rumania, however, should
want to tell its Ukrainian minority that a state, in this case Ru-
mania, has the right to all the territories inhabited by its nationals
is a highly problematic and perhaps unanswerable question. One
must assume that the Rumanians saw no reason to fear the pos-
sibility of arousing the nationalist sentiments of their passive and
very underdeveloped Ukrainian population and that, even should
this happen, such a development would be outweighed by the
benefits of effective anti-Soviet propaganda.

Nicolae Ceausescu’s own statements, however, go farthest in
undermining Soviet perceptions of Russian and Soviet history. In
a speech made in March, 1975, the Rumanian President, having
Moldavia primarily in mind, implicitly attacked Soviet justifica-
tions of tsarist and Soviet expansionism:

5 “Borotba za nezalezhnist i derzhavnu iednist — permanentnist istorii
rumunskoho narodu,” Novyi Vik, April 16, 1975, p. 2.
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“...currently all sorts of distorted and misrepresented inter-
pretations of certain historical realities and processes are be-
ing formulated in the world, in order to justify past and
present inequities. There are, for example, frequent attempts
to present the history of imperialist and colonialist domina-
tion, and the policy of oppression and looting of other people
that was promoted for centuries, as progressive phenomena
that assisted the development of the oppressed peoples.”®

Ceausescu’s reference to policies of oppression being inter-
preted as “progressive phenomena” has direct bearing on practi-
cally all the nationalities of the USSR and is indeed very relevant
to the Ukrainian case.

The cornerstone of current Soviet interpretations of Ukrai-
nian history is the 1654 Treaty of Pereiaslav which placed the
Ukrainian Cossack Host under the protection of the Russian Tsar.
Neither Soviet Ukrainian historians of the 1920s nor those of a
“bourgeois nationalist” orientation interpret this event in a posi-
tive light. Both view the treaty as leading to the impoverishment
and tsarist oppression of the Ukrainian people. The current Soviet
line, however, presents the event as the reunification (vossoedine-
nie) of two fraternal peoples which led ultimately to the greatest
good of all—the October Revolution.

This interpretation continues to have its detractors, particu-
larly in the dissident movement. The Soviet Ukrainian historian
Mykhailo Braichevsky, for example, presented one of the most
cogent critiques in a 1966 samizdat essay entitled ‘“Annexation or
Reunification?” where he hearkened back to the positions of the
twenties.” The official view, however, must be maintained in order
to give historical and ideological backing to the manner in which
the Soviet notions of the “drawing together of peoples” and of the
“new Soviet man” are being implemented. For the “Russification”
of non-Russian cultures to carry weight, it must be shown to have
legitimate roots in the distant past.

Ceausescu’s statement, however, stands in direct opposition
to the Soviet viewpoint. Aside from encouraging nationalist senti-
ments in the Soviet republic, it challenges the very essence of the
Soviet Union—its legitimacy and historicity. Moldavia alone is

¢ King, RAD Report/38, p. 6.

7 M. Iu. Braichevsky, “Prisoedinenie ili vossoedinenie,” in Natsional-
nyi vopros v SSSR, ed. Roman Kupchinsky (New York: Suchasnist, 1975),
pp- 62-125. Also in Ukrainian as “Pryiednannia chy vozz'iednannia” in Shy-
roke more Ukrainy (Paris-Baltimore: Smoloskyp, 1972) pp. 241-310 and in
English: G. P. Kulchycky (ed.), Annexation or Reunification (Munich:
Ukrainisches Institut fuer Bildungspolitik, 1976).
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not really at issue here, it is the whole notion of the Soviet Union
that is being questioned.

It is no wonder that all available forces—Soviet, Soviet Ukrai-
nian, and Soviet Moldavian—have been mobilized for the USSR’s
propaganda response.

A collectively written historical work on Northern Bukovyna
published in the Ukrainian SSR in 1969, for example, deals with
the Rumanian annexation of Bukovyna in 1918 as an outright
aggression of the Rumanian bourgeoisie against the Ukrainian
working masses. Doctor of historical sciences F. P. Shevchenko
wrote in the preface, no doubt with the Rumanians in mind:

“We must also not forget the fact that various invaders, so as
to justify their rule over Bukovyna, have falsified (and con-
tinue to falsify!) the history of this part of Ukrainian land.
To expose the falsification of enemies is an important task of
Soviet historians.””

The authors’ treatment of the Sfatul Tari and its counterpart
in Bukovyna, the National Council, is almost identical to Soviet
Ukrainian attitudes towards the Central Rada. This, of course, is
hardly surprising considering that all three bodies were opposed
to the Bolsheviks.

With regard to the Sfatul Tari, the authors write:

“At this time the counter-revolution grouped its forces for the
struggle against the revolution. In particular, the Sfatul Tari...
does all it can not to allow the ultimate triumph of Bolshe-
vism in Bessarabia. Seized by fear before the Great October
socialist revolution and its powerful influence on the toiling
masses, the Sfatul Tari sees its salvation in the separation of
Bessarabia from Soviet Russia and its annexation to boyar
Rumania.”®

The Ukrainians’ condemnation of the Rumanian annexation
extends beyond 1918. They write of the inter-war period in the
darkest of colors:

“In the interests of monopolies, the Rumanian-boyar occu-
piers hardly did anything for the reconstruction of industry
and agriculture. Bukovyna, like the other territories seized by
Rumania, was for them only a source of cheap labor and raw
materials.”

8 V. Kurylo, M. Lishchenko, O. Romanets, N. Syrota, and B. Tymo-
shchuk, Pivnichna Bukovyna, ii mynule i suchasne (Uzhorod: Karpaty,
1969), p. 6.

o Ibid., p. 75.

10 Ibid., p. 86.
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“Having grabbed Bukovyna, the Rumanian occupiers insti-
tuted a savage regime of terror, economic and political op-
pression.”!

The point is obvious: Bukovyna, along with Bessarabia (the
reference to “other territories”), were illegally seized by a rapa-
cious exploiting class in complete opposition to the wishes of the
masses. The picture presented is almost violently different from
that given by Ardeleanu and Musat.

The First Secretary of the Moldavian Communist Party, Ivan
Bodiul, meanwhile, explained Moldavia’s position within the
USSR in this manner:

“In recent years Western propaganda has intensified its pro-
vocative campaign to distort the national existence of the
Moldavian people, their historical fate, and Soviet patriotism,
and also Russia’s liberating mission in the Balkans, falsifying
the revolutionary events in this region and belittling the role
of the Soviet Army in liberating the peoples of Europe from
fascism.”12

According to Bodiul, the Moldavian CP was combatting these per-
nicious influences by “instilling a feeling of intense class hatred
toward those who slander the Soviet national pride of the Mol-
davian people, encroach upon their socialist statehood, and calum-
niate the great and indestructible friendship of the Soviet people.””*?

Bodiul’s comments highlight three features of Moldavia’s re-
lationship with the Soviet Union: first, that Moldavians are indeed
a separate people with, by implication, the right to a separate
state existence; second, that the tsarist annexation of Bessarabia
was not “oppressive” as the Rumanians might claim, but rather
“liberating”; and third, that the Moldavians are happy within the
USSR because of the fraternal relations among its nationalities.

The end result of Bodiul’s statements is the vindication of
Soviet nationalities policy—a subject of great concern for Soviet
scholars of all nationalities. His need to claim Moldavian separate-
ness, however, is potentially problematic, insofar as it may appear
to assume the form of too strong an assertion of national
uniqueness.

Soviet policy towards the nationalities is alleged to assist the
development, the “all-round flowering” of national cultures while,
at the same time, leading towards a “drawing together”, a “rap-

1 Ibid., p. 92.
12 King, RAD Report /137, p. 6.
13 Ibid., p. 6.
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prochement” of all the peoples of the Soviet Union. Cultures are
to be “national in form”, “socialist in content”, and “interna-
tionalist in spirit”. All the peoples, drawing on the “great wealth”
of the Russian language as an “international means of communica-
tion” and living within a Soviet socialist society, are to have
fraternal relations amongst each other—leading finally to the evo-
Iution of a “Soviet people.”

Whatever the ideological merits of the foregoing, the practical
effect of Soviet nationalities policy is to “Russify” non-Russian
nationalities, thereby eliminating peripheral opposition to the cen-
ter as well as homogenizing and (it is hoped) stabilizing the vari-
ous groups within the society. Concessions are made to the Rus-
sian nation, as the largest and most powerful Soviet nationality,
so as to elicit its support for the state and counter the centrifugal
pressures exerted by the national minorities. To oversimplify, what
is involved here is a trade-off: the ruling elite attains a certain
degree of legitimacy by seeking the support of so large a segment
of society, while the Russians have the satisfaction of living in a
state that is relatively responsive to their national interests.

As was implied previously, the notion of “rapprochement”
stresses the naturalness and historicity of fraternal relations be-
tween fraternal peoples. The present is projected into the past,
with the result that present relations among the nationalities are
seen as a zakonomirnist. Fraternity must therefore have been an
aspect of these relations even in the distant past. A corollary of
such thinking is that tsarist aggrandizement of foreign territories
was clearly progressive.

An important element of the current Soviet understanding of
Russian-Ukrainian-Bielorussian relations is precisely this notion
of past and present fraternity. In this case, however, the alleged
fraternity is further buttressed by the claim that all three peoples
stem from a single, ancient Rus narod that was neither Russian,
Ukrainian, nor Bielorussian in character. This concept, not sur-
prisingly, is used to justify the “drawing together” of the three
nationalities, be it now or in the past. Braichevsky pointed this
out in the very title of his essay (‘“Annexation or Reunification?”).
The officially-preferred term vossoedinenie implies that the peoples
being reunited were originally united but somehow came to be
disunited. In the case of the Ukrainians, they are said to have been
separated from the Russians after the downfall of the Kievan Rus
state, reunited with their brothers at the time of the Pereiaslav
Treaty, and continually being drawn together since then. In short,
common origins justify later unity.

Rumanian pretensions to Moldavia, however, have placed this
outlook in a precarious position, revealing in the process the great
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difficulty the Soviets have in trying to give their “Russificatory”
policies a coherent theoretical justification. It is no wonder, as will
later be seen, that the Chinese have not hesitated to exploit the
weaknesses in Soviet attitudes towards the nationalities.

In order to respond to Rumanian claims that the people who
inhabit Moldavia are essentially of Rumanian origin if not actually
Rumanian, Soviet scholars and party officials have had to assert
the separateness and historical uniqueness of a “Moldavian peo-
ple”, possessing the right to national self-determination and to
freedom from foreign, meaning Rumanian, domination.

This separateness is problematic, however, since both sides
agree on the common origins of the Rumanians and Moldavians.
But whereas the Rumanians argue that this original people was
actually Rumanian in character and that its descendants are there-
fore also Rumanian, the Soviets assert just the opposite. The
historian Lazarev, author of the previously mentioned study of
the Bessarabian question, claims that the East Romanic nation-
alities (of which there are two—Rumanians and “Moldavians”)
evolve from an earlier people who were neither Rumanian nor Mol-
davian but from whom both are descended.™*

In this case, common descent from a “faceless” ancestor is
the rationale for the separation and, finally, independence of the
Moldavians from the Rumanians. This very same reasoning, how-
ever, leads to different conclusions concerning the relationship of
Ukrainians and Bielorussians with Russians. Here the existence
of an *ancient Rus narod”, supranational in character, forms the
basis for the fraternity and “drawing together” of the descendant
nationalities.

This inconsistency reveals the uncertain nature of relations
among the various Soviet nationalities as well as the dangers to
which the regime is exposed on this issue. The problems are un-
solvable under the present set-up—hence the great attention that
is devoted to the nationalities question and the great concern
shown anything that may upset the precarious balance. As should
be clear, the ideological background to Rumania’s pretensions to-
wards Bessarabia and Bukovyna belongs to this category of poten-
tially dangerous phenomena.

The Chinese realize that the nationalities question provides
them with a convenient means of attacking the USSR. As a result,
they have presented themselves as the champions of the peoples
of Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. The case of Bessarabia
and Bukovyna provides an interesting example of the “dialectics”

14 King, RAD Report/38, p. 4.

40



HKypHaa

involved in their strategies towards the various participants in the
dispute over the area.

This is not to say that China is making political or other kinds
of inroads into Eastern Europe or the USSR (discounting Ruma-
nia and Albania), or that its chances of doing so in the future are
particularly good. It must be understood that what is involved
here is a propaganda war, a war of words, theories, charges, and
counter-charges. Influence of a practical kind is not really at issue
here and is, besides, probably much too difficult for the Chinese
to attain. The point of this discussion, after all, is to examine the
various kinds of ideological posturings being assumed by the coun-
tries involved in the Moldavian dispute and what these posturings
mean in relation to each other and in relation to the reality.

The following two passages illustrate China’s line on the na-
tionalities question in the Soviet Union:

“The Brezhnev revisionist clique in recent years has redoubled
its efforts in pushing greater Russian chauvinism in the guise
of ‘national rapprochement’. At the same time it has done all
it can to gloss over the national contradictions which have
become more and more acute in the Soviet Union, claiming
that the ‘national question, as it came down to us from the
past, has been settled completely, finally and for good.” But
hosts of facts show that with the only difference, except for
its cloak of Leninism, the so-called ‘national rapprochement’
is actually the sinister trash peddled by the Russian tsars in
the past to impose Russification on the non-Russian na-
tionalities.””*s

“Why are the new tsars so eager to justify the aggression and
expansion by the old tsars? The answer is, as Engels pointed
out, ‘Any Russian who is a chauvinist will sooner or later fall
on his knees before the tsar.” [emphasis in the original] Two
dynasties—the Romanov dynasty and the Khrushchov-
Brezhnev dynasty—are linked by a black line, that is, the
aggressive and expansionist nature of great Russian chauvin-
ism and imperialism. The only difference is that the latter
dons a cloak of ‘socialism’, and is ‘social-imperialism’ in the
true sense of the word”.*¢

The theme that appears in these as well as in most articles
on the Soviet Union is that the current Soviet rulers are the “new

15 “Analysis of Soviet Revisionists’ Policy of ‘National Rapproche-
ment’,” Peking Review, No. 29, July 19, 1974, p. 18.

16 “A Black Line Running Through Two Dynasties,” Peking Review,
Nos. 35-36, September 7, 1976, p. 42.
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tsars” and that their policies are therefore extensions of those of
the “old tsars”. The connecting link is “great Russian chauvinism
and imperialism.” Significantly, the approach is historical, thereby
reflecting the importance of history to the issues involved and al-
lowing the Chinese to assign to the Soviets the damning trans-
gressions of feudal monarchs.

The Chinese analysis, however, is not confined only to the peo-
ples of the Soviet Union but extends also to the Eastern Europeans.
China’s good relations with Rumania and Albania, its condemna-
tion of the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, and such publica-
tions as Czerwony Sztandar, a Polish-language newsletter printed
in Albania, attest to China’s ongoing interest in and concern for
Eastern Europe. As with the peoples of the USSR, Eastern Euro-
peans are the focus of so much Chinese interest on the fairly
obvious rationale that any loosening of the Soviet bloc means a
weakening of the Soviet Union.

Chinese interest in the Bessarabian question—an interest that
does not, of course, occupy the center of Chinese propaganda on
the nationalities question—is due largely to two interconnected
reasons., China’s close ties with Rumania as well as its own terri-
torial disputes with the Soviet Union impel it to regard the issue
of Bessarabia and Bukovyna as being vital to its conflict with the
USSR. An ally naturally deserves Chinese support; at the same
time, these territories offer a target for China’s own territorial
grievances against its northern neighbor.

Of particular interest here, however, is the manner in which
the Chinese express themselves on this issue with regard to each
of the nationalities involved and to the nationalities question as
a whole. It will be seen that their efforts to curry favor with the
non-Russian peoples can lead to a number of ideological and prac-
tical difficulties.

Of course, the notion of blaming only the ‘“Khrushchev-
Brezhnev revisionist clique” for all of the nationality problems of
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe seems somewhat ludicrous
in light of China’s persistent admiration for Stalin. Such state-
ments as “the working people, once masters of the country, have
been turned into hired slaves and, not unnaturally, have lost the
enthusiasm for work they had in the peoriod of socialism,”!” reveal
that although much of the Chinese analysis is reasonable, its un-
derlying premise—that ‘“Khrushchev-Brezhnev revisionism” alone
is at fault—is rather shaky. Such inconsistencies, however, do not
obviate the effectiveness and value of Chinese propaganda on

17 “Who, Is to Blame for Ukraine’s Economic Trouble?” Peking Re-
view, No. 39, September 27, 1974, p. 35.
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questions of nationality and territory. They only serve to point
out the complexity of the issues involved and of the tactics utilized.

Essentially, the Chinese position on Moldavia echoes that
of their Rumanian friends. In 1964, for example, Mao Tse-tung
himself mentioned in an interview with a group of Japanese social-
ists that the Soviets “have appropriated a part of Rumania.”*8

“It is a well-known fact that the territory now under the juris-
diction of the Republic of Moldavia was grabbed by tsarist
Russia by force... Referring to this, Engels explicitly pointed
out: ‘Here we are dealing with the naked conquest by force
of foreign territories, with robbery pure and simple [emphasis
in the original].”"®

And although the Chinese have noted that “in 1853 Marx and
Engels pointed out that ‘the Wallachians or Daco-Romans’ were
‘the chief inhabitants of the district between the Lower Danube
and the Dniester,”?® this is still a long way from saying the all
the people within this area are Rumanian and says nothing at all
about the nationality of Bessarabians in particular. It is highly
significant that China’s support of Rumania’s ambitions toward
Moldavia is based not on ethnicity—a factor which, as is clear
from the foregoing pages, occupies an important position on both
sides of the Soviet-Rumanian polemic over Bessarabia and Buko-
vyna—but on territoriality. That the ethnic element is thus far
absent is probably due to the fact that were ethnicity to be the
criterion for the resetting of the Sino-Soviet frontier, China would
stand to lose several border regions, particularly in Sinkiang prov-
ince, that are inhabited by such Soviet nationalities as the Ka-
zakhs and Kirghiz.

This emphasis on the primacy of historical territorial bound-
aries is ultimately incompatible with the principle of national
self-determination and causes serious theoretical difficulties for the
Chinese. However, as the glorification of Stalin shows, inconsisten-
cies hardly seem to worry the Chinese.

Although the Chinese appear to have made no comments
specifically about Bukovyna, it follows logically that their support
of Rumanian territorial aspirations also extends to the argument
that Bukovyna is rightfully, because it is historically, Rumanian.
As will later be argued, this is inconsistent with Chinese support

18 King, RAD Report/38, p. 14.

19 “Soviet Social-Imperialism Pursues a Policy of National Oppres-
sion,” Peking Review, No. 22, May 28, 1976, p. 20.

20 Ibid., p. 20.
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of Ukrainians as a nationality that is being oppressed by the
“Brezhnev clique.”

While asserting that Moldavia was forcibly taken from Ru-
mania, the Chinese highlight the fact that a “Moldavian people”
and the Moldavian Republic are the objects of intense exploitation.

References to the Moldavian people are numerous in Chinese
anti-Soviet propaganda. A Peking Review article from May, 1976,
however, presents the most developed and coherent view of how
“the Soviet revisionists... frenziedly trumpeted big-Russian chau-
vinism and brutally exploited and oppressed the non-Russian na-
tionalities.””?* The Moldavians, of course, are considered one such
nationality.

“The Soviet revisionists have resorted to despicable and male-
volent tactics to Russify Moldavia,” begins the article. It then
goes on to assert the historicity and separateness of the
Moldavians:

“Having taken over the old tsars’ mantle, the new tsars are
especially afraid of the exposure of the old tsars by the people.
They fear most the narration by Moldavians of historical facts
about the old tsars’ occupation and oppression of their country.
Tht Soviet revisionist authorities have openly declared against
any permission ‘to make use of the Moldavians’ respect for the
past and their sense of national independence.” While the new
tsars have time and again criticized noted Moldavian scholars
for their appraisal of ‘past events and phenomena’, they them-
selves have distorted history by every possible means in de-
fending the old tsars.”??

This concern for the survival of Moldavian culture, the
remark about “their sense of national independence”, the emphasis
on Moldavian history, and the persistent use of the term “Molda-
vian people” suggest very strongly that the Chinese consider the
Moldavians to be a people separate from the Rumanians. Unless
one is to assume uncritically that the Chinese believe the Mol-
davians desire the loss of their statehood and incorporation into
Rumania, then it appears that the Chinese are trying to reconcile
two unreconcilable positions: Rumanian territorial pretensions
and Moldavian national self-determination.

Of course, for the Chinese to desire to incite Moldavian na-
tionalism makes perfect sense in the context of their anti-Soviet

21 Tbid., p. 19.
22 Ibid., p. 20.
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agitation. It makes little sense with regard to their support of
Rumania.

It is true that insofar as Moldavia is not really an issue over
which the USSR and Rumania are about to come to blows, diver-
gent Chinese posturings can be perhaps attributed to the vagaries
of propaganda. To the extent, however, that propaganda is sup-
posed to present some kind of logical and structured worldview,
this, along with previously mentioned inconsistencies, reflects
poorly on the level of Chinese ideological thinking and is poten-
tially dangerous to the future implementation of Chinese policies.

The one Soviet republic to which the Chinese have consistently
devoted much attention is Ukraine. This is to have been expected
considering the difficulties that the Ukrainian SSR persistently
poses to the Soviet leaders. The stubborn nationalism of its people
—a nationalism which somehow manages to infect the higher
echelons of the local party cadres—makes it the problem area of
Soviet nationalities policy. Added to this are a large dissident
movement, frequent economic troubles, and the occasional out-
bursts of its working class— all potent factors that contribute to
the potential instability of the republic and China’s consequent
interest in it.

The Chinese, of course, are well aware of all these problems
and continually play upon them. Their themes are Great Russian
chauvinism, cultural stultification, economic exploitation, and na-
tional resistance. It is quite clear from Chinese remarks about the
Ukrainian situation that they support the Ukrainians’ “national-
liberation struggle.”

The following statements by a Hsinhua correspondent are
fairly typical of the Chinese stand:

“The Soviet revisionist renegade clique, taking over the man-
tle of the old Tsars, has carried out the great-Russian chau-
vinistic policy of national discrimination and oppression
against the Ukrainian people. This has aroused their ever
more growing discontent and tenacious resistance...”
“Proceeding from great-Russian chauvinism, the Brezhnev
clique does not permit the establishment of a comprehensive
economic system in the Ukraine but attempts at ‘regional
division of labour’ and ‘specialization’ which actually means
the practice of lopsided colonialist economy...”

“Where there is oppression, there is resistance. The great-
Russian chauvinistic policy of national oppression followed
by the Brezhnev clique in the Ukraine has aroused strong
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discontent and mounting resistance among the Ukrainian
people.”??

Continuing the theme of the colonial exploitation of Ukraine,
the Chinese write:

“The Soviet revisionist leading clique has all along pursued
a Russian big-nation chauvinist policy of oppression towards
the nationalities in the country. To achieve the ‘closest com-
bination’ with the non-Russian nations, the Brezhnev clique
has opposed all-round development of the economy in non-
Russian regions. It advocates ‘division of labour’ and eco-
nomic ‘specialization’, which are in essence a curious out-
growth of colonialism. Among the cadres of the non-Russian
republics, anyone standing for all-round economic develop-
ment is branded as a ‘nationalist’ and accused of having a
‘closed-door’ mentality.”**

It is clear from the foregoing series of quotations that the
Chinese view the Ukrainian SSR within the context of their under-
standing of the East European problem: Ukraine, like the coun-
tries of the Warsaw Pact, is the victim of the USSR’s economic
exploitation. This notion, not coincidentally, fits in rather neatly
with the decade-long assertions of the Rumanians to the right to
full economic development and industrialization. As these facts
illustrate, the scope of Chinese anti-Sovietism is indeed very broad,
so much so, however, that it risks being accused of an indifferen-
tiated approach that can result in serious contradictions.

The Chinese have made their sympathy for the Soviet
Ukraine very clear: they denounce its exploitation, they support
its nationalism, albeit indirectly. As with Moldavia, this tactic is
eminently reasonable where the enemy is the “Brezhnev clique.”
It is contradictory, however, in terms of China’s actual or potential
relationships with Rumania and Ukraine. Support for the Ukrai-
nian people’s national aspirations logically leads to the belief that
they have a right to include within their state those territories
that are ethnographically Ukrainian. At the same time, the Chi-
nese imply that Rumania has a right to Bessarabia and Bukovyna
on the grounds that these territories are historically Rumanian.

Given the prominence of the Ukrainian issue in Chinese anti-
Soviet propaganda, one is not surprised to find the large number
of anti-China references and articles in the Soviet Ukrainian press.

23 “Soviet Revisionist Policy of National Oppression Stubbornly Re-
sisted in Ukraine,” Hsinhua Weekly, No. 42, October 21, 1974, pp. 38, 39.
24+ “Who Is to Blame for Ukraine’s Economic Trouble?” pp. 35-37.
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It is, after all, fitting and a sign of the worries caused the Soviet
leadership by Chinese meddling in Ukrainian affairs that the ob-
ject of China’s attentions should play so large a role in countering
the propaganda.

It is revealing, above all, of the Soviet Union’s own sensitiv-
ities on the subject that Soviet Ukrainian attacks on China should
frequently concern themselves with Chinese mistreatment of their
own national minorities.

For example, T. Rakhimov, a Soviet Ukrainian propagandist,
has written of China’s nationalities question in a manner and style
that could just as easily have belonged to the Chinese:

“The great power chauvinism of Mao and his group is revealed
most notably in the legal status of non-Chinese peoples. From
the very beginning the law has denied them the right of self-
determination and national statehood which had been won in
the course of a long and bloody struggle against Kuomintang
reaction.”?s

The rhetoric and terminology are familiar. It is essentially
the same employed in the Soviet-Rumanian dispute, because the
issues, after all, are essentially the same.

Conclusions

There are many elements in the accusations the Chinese and
Soviets level against each other. One such element, certainly one
of the most important, is the question of nationalities. Since both
countries include a large number of minority nationalities with
which they have had trouble in the past, it is natural that this
question should be seen as a “weak spot” in the enemy’s armor.

The Chinese position, however, does not confine itself to the
Soviet Union but quite understandably extends to the Warsaw
Pact countries as well, which have revealed and continue to reveal
varying degrees of official and non-official resistance to Soviet
hegemony. .

In this conflict of the non-Russian nationalities with “Great
Russian chauvinism” and “social imperialism”, the Chinese have
obviously taken the side of the nationalities. More than this, how-
ever, China takes the stand of supporting all the minority groups
in their aspirations towards national independence. One may
perhaps go so far as to say that the Chinese will support any na-
tionally-inspired grievance directed against the Soviet center.

25 T. Rakhimov, “Natsionalna trahediia narodiv Kytaiu,” Radianska
Ukraina, April 12, 1970, p. 3.
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Such a blanket patronization of what the nationalities of
Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union desire vis & vis Moscow
leaves the Chinese vulnerable to the charge that they are ignoring
the many inter-nationality complexities involved.

The issue of Bessarabia and Bukovyna highlights this danger
vividly. While supporting Rumania’s polemical war with the Soviet
Union, China has also reacted with favor to the national aspira-
tions of Moldavia and Ukraine—the countries who stand most to
lose in the dispute over the two territories.

But that China’s approach to this area should be confused is
to have been expected in light of Rumania’s own uncertainties. It
tells its Bukovynian Ukrainians that Bukovyna is Rumanian; it
argues about the historically Rumanian character of Bessarabia
while signing the Helsinki accord.

That such difficulties exist attests to the fact that the nation-
alities question still remains an unresolved and vital issue within
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. It is precisely this fact that
makes any problem in any way related to nationalities a matter
of great concern for the USSR, whose vulnerability on this score
is well-known to its enemies. Moldavia is important to the Soviets
not for its resources, but for its being a national republic which,
should it become unstable, could prove destabilizing to the Union
structure as a whole.

But the propaganda, however confused, is of course the point.
Rumanians can assert their national independence and sovereignty,
the Soviets proclaim the wonders of their nationalities policy, and
the Chinese that they are the true friends of all oppressed nation-
alities. Where all sides more or less know that the status quo is
unlikely to be changed and that practical measures are largely
irrelevant, words and the effect they have on the world become of
primary importance. In this manner propaganda takes the place
of concrete action and becomes the means by which influence may
be extended and national righteousness affirmed. Propaganda is,
of course, by no means unimportant because it does reflect the
“real” world. Such contradictions as are apparent in the ideological
positions assumed by Rumania, the Soviet Union, and China with
regard to the Bukovynian-Bessarabian question in particular, and
to the nationalities question in general, reveal that all three states
stand on shaky ground in their attitudes towards the problems
involved. After all, as is particularly true of the Soviet Union, it
is to be expected that a nationalities policy will be contradictory
as long as the nationalities question remains unresolved.

Columbia University
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Mupocnasa Pomax

ITPO JIITHI KYPCHU YKPATHCHLKOI MOBU B KHEBI *

Ha npoxanua kepiBamnrea Onrapificekoi Aconisanii Buwnre-
JiB Mopepuux MoB, s 3ropujacd PO3MOBicTH Npo JiTHI Kypcm
yKpaiHCBKOI MOBH, fKi BifOyBaloTbcA BiKe YOTHPH POKH IiApAnN
y Kuesi npn Kuiecbkomy gep:xkaBHOMY yHiBepcureTi im. Tapaca
I1leBuenka. MaBmn HArogy NpOCIYXaTH Ii KypcH, A IOCTApalocs
KOpPOTKO i B TOH e 4ac, CIoAiBaloch, O6’€KTUBHO IIPENCTABUTH
Iepen BAaMH MOI CIIOCTepe:XeHHA 1 3ayBaKeHH.

Haiixpaie, gymaio, 6ysio 6 mo4aTu Bim TOro, 110 CIIPHYMHH-
JIocs IO CTBOPEeHHS TaKuxX Kypcie. CripaBa HaBYaHHA yKpaiHCbKOI
MoBH piTei, Hapomxkenux y Kamapi, a 0cobGinMBO aHIJIOMOBHHX
niteld, Tenep AyXKe aKTyaJibHAa. BoHa HabpaJsa iue Oisbmiol Bak-
JIMBOCTH HicJig Apyroi ceiToBol BifiHM, Ko 36iibIIMIAcCE yKpa-
incepka emirpania. Buaukia norpefa MeTOOWKHM HaBYAHHA yKpa-
imcekoi MmoBH, moTpefa KBaJsipikOoBaHMX yuuTesiB yKpaiH-
CbKOi MOBH U morpeba BMiTH HPHHIEITHTH MOBY B cepls KaHaJ-
CBHKHX JiiTell YKpaiHCHKOTrO MOXOM:KeHHA. ¥ 3B’A3KYy 3 IMM, y4YH-
Tesi GyJiu 3MylIEHI HMIYKATH TAKOI METOAW, 3aBIAKH AKIH MOM-
Ha 6 INBMJIe HABUUTH KiTeA JApyroi MoBH. A TaKHX MeTOR
6arato B cBiTi. ¥ 50-x pokax, cepexn maBHimol ykpaiHchkol emi-
rpanii 3’aBusoca ocoOJiMBe 3aIliKaBJIEeHHS [0 BUBYEHHA YKpaiH-
c¢bKol MoBH. B nefl wac rpyma ykKpaiHCBKUX yd4HTeJIB i3 3axin-
Hbol KaHanu mouaJia opraHizyBaTH HaBYaHHS YKPAiHCBKOI MOBH
B JIep’KaBHUX IIKOJIaX. JIIoAH B ypAAi moyanu IJiKaABHTHCA I[I€I0
npoGJIeMOI0 H I[I0 CIIPaBY Y3aKOHEHO NPOBIHIIHHUM YpAKOM.
¥V momykax 3a e(heKTUBHOI0 METOJUKOI0 HABYAHHA MOBH H Iifro-
TOBKH BUHTeJIB, npH KiHni 50-x pokiB rpyma ykpaiHCBKHX y4H-
TeJiB moixaJsa B Ykpainy, me nig Hel 6ysu opranizoBani cnemi-
AJBHI KypcH. AJe, Ha KaJib, BUSIBUJIOCH, 10 OpPraHi3aTOpH Kyp-
ciB y Kuegi 3po3yminm, uio meroro ix maJjo 6 6yTH IponaryBaHHA
imeostorii Mapkcu3My-seHiHiaMy, i BuuTesi BepHyaHcd 10 Kanaau
po34apoBaHi HeBfaYelo CBOiX crapaHb. He3Baxkalouu Ha Te, ifea
KODHCTYBATHCS MOMKJIMBOCTAMH BHBYEHHSA METOMIB BHKJIAJAHHS H
HaBYaHHI MOBH NPAKTHKOBAHHMX B YKpaiHiI NPOJOBKYBAJIACE.

B 60-x pokax, KOJiH MUTaHHA OaraTokyasTypHOcTH B Kanani
€TaJIO MOILYJIAPHHUM, TO U IpobJjeMa BHBYAHHS YKpaiHCHKOI MOBH
B JIEP:KaBHUX IIKOJIAX CTAJa aKTyaJIbHOIO B IpoRiHIii OHTapio.
Iliero cmpaBsoro 3alliKaBHBCcA K CTAaB IioOHepoM y ii peaJisamii
yuurens HOpiit Jxypasels.

* Jlonoigp 6yjia BHUrofollleHa Ha 3aciaaHHio Acouisuii Bocenu 1976 p.
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¥V 1969 poui man /I:xypaBelb, K npeacraBHUK OHTapilicbkoi
Aconianii Buntesni Mogeprux Mo, 3pofuB cTapaHHA 30prasi-
3yBaTH # 3alOYaTKYBaTH 3HOBY KypcHu B KueBi nma kaHajgchbKHX
yuuTeJiB YKpaincbKol MoBH. I Tak BimHoBHIIHE 11i Kypcu. B Ykpa-
ini BinnOBimaJLHICTEL 32 BJIAINTYBAHHA IUX KypciB B3dJ0 Ha cebe
TOBAPHUCTBO ,,YKpaina” B cmiBmpani 3 BUKJIagayaMu K mpodeco-
pamu KuiBebkoro nepykaBHoOro yHiBepcureTy. OmHaK, Ha ¥KaJb,
Big 1974 p. opranisyBanHa nux KypciB y Kanapni nepe6paJjio 6:opo
nopopoxes “Globe Tours”.

YumaJsio KaHAUAATIB 3rOJIOCHJIOCS Ha KYPCH YKpalHChKOI
MoBH B KHeBi; GinbllicTh 3 HUX TIJIBKH TOMY, L]0 TaKHM CIIOCO-
60M BOHM MOIVIH BUTigHO IrepebyBatu B KHeBi 1inmux TpH THXKHI.
Otxxe, Gararo 3 THX, IO I3XATH Ha ILi KypcH, Iie IPHUIIAJKORI,
# ,,pisHomepcTHi”, cJIOBOM, He 3allikaBJjeHi i He o3HaioMJeHi 3
CIPAaBOI0 METOJHKH HABYAHHA YW BUBYEHHS MOBH. OUeBHAHO, € H
TaKi, 10 cnpaBai NiKaBJIATbCA LMM, TOOTO BuYHTeJi, IpodecopH
Ta CTYAEHTH YKpaiHCHKOI MOBH.

YuacHuKH KypciB pi3HHM/IMCA IOJIOBHMM YHHOM piBHeM OcoO-
6ucTOoro 3HaHHA YKpaiHcbKoi MoBH. Ile # Gysj0 HpHHLIMIIOM IIO-
Oimy KypcaHTiB Ha TpH rpymu. Ilepma, 3aaBaHcOBaHa rpyla
MaJjla CKJIafaTHCA 3 JIIOAEH, 0 CBOGINHO PO3MOBJIAJIH NO-YKpalH-
cbKoMy. B gificrocrti, ne Tak He Oyno, 6o, Ha KaJyib, KedAKi BYH-
TeJli MaJM MOBHI TpyAHOILi, ajie, IpHPOXHO, Mycinu 6yTH # BBa-
JKAaJIM, 110 ITOBHMHHI O6yTH B Lill rpymi 3 oryAny Ha ixHe 3HaAHHA
METO[MKHN HaB4YaHHA MOBH. IHII cTygeHTH B Lifi rpyni, HaBmaKy,
Jo6Gpe BOJIONITH MOBOIO, aJie He 3HaJIM MeToguKu. Kpim 1poro,
KoJH BinOyBaJjiaca QOHCKyCig TeopeTHYHUX IpobJseM, TO H nOJs
CTYRAEHTIB 1 AJIA BYMTeJiB BHHHKAJH TPYAHOWII IONO 3HAHHA 1
OllepyBaHHA yKPaiHCHKOK MOBO3HaBYO0IO TepMiHoJoriero. o apy-
roi, cepeHbOI IPyIH BXOJUJIH KYPCAHTH, AKi po3yMinm yKpaiH-
CbKY MOBY, aJjie cji1a6o Helo BoJioAinu. B Tperil, mouaTKoBil rpymi
6ysu Ti, AKi 30BCiM He roBOpPHJIM MO-YKPAiHCLKOMY i1 He PO3yMijn
uiei moBH. Yepes neil pisHOMaHITHHI CKJIAA cjyXadiB, 3 pi3HMM
piBHeM 3HaHHS MOBH, i, MaGyTh, Yepes Te, IO PANIHCHKI BHKJIA-
Jayi Ile He MAalOTh AOCTATHLO ONPAILOBAHOI METONH HABYAHHA
4Yy:K0i MOBH, TOOTO MeTOOUKH HABYaHHA JiIOJedl yKpaiHcbkoi Mo-
BU AK iXHBOI Apyroi MoBH, KypcH BinGyBaroTbcss 6e3 BH3HAYeHOI
metH. He 30BciM sAcHO 6yJ0, 10 MH BHBYAJIH: YH CAMY MOBY, YK
Teopito. BoHu He Oysu gobpe MOB’si3aHiI i TOMY HACJIAKH LHX
Kypci OyJsiM MaJji0 KOpHCHI 1ud ydacHHKIB. TeopeTuyHi BHKJAAH
NPOXOAKMJIM MHMO Hailoi ysaru, 60 y4YacHHKH He OyJiu O3HaHOM-
JieHi 3 npo0JieMaTHKOIO IPAMaTHKH H MOBO3HaBCTBa. Tum Ginbie,
TEOPETHYHI BHKJIAJH HEJOCTaTHLO OyJiM IIOB'A3aHiI 3 MOBHOIO
NpaKTHKOI. BuKijanadi He y»KHMBAJIK JKOJHUX IIOCIGHUKIB y HaB-
yaHHi. Bonu a6o ix He mMaJsH, a60 IOIIPOCTY HE XOTiJIM KODHCTY-
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BaTHCA Hi MOBHMMH JIs160paTOpPiiMH Hi 30pOBO-CJYXOBHMH IIOCiO-
HMKaMH I T. 1. IIpoTe, AK BHHATOK MOJXKHA YBAaXKATH Y>KHBAHHA
rpaModOHiB, HA AKHX MH CJIYXaJH IJIACTHHKH MHCTEIBKOTO YH-
TAaHHA JIiTepaTypHHX TBOPIB.

B rakux o6craBHHAX TPYIHO 30CepelUTHCA HAJ TEMOKO, KOJIH
il BuKJamae chaxiBelnts aKajeMivyHOrO piBHA, BXKHMBAIOYH HAYKOBY
TepMiHOJIOTiIO H OIlepYIOYH HAYKOBMMH IOHATTAMH, AKi AJd Kyp-
CaHTIiB HeBifioMi, i O CIPUIAHATTA AKHUX HEMAE KOQHHUX MOSCHEHbD.
ITe, pasom 3 THM, [0 icHY!OTH DPi3Hi piBHI 3HAHHA MeTOMUKH H
BOJIOOIHHS MOBOIO cepefl KypCAHTIB, JOBORAUTH 1O 3aMimaHHA i
po3’€AHAHOCTH Ha BHKJajax. THKKO 0 TaKoro pisHomasiTHOrO
CKJIARy JIIOeHl BHPOOMTH BifiIOBigHY Hporpamy.

IIMomo HaBYAJIBHOrO MepcoHaly — Le Bci KBaJgidikoBani
MOBO3HABIli, YHiBepCHTETCbKOTO piBHA BUHTeJi, fAKi IIOBaKHO
CTaBJIATBLCA O CBOTO 3aBAaHHA. X04 CKJIAJ IXHIill MiHAETLCA KOXK-
HOr0 POKy, 3 MHHYJIOIO DPOKY § 3amam’ATajia fedKi mIpisBumina.
ITonmepme — moa yirobiseHa Bukjgagauka Hima Toipka, aka Oy-
JKe 06araTo 3i CBOro yacy NIpHCBATHJIA HaM i IIHPO cTapaJsacsa
JOMMOMOITH HaM YIOCKOHAJIMTH Hallle 3HAHHA YKPalHCHKOI MOBH
¥ BigmoBicTH, HacKiNbKH GyJIO0 e MOJKJIMBO, Ha Bci Hamli nmraH-
HA. BoHa ¢ cmiBaBTOpoMm mipgpyunuka Ukrainian — A Textbook
for Beginners, gy AKOro BOHA IPHIOTOBHUJIA IJIACTHHKHU 3 3aIllH-
caMM TeKCTiB 3 IbOr0 HigpyyHHKAa. Bukimajanu Tex Muxaiino
JKosTro6Gprox — rosaoea Bigainy Teopil ykpaiHCbKOI MOBHM IIpH
Incruryri Jlimreictukn AH YPCP, Inma Kyuepenko, Biktop
Komrinos, Jlapuca Kapgomuera, Jliommuna Oisekcienxko, Oubra
Ilaszak, Anronina MapruHenko, €na IIpumak i Oxeck Bisnogminm.
Bysn Takox creniaspHO 3amnpolleHi AonoBinaudi — IpencTaBHH-
Ku Axapgemii Hayx, BaskJMBi siromu 3 #epskaBHHX MiHicTepeTB i
BioMi KyJabTYpHiI migui — NHCHEMEHHMKH, KOMIIO3UTOPH H Xy-
poxHukn. Hampursajn, Creman KpmikaHiBecbKMHA 4YHTaB JIEKIIiio
Mpo roJIOBHI pucH cydacHOl ykpaincbkoi Jsitepatrypu. BinGyea-
JIACA TAKOXK OpraHizoBaHi 3ycTpivi 3 mucemenHukamu: 3 IlaBnom
3arpebeabrruM, Mukosioro TapHoBchrKHM, Birasniem Koporuuewm,
Ougecem I'oruapem, Bopucom OuifinukoMm, IBanom [Ipauem, Jleo-
Higom HoBuuenkom rta immmmm. Crpivaim MM H KOMIIO3HTODIB:
Pununenka i I'paboBebkoro. IIpHCyTHiCTE BHIlE 3TraflaHUX JIIO-
Jedl BKa3ye Ha Te, IO IIi KypCH HHMHU BBaKAIOTHCA BAXKJIMBHMH.
Ha Takux 3ycrpiyax 4acTo MOBTOPIOBAJIHNCA HE3PYUHiI CHTyaIil.
3 papsaHChbKOro GOKYy HpHHIIIN BHCOKOKBaJicikoBaHi 3HaBWi, a
3 OOKy KypcaHTIiB OyJjio 6araTo Takux, fKi MaJio LiKaBHJIHCA IIH-
MH 3yCTpidaMH, Y B3araji KypcaMmu, i TOMy MaJjo 3 LHUX 3yCTpi-
yefl ckopucTaJsid. ToMy IO 3 KOXKHHM pPOKOM IpHIXKIIKAE TaKa
MaJI0 moiHdopMoBaHA U MaJjo 3alfikaBjieHa KijnbkicTh Jromeit
Ha .i KypcH, 3ycTpidi cTaloTh YyMMpa3 MeHNI IiKaBUMH H NpHEM-
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HHMH, i KyJsTypHi middi — BixgBinysaui unmpa3s Ginpme HacMi-
XAaThCA 3 KYPCAHTIB 1 YMMpa3 MeHII IIOBAXKHO CTABJATHCA IO
TaKHX 3yCTpivel.

Ilopsapox pHa gna kypcaHtiB OyB rtakuii: Big 9.30 parky mo
1.00 roguuu mHA (Kpim Hemini) — mapuauuda. Ilicna obigy —
3ycTpiui, Gecimy 3 rpoMaJicbKUMH IpefCTaBHUKAMH, BifBiqHHH
My3eiB, eKcKypcil B MicTi i mo3a micToM, Tomio. Ilicaa Beyepi —
KYyJIbTYypHA nporpama abo BiJIIOYMHOK.

Hapuanbaa mporpama Gysa mopineHa Ha fABI yacTHHH: Ha
TEOPeTHYHI BHKJIANH H NpaKTH4YHI 3aHATTA. TeopeTHuyHi BHKJIAOH
OXOILTIOBAJIM NIpPOo0JIeMH I'DaMaTHKH, IIPABOIHCY, CHHTAKCH, JeK-
cuxH, mopdosorii i T. x., ase 6e3 OyAb-AKOI cHCTeMH i 3B’SA3KY
Mixk HUMH. Buksnanaui go6pe 3HaJM cBill mpegMer, aJie iM TpyAHO
Oyso 3iliTu mo piBHA KypCaHTIB, JaBaTH IOACHEHHA, i TaK 3aM0-
BOJIBHUTH NOTPeON KypCaHTiB.

3 Teopii Oysn Taki ToYKM mMporpamMu:

1) Pomernuna 6ynoBa yKpalHCBKOI MOBH.

2) doHeTHUHi 3aKOHM YKpalHCbKOI MOBH.

3) OcHoBa ykpaiHCBKOI opTOemii.

4) JlekcuKa Cy4acHOI yKpaiHCBKOi JiiTepaTypHOI MOBH.
5) Tapac IlleRueHKO — BeJIMKHI HAPOJHHH IIOET.

6) ®paseosioria yKpaiHCBKOI MOBH.

7) OcobucrocTi CJIOBOTBOPY cy4YacHOI yKpaiHCBKOI MOBH.
8) Mopdouoria cyyacHoi yKpaiHCbKOI MOBH.

9) CrunicTura ykpaiHcbKOi MOBH.
10) OcHOBHiI pucH YKpaiHCHKUX HisJIEKTiB.

Munysoro poxky Ay:Ke IIOBepXOBO Oyjia 3aTOpPKHEHa TeMa
Ccy4acHOl yKpaiHchbKOI JiiTepaTypu.

Ha#i6inpm xopucHuMHE Oy NpaKTHYHI 3alHATTH, fe Oyaa
Haroja po6uTu rpaMaTH4Hi i po3MoBHi Bnpapu. TyT yBara 3Bep-
TaJlacAd Ha JOCHTh eJleMeHTapHi rpaMaTH4Hi BIpaBU: Ha GyAOBY
cjioBa — npedyike, KOpinp, cydike; Ha IDYHKTyalilo; Ha 3BYKO-
BHi CKJIaJ YKpaiHCBKOI MOBH; HA BHCJIOBH; HA YaCTHHH MOBH,; U
Ha BigMiHKK iMeHHUKiB. HaMm, mix iHmHM, TBepau/H, INO KJIUY-
HHUH BiIMiHOK He BBaXXa€TbCA BiAMIiHKOM, i, 1[0 OCKiJILKH B YKpa-
iHcBKiK MOBi Oys0 Tak MaJio caiB 3i 3ByKoM ,, I’ (BOHH Ham ix
nepediuuin), g 6yKBa He NOTPiGHA.

Opnave, TpebGa mpu3HATH, 1[0 GyJj0 6araTo IO3UTHBHOTO B
nux papasBax. H. Tonpka paBajia HaM 6e3J1id NPHUKJIAJIB, 3 AKUX
MO:kHa OyJio 6araTo Ze4oro HarYHUTHCA. BoHA 3BepTaJjia 0COOJIHUBY
yBary Ha Hally BUMOBY, HABYHJIa HAC Y PO3MOBHHX BIIpaBax Ipa-
BHJIBHHX 3BODOTIB yBi4JIMBOCTi, BiTaHH#A, HPOIIAHHA, AK TAKOMX
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npucaiB’a Ta imiomu. BoHa 3aBpaBsajia TOTYyBaTH INcJd JIEKIH
»YPOKHK' : mucaTh 3MicTM H KOpoTeHbKi ecei. MoykHa cKazaTy,
110 NPaBAONORIOHO MHHYJIONO pPOKY Ii Kypcu OyJsH HafiHTeH-
CHBHiIII A0 IbOro dYacy, i TOMy AJIA MeHe HaHGinbII KOpHCHI.
Bce Taku, Ha xaJyp, OpaKye MM KypcaM SKoiHeOyZAb 3araJjibHol
CHCTeMH HAaBYaHHSA depe3 BUIlle3TaflaHy IIOPiuHy MilIaHUHY Kyp-
caHTIiB i ixHIX piBHiB, JJig AKHUX 3aMaJji0 4acy IIPUCBAYEHO AJIA
HaB4yaHHA (Tiobku 314 roguH fAeHHO). S1 BBaKaro, IO iHTEHCUB-
HHUH KypC Ha JOBHIMH yac HiX Tpu TikHi Oy Gu kpammii. Bin
MyciB Ou 6yTH a00 BHKJIIOYHO IIPAKTHYHOI'O, a00 TEOPEeTHYHOIO
pony, fKIIO He BRAEThCA 30praHisyBaTH GaJidHCOBaHOI Iporpa-
MH, OXOILTIOIOYH O0HABI yacTHHH. TaKOXK, BBAXKAIO, 1[0 YUYACHUKH,
AKi npuiHATI, MycATh MaTH NeBHI KBaJidikanii, 106 kypc 6yB
OispIn ycenimHuMM i KOPHCHHUM.

3aayM KypciB y cBoill ocHoBi moGpmii. Taki uu moni6ui MoBHI
KypcH BJAMITOBYIOTH iHIMi HallioHasibHOCTi. Hampukiaj, nojaaku
CHCTEMATHYHO I30ATh INOPOKY B Ilojbily Ha KYpPCH IIOJILCHKOI
MOBH. BoHH mIyKaloTh SKOTrOCh IOPO3yMiHHA, HAB'A3YIOTb KOH-
TaKTH 3 TAMOLIHIMH JIIOABMH. 3 IIOTJIAAY 3araJlbHO-YKpaiHCHKOTO
inTepecy, Takuil Kypc B CHpaBi 3HAHHA MOBH IOBHHEH icHY-
BaTH. I'po3uTh Hebesmnmeka, 110 yKpaiHCchbKa MoBa Ha emirpailii 6e3
KOHTaKTiB 3 YKpaiHoio ctaHe fnianexkToM. Taki KoHTaKTH MOTPiOHI
xou 6u TOMy, IOO HpHHANMHI 3HATH, AKi B YKpaiHi icHyrOTBH
HANpAMHU H yCcHixXM B JOiJIsAHII HABYAHHS YKPaiHCHKOI MOBH, AKHI
ii cran B3araJi, i Aaxi nmpomecu BiEOyBalOThCA B IKHTTI yKpail-
cbKoro Hapoay. Ilpu Haromi aycrpiuedl 3 KyJILTYPHHMH AifA4aMH,
X04 B 00MeKeHuX (POpMax i 3BHYAIHO, HEIMPHX PO3MOBaX, MOXK-
Ha BCe TAKH A0 AKoick Mipu O6GMiHATHCH ZYMKaMH H IOTJIAXAMH.

BnamroByBaHHS TaKHX KYpCiB CIIOHYKYy€ OpraHi3aTopiB gy-
MaTH NpO IIpenapyBaHHd BiANOBIIHMX HaBUYAJILHHX MaTepiaiiB i
miapyunukiB. KoxHuil Hapin, akuii xode, 1106 foro mopa GyJa
JKHUBOIO, n0ae Npo MigpYYHHKKY H MEeTOAWYHY JliTepaTypy AJIsA HaB-
YyaHHA cBoel MOBH. SKIf0o 3 pagAHCbKOro 60Ky € nobGpi Hamipw,
TO MOXKHa CIIOHYKATH iX [0 TAKOro AKIIO JAaJi NPUIKIKATUMYTH
JIFONH Ha TaKi KypcH i MOKaMXyTh NOTpeby I TAKUX MaTepifAJiB.
Tomy, 3 UbOro OrJgaay, Kypcu Bapra 6 6yJjo npogoBxyBaTH. Ko-
Ju 1i Kypcu GyJiH BJIAINTOBYBaHi MepIIHH pas3, TO Ha 3alUT IIPO-
¢decopa E. BypmruHecskoro 3 TOpoHTa IIpO MiAPYYHHKH — HOMY
MOKa3aJId YPUBKH JIEeKI[id 3 rasetu ,,Bicri 3 Yrpainu”. PagsaHcbki
opraHizaTopu ToAi He GyJiM MPUIOTOBJIEHI, He MaJIM MifAPYYHUKIB.
Tenep, X094 NUX MiAPYYHUKIB Lle MaJIO — JIBOE YH TPOE — IIe
BCce TaKM BKa3ye Ha Te, IO OpraHi3aTOpH Big4dysiu norpeby ix
BHUI'OTOBHUTH.

OpranizaTopaM BaJXKO IPHTOTOBHUTHCS IO TAKHUX KypciB He
TiJILKY 3 TOYKY 30py Higpy4HUKiE. BOHH MycATbh PO3BHHYTH Me-
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TOOUKY HABYaHHA, 3HAHTH BiJNIOBIAHMX BHKJIA[adiB, i TaKoX
OMiKyBaTHCA YYaCHUKAMH 3-I1032 KODPAOHY.

3 TYpHCTHYHOI TOYKH 30pYy, KOJIH 3BHYAHHO icHye Take 00-
MeXeHHA 4Jacy Ha nepeOyBaHHS B ONHOMY Miciii, nyke mobpe €
BHKODHCTOBYBATH IIi KypcH, mo6 nepebyBatu B Knepi — crosmni
Ykpainy, i y:xuBaTH e cepefoBHlle, 1106 NOrIHOGJIIOBATH H PO3-
BUBATH 3HaHHA yKpaiHcekoi moBu. Kpim Toro, KuiB pmae 3mory
MOB’I3aTH KYPCAHTIB 3 JKUTTAM B YKpaiHi, 3a0X04ye IX A0 XaJib-
IIOr0 caMOCTiHHOIO BHBYAHHS MOBH, i fa€ IM Haromgy neuio mo-
3HAMOMHTHCA 3 KYyJBTYPOIO, EKOHOMIEI0, HAYKOIO i TOOYTOM YKpa-
incpKoOro Hapony. Hap’sa3aHHA 3HAHOMCTB 3 PAfAHCHKHUMH KYJIb-
TYPHHMH JigdaMu [a€ 3MOTY MM IIpPeICTABHHKAM pPagdHCBKOTO
HAYKOBOro ¥ MHCTELLKOI'O CBiTY misHaTH Jrofell i, Jo mesakoi
MipH, KUTTA YKpalHCbKOI emirpautii.

Ile Bce MOMKJIIMBE TiJIBKYU 33 TAKUX YMOB, SKIIO OpPraHi3yBaTH
Kypcu OyayTh JIOAM, AKi MaloTe 6e3lnocepelHE BiTHOIIEHHS [0
caMOr'o IIKiJILHUIITBA, JIIOAH, AKi 3HAIOTH IpobJeMy NigroTOBKH
BYHTeJIB. JII0AM MOCTiJIBKH BHBYEHi, 110 BOHH 3yMilOTh Ga4HTH
cyTh npobJsiemu, aberparyroun ii Big ckiamHOcTell 00CTaBHH, B
AKHX KypcH BifGyBaroTbest. Ha xanb, KoxHHE 60iTheA 1iei cnpa-
BH TOpKaTHcA. 3 Hamoro OOKy I[i KypCH IIOBUHHI OpraHisyBaTu
BuMTeJi, TO6TO AAKach o¢inifina opraHiszanisg, Ak, Hanp., OHTapik-
cbka Aconiania BuurtesniB Mogepunx Mog, a6o 1(0 CIIpaBY MOMKHA
MOJIATOMKYBATH 4epe3 HpoBiHuiliHWA abo demepaJbHUE ypamd,
mo6 mi kKypcu BigGyBaiucsa B ¢opMi odinifiHoro obminy Mixk
KpaiHamMu ab0 OKpeMUMH YHiBepcuTeramu. BaxxjuBe € Te, 1100
Taki Kypcu He OyJim IpHBATHOIO iHinisTHBOIO, 1106 He MimaTH
NMOJIITHKY 3 HayKowo. Takuil o6MiH 6yB 6M HA KOPHCTH 060M CTO-
poHaM — IXHIM i HamIUM y4YHTeNsaM, BHKJIAZadaM 1 CTyJeHTaM.
Bonu morsm 6 mouyTtm, uio BigGyBaeThcsa B Aiscnopi, mio Taki
npoGJjieMH MOBHM aKTyaJibHI cepen yKpaiHnis mo3sa YEkpainolo.
A namwi Jriropu mMorgiu 6 po3kasyBaTH, AK B KaHani BurJoianae Has-
YaHHA YKPaiHCbKOI MOBH, AKi MOCIOHHKH BHKOPHCTOBYIOTheA. Ile
Ana HUX OyJio 6 moByaroye. Takuit oOMiH fae # MiATPUMKY CIpaB-
Il 3aIiKaBJIeHHM JIIOAAM TaM. AJle O TAKOI'0 KOPHCHOI'O OOMiHY
tpeba # HAM TYT HiTOTOBUTHCA.

Metonuka HaBuYaHHA YKpalHCBKOI MOBH € Ay’Ke CKJIafHA.
Tomy MycuTh MiXx Hamu GyTH cmiBmpals B i ginanni. Ham
norpibHui pgissor. Tpe6a 6yTH B Kypci PO3BHTKY KHUTTA, 1100
#oro BXonuTH i 3po3ymitu. CraH, AKuil icHyBaB JOoTenep, CIIPH-
yuHHUB GaraTto HeraTuBHOro. BiH AoBiB opranizaTopiB no 3HEOXoO-
4YeHHA U HexbGajocTd B iXHil HmifroToBli KypciE MuHyJIOTO JiTa.
Kosnu 6 6ysnu BigmoBigHI y4acHHKH, TOAi MOKHa 6 GyJsio mpuiATH
J0 CIpaBXHBOI'O 0OMiHY MeTONUKM i MOrJAAIB Ha Pi3HI TeMH, fAK,
HaIp., ,,MOBHe B3acMo30aradyeHHs B pajaHCbKOMY mepioxmi”, mo
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JifCHOrO yAOCKOHAJIeHHs yKpaiHcbkoi MopH. Ilpu Haroxmi rtaxkmx
KypCiB MOKHA HMOPYIUNUTH pi3Hi MoBHI mpoGuemu i nuranHa. CyTs
CIIPABH JIEXKHUTH B TOMY, Io0u OyJsia o0oOIiJIbHA KOpPHCTH, I06H
BHPOOHTH yHOCKOHaJIeHy (popMy H MeTOAHMKY BHUBYAHHA H HaB-
YaHHA yKpalHCBKOI MOBH.

Kosu Mopa #ife mpo apryMeHTaIlil0o IPOTH iCHYBaHHA TaKHX
KypciB, Tpe6a pO3yMiTH, 110, He 3Ba)KAIOYH HA HE3aJOBiJILHUH
pe3ysibTaT KypciB, AKi BigOysamucsa B OCTaHHIX YOTHPHOX POKaX,
Kuiscbkomy yniBepcuTeToBi # TOBapHCTBY ,,YKpaiHa' Bce Taku
3aJIeKUTh Ha OAJIBIIOMY iCHYBaHHIO Takux Kypcis. Ile fizme mo
Jinii iaTepeciB nux gBox ycraHoB. He mymaro, 110 BOHH MalOThb
Ha yBa3i 0o0po ykpaiHchkux yumreniB y Kanapi. Cmopgimarocs,
IO BOHH 00yMOBJIeHi, 3 OJHOI CTOPOHHM, 3BHYAHHOI €KOHOMiYHO
norpe60i0 — MaTH AKHAHGiJbIIE TYpPHCTIB, a 3 Apyroi cTOpoHH,
wo6H MaTH BIUIMB Ha Jiiofed 3 iHMIMX KpaiH 3 MeTOl0 Imporary-
BaHHA I IIOMIMPEHHA pafgAHCBHKOI imeosorii Mik pAmKamu, SAKIO
He BimBepTo. ¥V BesHKiH Mipi Il¢ TaKOX JJId HHUX IIPECTHIKEBA
crpaBa. ToBapucrtey ,,Ykpaina” tpeba matu mignbnicth, a Kuis-
CBbKHII YHiBepCHTET MATHMe B CBOIX peECTpax aTpPaKUiliHy AiTHKY
B IIpali HABYaHHS MOBH 3aKODJOHHMX YUHTeJIiB.

Hakinenys moixHa 3pobutu nesHi BHcHOBKU. KypceH, Ak 1 kox-
HUI KOHTAKT 3 YKpaiHOlO, € KOpHcHi ¥ moTpiGHi im i Ham. Amne
iX MycuThb OpraHi3yBaTH yCTAHOBA JIEPKaBHOI'O YM IPOBiHUiHO-
ro mamTaby. YYacHHKY ITOBUHHI 1XaTn 1006 YOOCKOHAJIUTH CBOE
3HAHHA MOBHM H HABUYNTHCA METOOWKH HAaBYAHHA MOBH, a He IIO-
YWHATH IIOHHO BHBYATH MORBY. B TOH cam uac, TpeGa opraxisyaa-
TH NoAi6HiI Kypcu TyT Ha 3axopfi, ocobiuro B Kanapi. Tpe6Ga Bu-
maraTH, o0 BifIOBifaJIbHI JIOAW CTABUJIM i KypCcH Ha DiBeHb
thaxoBocTH. BesmKy poJio BifjorpaBaTHMyTh I'pomeBi ¢oHAH —
AKINO OpraHi3yBaTH KypCcH Ha OCHOBi odimiiiHoro obminy Mix
YHiBepCHTeTaMH, TOAi MOMKJIHBI OYAYTH 3HMXKH AJIA OIJIaYyBaH-
HA KypciB i HaBiThL cTuneHpii. Ause, o6 [aJi IpPOOOBKYBAaTH Kyp-
cu B dopMi, y Akifi BoHH poTenep icHyioTh, HeMae ceHcy. 1le Hac
TiJIEKH KOMIIDOMITYE.

TopOoHTCHKMIT Y HiBepCHTET
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VOLODYMYR MAKARENKO

It is always refreshing and encouraging to witness develop-
ments in Soviet art and literature which have somehow managed
to transcend the restrictions imposed upon them by the canons of
socialist realism. Such was the case with the emergence of the
phenomenon of the shestydesiatnyky in Ukraine. The decade of
the 1960’s revitalized Soviet cultural life and proved that true
culture had not been obliterated by the many years of Stalinist
hardship. Ukrainian artists and writers were given and took ad-
vantage of the possibility to draw upon the achievements, tradi-
tions and innovations of their counterparts in the West, and com-
bined this with a discovery of their own traditions, history, culture
and mythology.

Unfortunately these processes were stopped from reaching
their full potential by the ever-growing repressions which began
in the mid-sixties and continue to this day. However, it appears
that creativity is still able to continue, especially in the most
“western” areas of the Soviet Union: the Baltic republics, and
“the window to Europe”—Leningrad.

It is here that an avantgarde group of artists, calling them-
selves “Peterburg” found it possible to develop an approach to
visual art which they called “metaphysical synthetism.” Their
artistic vision was fashioned primarily by two influences which
they incorperated into their painting: 1. the mystical religiosity,
symbols, forms and techniques of traditional Russian and Ukrai-
nian iconography and 2. the ideas and forms of West European
modern art from the impressionists onwards.

The Ukrainian member of this group is Volodymyr Maka-
renko. Born in Dnipropetrovsk in 1943, Makarenko studied at the
art school there (1958-1963) and the Mukhin school of higher
education in the arts and industry in Leningrad. It was during his
stay in Leningrad that he came into contact with the ideas and the
individuals of the group “Peterburg,” especially with their spiritual
leader, Mikhail Shemiakin.! Since 1973, Makarenko has lived
in Tallin in the Estonian SSR where he has had several exhibits.
He has also participated in the 11th Biennale in Ljubljana, Yugo-
slavia, in 1975.

In 1976, Makarenko’s works were exhibited in Galerie Hardy
in Paris, and were subsequently published as a catalogue by the

1 Other members of this group are V. Ivanov, A. Vasilev, E. Esaulenko,
and O. Liagachev.
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gallery.? In the catalogue one can see that the young artist has
not neglected his cultural roots. Indeed, Makarenko displays a
familiarity with Ukrainian iconography, folk art, mythology and
literature. Shevchenko, Skovoroda, Ukrainka, Kotliarevsky and
Kotsiubynsky flgure as saints in several of his “icons.” In general,
Makarenko adheres to the ideas of ‘“metaphysical synthetism”,?
which, as the name suggests, attempts to synthesize the achieve-
ments in the history of art and through the individual, but
yet as a collective consciousness, to raise it to a higher metaphysi-
cal plane. v
One can see that Makarenko has assimilated well what he has
learned about traditional and avantgarde art. Often he combines
this with his knowledge of his native culture and with his apparent
identification with Shevchenko, the painter-poet in exile. He
quotes Shevchenko or employs Shevchenkoesque sentiments in the
watercolours in which he expresses a romantic longing for his
homeland and childhood or a fatalistic attitude to life. For ex-
ample, in his “My Dream as a Child” (1973) he writes:
,»Mol capo3u, Mol [poxi?], rope meni B camorrocTi. I"ope
MEHi Ha YYXKHHi, le MeHe BiTalOTh Ta KOXAalOTh, 4 f H HEe MO-
Ky nmoxoxaTh. He moxky. Bo He Maro 1o RiATH, KyAH nopni-
tuck. [epesiuyro nui i sita. Koro a, ne, kosu siro6us ? Hikoro
B cBiTi. Hivomy B cBiti. Henade no Jjicy xopus. He mmomoxe,
Musuit Boske, K TO Ka)XyThb Jjioau. Byfne kKagHHA Ha CBiTi,
a BOpOTTA He Oyge”.
,,MHHa10TL JiTa MoJsonii. Munysa pgons, a Hapnia B HeBoJi
3HOBY 3a cBo€. BJyararo Bora, mo6 cmepkaJio... I11o6 3HaB,
aK Bosio mapuysaTd. Illo nypua Bcroaum 6’toTe. Off ciyxan
we, Milt romyGe, Mmili opsie-ko3ade. SIK KoHaro A B HEBOJI.
Ax g aymKy cBirom. MuHa JiTO... 2 KO3aK B HEMO3i”.

The use of the written word in his painting adds an extra dimen-
sion to Makarenko’s works.

All in all, Makarenko gives one the hope that Soviet Ukrai-
nian art and literature will still be able to develop and mature,
not unlike Western art, and yet be able to retain the best cultural,
artistic and mythological aspects of its own history. The two
watercolours by Makarenko which follow are reproduced by per-
mission of Galerie Hardy, Paris.

R. S.

2 Vladimir Makarenko, Aquarelles—Exposition 29 Avril-22 Mai, 1976.
(Paris: Galerie Hardy, 1976)

3 A discussion of the aims and ideas of “Peterburg” can be found in
the Russian and French introduction by M. Shemiakin entitled “Cossack
Volodymyr Makarenko, the group ‘Peterburg’ and ‘Metaphysical Syn-
thetism’,” to the catalogue of Makarenko’s watercolours.
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bopuc KopHieHnko

KOPIHHH4

Ilepeapyrosyemo aubip noesiii 3 pigKicHol 36IpKU YKPAIHCHKO-
20 monofozo noera 3 nepegmoeoro Jleownina ITepeomaiicvrozo.
Bopuc Kopuienrko napoguecs 1954 p. e ceni Mopunysx na 9ep-
kawuri. 36ipra O6yna onybnikosana eujasHuyreom ,Monogv”,
Kuie, 1971; Tupaxx — 4000,

%k
*

3AINAMSITAVMIMO LIE IM’S]

lle 6yB wacauBuil JAeHb.

CimpecATHIITHIN XYAOXKHMK MOKAa3yBaB HaM CBOi MaJIOHKM OCTaH-
HiX KiJbKOX MicsiuiB.

Pama 3 ctapoBHHHOTO 30J0TOro 6areta, B IKY XYAOXKHHUK BCTaBJsB
iX oAMH No OZHOMYy, CTOsIa HAa MoJibGepTi mocepea TicHol mail-
crepHi. Pantom cTinu ii Haue po3CyHYJHCH, a MOTHM 30BCiM 3HMK-
JH, i HiuWM He oOMexeHMI NMPOCTip OTOYMB HAC 3 yCix 6GOKiB.
Jlito & ocinb, 3uMa ¥ BecHa, UBITiHHA AepeB, rAHOOKI 3aMeTH CHi-
riB, PO3KOLIAAHi XMapH, TUILIA HA MOpi, KBiTyui ayru, HiuHi Ko-
pabui, ripcbki cxuau, XiHkv i KBiTM, — orbis pictus — cBiT B
o0pa3ax pPO3KPHMBABCH Iepe]] HAMHM, NOKJIMKAHWE A0 XKUTTSH, Nepe-
TBODEHWI TBOPUOI0 ySIBOIO XYHLOXHUKA.

Lle 6yB Haue6To i 3HalioMui, ajle pa3oM 3 TUM — HOBMII cBiT, 60
MM JUBHJANCA HAa HLOTO OYMMA CHBOFO MaiCTpa 3 MOJIOJOI HEBTOM-
HOM AyIIel, Ha3aBXJAM BPAXEHOIO LIAcTAM TBOPYOTO iCHYBaHHS
i MOXAMBICTIO mapyBaTH e WIACTS iHIUUM.

[epen fioro mMaxaioHKamMu sl He Breplle NMepeKOHYBaBCs, 1110 B TBOP-
YOCTi HiIKOTO 3HAaUeHHs He MAa€ BiK.

CnpaBxus 061apoBaHiCTh BUSIBISIETBCS AyXKe paHO, — HaHbiabuIe
K L1ACTs, KOJM BOHA He BUUEPNYETLCA MO KiHUA KHUTTS.

[ToTiM 51 uuTaB pyKOMUC L€l KHWKKY.

IM’s1 aBTOpa HiUOTO He CKa3ano MeHi — 51 UyB HOro Bleplile.
KopoTki Bipmii — B m’ATh, ABa, a TO i OAKMH PSNOK, 3 HEBJOBHUM
PUTMOM, NO36aBJIEHi pUM, HATTOBHEH] XBUAIOIOUMM 3MICTOM, B OJeXKi
TOYHOTO 1 MICTKOrO CJIOBa, 0Jpa3y X y35Ji MEHe B IOJIOH.

Bonu Bpaxanru nepBo3aaHHOIO caMOOYTHICTIO, HeCMOAiBaHICTIO i
cBixicTio. Kosau 6 MeHe He monepeawad, LIO aBTOPY 1€ HEMAE
CIMHaAUATY DOKiB, s moaymaB Ou, 110 CTBOPUB IX IOCBimAueHHE
rauboKHH MakcTep, JJA SIKOTO CIOBO He irpaiika, a Te, UMM BOHO
HAcNpaBAi € — 3HapAAAs TBOPYOI AYMKH, sKa Nparde ni3Hatu CBiT
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i BU3HAYUTH B HbOMY MiclLe JIOJWHHU i B NpardHeHHi CBOEMY He CIIH-
HSIETbCA Hi Mepel] sIKUMM 3arajkaMmu, Xou Harnepes 3HA€, 1O KOXHA
BiAMOBiAb € HOBUM 3aNMMUTAHHAM i 110 BCSI MOTYTHICTb JIOJAWHK TO-
JSITA€ caMe B Till CMiIMBOCTI, 3 IKOI0 BOHA CTaBMTbH CBO1 3allUTAHHS
nepes XUTTSIM.

Cnuraaa kBiTka: “Sfk wuBeur?”
CrnuraB 4 B kBiTKM: “$K uBitew?”

Le#t pBopsakosuil Bipw Mir 6u nanucatu ['puropiit CkoBopoaa
a6o moaonuit IlaBio Tuuuna.

Y HbOMY Uy€ThCS 3JMBYBAHHS TPUBOXKHOI AyuIi Nepe] 4yAOM CBIiTY
i mepexa camow co6or i Ta MyAPIiCTb IOHOCTi, KOTpa, KOJAH H He
3HA€, TO MOYYBAE, 110 KOXHe OKpeMe iCHYBaHHSA AOPIBHIOE B CBOIH
uiHHOCTI ycift cBiTOOYIOBI B HIIOMYy — Bil Manoi KBiTKM, fIKa
XWINTBbCR BijJ, JErKoro NonyBy BITPY Ha OOHIXKY A0 MepexTiHHsA
MipiafiB 3ipoK y HiuHOMY He6i Hax HALIOK TOJOBOIO.

Ta He TiAbKu 3AMBYBAHHS, 3aKOXAHICTb i Bipa B XUTTHA NPUCYTHI B
UMX pAOKAX, TAK HEBUMYLICHO BHUCJAOBJEHMX i TaK MPOCTO HaNu-
CaHHX.

BoHu noBHi HEBIOBHO], JeAb YYTHOI ipOHIi i MYApOT0O CMYTKY.
Yomy? 3Biaku BOHH y CIMHAAUSTUPIYHOTO IOHAKA?

IIlo BiH 3Ha€ Takoro, o 6 He 3HAJK YU BKe 3a0yan Mu?

Bin ke 1ie mafixxe AUTHHA, AesiKi Biplui BUKJAWMKAIOTHL B Halllill ma-
M’sITi TOBHY 6€3MeXHOI HiXXHOCTH NePBiCHY M0e3il0 MaTepUHCbKUX
NPUMOBOK IO HEMOBJSITH: COPOKa-BOPOHA Ha MNPHIIUKY CHAiAA,
IiTKaM KalllKy BapuJaa...

I B To#t e yac 1I0Ch MifKa3ye€ HaM, 10 MK MAaEMO CNpaBy He 3
JMTHHOIO, 1[0 IUTHHCTBO NMPOJAOBXKYE iICHYBaTH B CBiOMOCTi I0HaKa
BXe TepeTBOpeHe CMoragamu npo HbOro — ue o6pasu, 3a jporo-
MOFOI SIKMX TMOET OCMHCJAIOE CBOE iCHYBaHHSA B CBITI.

— COpOKH-COPOKH,
Kyau meture?

— JleTuMO MU, COPOKH,
Ha BepOu BucoKi...

— CopoKu-COpOKH,

A 1o Hecere?

— Hecemo mu, copoku,
YoTupu MOPOKH.

[ TpucTta nykepox

I3 HoBoro poky.

Beayxafitech, sika tyra OpPUHHMUTb B NPOTHUCTABJAEHHI “YOTHPBOX
MOpOK” 1{aCJAUBOMY CHY NPO TPHUCTA LYKePOK 3 HOBOPiUHOI AJIMH-
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ku. HiXKHiCTH MaTepMHCbKOI NMPUMOBKKM yXKe TilIbKM BiAryKY€ThCS
B AylUi aBTOpA.

[MouyTTs nepenomy, NMpoOLIaHHS, AaJdeKOi AOPOTM CIOBHIOE BipLli
ui€l ayxe MoJOA01 i HaZiHOT KHUTH.

[Toet uie 30BCiM OWUTHHA, KOJIM BUXOIUIIOITBLCA Yy HLOTO 1i MOBHI
PaxiCHOTO 3aXBaTy PSAKH, KOPIHHSI IKMX HeCb y IUTSAYUX LUeApi-
BOYKaX:

SIk onsirHy 71 KOXYyXa,

Ta sk nigy cexaom,

Ta sk 3awebeuytb cobaku, —
Orto pi3aBsiHa 6yze Hiu.

I BUH yxe 30BCiM He IWTHHA Y HeAUTSIUii NMevasi # yTOMi 0Cbh LbOTO
BipuIa:

HaBaft nockuaaeMo uepeBUUKH.
[TocTaBUMO MOpPYyY — CIIOYMHEMO.
A BoHH xail NOXOAATD.
(Tlpoiarocs 3 JUTHHCTBOM).

Hywi moTpi6HMi NepenouydHOK mNepes AaieKOK JLOPOTOH, BOHA
nepeauyBa€e CBOE NPU3HAUEHHSI B CBIiTi, Lle He 06ipBaanCs 3B’A3KH
3 Ka3KaMu i CHaMH AUTHHCTBA, ajie BOHA AMBUTLCS BXe He B MUHYJIE,
X0u i HeJaJeKe, a B [TOBHE 3arafiok Mal6yTHe, B ikoMy Tpeba 3Ha-
iutn cebe.

B mificHocTi, 9K i B Ka3Wi, nepex HaMu 3aBXKIAM PO3AOPikKKs i TOH
NOBHUA rIMOOKOI MYJAPOCTi KaMiHb, Ha SIKOMY YyCi MOXJAUBi mepe-
CTOpOTHU...

$Ike wACTs, 1110 BOHU HE CNUHAITL CMITUBUX!

Ocb yoMy HeMae Bxe @ cainy auTsAuol HAIBHOCTI i 6e3XypHOCTI B
JAYMKax IOHaKa npo cefe, nNpo cBO€ Miclle B XUTTi... He kamiub, a
OpHe MoJe TepeJ HUM, OBisiHe BeCHSHUM BIiTpOM, CBixuM, 6ambo-
PHUM, TPUBOXXHUIM.

[lone ctae mns noera o6pa3om cBity, i Uell o6pa3 migkadye Homy
BUpilleHHA YW He HalicToTHilIOI mpo6jaeMH TBOPUOTO iCHYBAaHHS
JIOIMHM, BUPillleHHS cMijguBe i repoiune:

[leit npoxonaogHuit nmayr
[ 6epe3neBa 60po3Ha
...nociit cebe...

O6pas: cBiT — mnoJe, JIOIHHA — 3epHO BPAXKA€ MPOCTOTOIO i Be-
JAWYHICTIO, HOMY He TpeGa NpuKpac, 3BiACH JaKOHI3M i ocTaTou-
HiCTb BUCJTIOBY B LIMX TPbOX PfAKaX.
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Hi, BiH 30BciM He nuTuUHA, el XJOMYMK, BiH yMi€ AyMaTH, BiH 3Hae,
AOYOro MNparue, i MOUyBa€ 3B’A30K HE TIIbKK 3 TEIJIOM MaTepuH-
CbKUX PYK.

51 He Bupic moetom,

$1 Bupic mosmHOM ripkum.
I3-nix mxepen 3emai nyxkoi
Kopinus npazigiB Moix
TopkaeThea MeHe,

MoixHa quByBaTHCS paHHif 3piMOCTi UMX pAIKiB, ajle He BipUTH iM
HE MOXHAa — B HMX He CaMOBIIEBHEHICTb, a OOIPYHTOBAHA NEBHICTH,
He 6e3kpuJaa Mpis, a cuaa.

[cHye 3aKOHOMIPHICTb: MoeT xoue 3p0O3yMiTu cebe yepes CBiT, KUl
Horo orouye, ane X i lelt JOBKOJMIUIHIN CBIT Ma€ 3po3yMitu cebe
yepes noera.

HapyiiTe CI0 KHUTY BCiM,
XTo He 3Ha€ cebe, —
Xait y3Hae npo mee.

B ubomy mnparHeHHdi [0 ABOCTOPOHHBLOTO Mi3HAHHS Hilll0 He HOBE i
Hilo He crape. Crapuil TIIbKHM CBIT, JIOJANHA ¥ HbOMY 3aBXKJM HOBA
i Ma€e Bce OCMMCJAMTH 3aHOBO, X00 OHOBHUTH Horo co 6 o1o. Lle
OHOBJIEHHs1 cBiTY co0 0010 i yepe3 ceb e BigOyBaeTbcsa Ha Ha-
KX OuaxX, KOJH y BiplIaX HOBOTO NoeTa BiH BTIAIOETbCA B HOBY
obpa3sHicTb, M5 KOi He GyJa0 1 HeMae MPUKAaLy B HAlUif moesii.
Ocb o6pa3 XUTTS:

S me xjgonumk, a — GMKinKa,
Tu He MiBUMHKA, a — KBiTKa.
Sk 6yaeMO B3UMKY XKUTH?

O6pa3 KOXaHHA:

JIucTsi, Mo IKOMY MM HUIJH,
UlypxoTisno-cTorsasno.

A B yopHiM Aynji NTallka cniBaJja.
Copix ynaB Ha AOJOHIO TBOK —

To #ioro 6inka BMyCTHUIA,

[To6auuBiun C/IbO3X B TBOIX CHHIX Ouax.

O6pasz cmepri:

Koauck i s1 ctany G6paTtnkom
CTenoBOoi MaTePHUHKH,
A mopyu uBicTuMe mepécTpiv...
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Besasniu nuTaHb BUHWMKAE, KOJIM YHTAEUI Ui Biplli, HE BUHUKAE TiNbKH
CYMHIBY L1ox0 o6aapoBaHOCTI iX aBTOpa.

Yy 3Ha€ moeT Hamepen cBOKW H0J10? B ycaxkoMy pasi BiH 3aMmuciaio-
€THCS1 HAX Hew i BipuTh y cBo€ mnpu3HaueHHst. CKJaAHI i HeOAHO-
3HayHi o6pasu, B siki BiH BTi/MIO€ CBOI HAXil, CBiAYATBH PO WIHPO-
yiHp i 6araTomAaHOBICTb MMCJIEHHS LbOTO IOHAKA, SIKWUH CTiJbKH
KapAMHAJbHUX MUTAHb TBOPUOCTI CTABUTH Mepel HAMHU YXe OJHiel0
CBOE€I NMOSABOIO.

Pocre agiBua, Haue Kyl KaJHHH,
[yayTh MaliMHU HA UIJIAXY.
JlacTiBkM B MOIX Bipliax HOUYKOTb
o noyaTky HOBOTO IHS.
Micsup 3anpsuky s B CaHHM,

- ‘Hasycrpiu 3umi Buiny.
OKpuJIeHi JaCTiBUNHUMH KpWIaMH
JlitatumyTh Moi Biputi.

BpakeHi He3BHYaMHICTIO UKX PsAKiB, IX NPOCTOTOO i OroJericTio
NMOUyTTIB i AYMOK, 1[0 NYJbCYIOTb B HHX, BU MOXETEe 3aMUTaTH:

— Bipwi? Hesxke ue Bipwi?

$1 BinmoBim:

— Hi, ue 6Giablie, e — noesis.

Bu Oyaere sragyBaTu KOJsLAKM i 1IeAPiBKM, 3aXOoueTe BCTAHOBUTH
3B'sI3KM L€l TBOPUOCTi 3 SIMOHCHBKMUMM “TaHKa”, HAMaraTUMeTechb
3posymitu ii uepes denepiko 'apcis Jlopky a6o INoxa Emaoapa —
HajzapeMHoO; yce Le Oyae MOMUJIKON; WHAK HapoauBca B LlleBueH-
KoBUX MopuHUSAX, i XOU XOAHOI PHUCOUYKOIO He CXOXuiHl Ha CBOTO
YCAABJIEHOro 3eMJasAKa, JKepeJja HOro TBOPUOCTi caMe TYyT, HAa Wi
3emai, B il Npupoai, B 3Bnuasnx ii moxed, B cuii Tpaauuii i B Hail-
cyvacHilwill cy4acHOCTI. ,

Y JKOXHOMY KYTKY 3€MHOI KyJi, 3 yCi€l pi3HOMAaHITHICTIO HAPOAIB,
nobyTy i MOB, HIXTO He 3MOXe TaK CKa3aTu:

A 3a TuM sipom
[lone spuHOBe.
A Ha ToMy moui
SlpuHoBa MaTtu
Slpuny B'sixke.

I HapewTi ocTaHHA UMTaTa, IKOIO 1 XOTiB OH 3aKiHUMTH Li KOPOTKI
3aMiTKHU:
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XTocb nepenas NpuBiT

(22 noToro BBeuepi)

MeHi nonyTHHUew MaTepi,
Jasa Toro, Moxe, 1106 TY>KUB?
Yy, Moxe, XTO MOXKaaiB?

Uy, moxe, noarbus?

$1 nikoro ne 3abyay B KUTTI
| Hikoro He 3pamxy.

SIky Beqmky cuay tpe6a nouysaTtH B cobi, 1106 AaTU TaKy NpPOCTY
i Taky Beauky obiusiHKy!

IToer — s He BHeplIe BKUBAIO TYT lie CIOBO. MOXY lle ZOAATH 10
HbOI0 — MOJOAHMH. AJe 1le Hiuoro He MiHf€. Mojoauit moer, Le
TOH, PO KOTO, He3BaXKaloYn Ha HOr0 MOJOAICTb, MM MOXEMO CKa-
3aTH — IOeT.

Kumxka mae Ha3By, sika HaitGiablle BixnmoBimae ii amicty, — “Ko-
pinHsi”. 3ByTb noeta — bopuc Kopuienko.

3anaM’ataliMo Le iM’sl.

Jleonin Ilepsomaiicbkuit

* %
*
*
CroroaHi g1 BinbHMH, gK 3ipKa
y Hebi.
*

KopoBa poru HacTaBujIa —
[lepeBepHyBCST CBIT:
[MacTyx cnatw Jir.

*

Hy, reii-60, KOHUKH, YOMY BigcTaEeTe? —
[ule ryunilne XJbOCHYB MO MOKPiH CITHHI.
A xain 6ins1 kpuHMUi 61KONY 3 BigeplUst BUTAT
[ cTaB cyliuT Ha J0JOHI.

*

B cto MuTh, ik xim momep,
[Touys,
$Ik roJiocHO ije rOAWHHHK.
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“...He 6ifica 6amxue nigifiTn..." —
Ckaszana ™1 y TenedoHHY TPYOKY.

*

S e xamomuuk, a — 6kiaKa,
Tu He npiBuMHKA, TH — KBiTKa.
Sk xe O6ymeMo B3UMKY XKUTH?

%k

Jinych Be3e caHuaTta
[Tomepaol oHyuKwH.

*

[TnuBna xmapka
[Tonaa Makom.

SI criuras:

— A TH yng?

— §1 TuuunuHAa...

*

HapewTi, 310BUB

B’ioHa 4yOpHO-CHHBLOTO:

Tax Tenao Jockouye AOJOHIO!

Ta po3kpunack pyka mosi, Hibu KBiTKa...
Tu nepexoauna piuky.

*

[TocTolo mix BIKHOM TBOIM,
Tak rapHo MeHi
(TenJyo TBOE 4yl Kpi3b CKJIO).

£

3a nJayra Mu B3slIUCH

1 npuopanu coHue,

A BKe §IK CiTH BiANOYUTD,
Pantosuii pouy npoiuios,
3egenuit Micsupb 3-nig 3emai
JlBoMa nearocTKaMu 3iUILIOB.

*

B He6i nagaau 30pi

I uiny niu nrcanu He6o.
[Tucaau i He gonwucaly,
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MamoBajiu i He ZOMAaJIOBAJIH,

bo micsup B Hebi He CBITHB,

Bbo cepue paHo BcraJo,

Bo 3acnane BiApo Bxke npobyauao Boay,
Bo min kopoBi ciuky BHHIC.

*

Buxoauan pitTu Ha cTas,
Buxoaunu pith Ha ropy.
CMisiikch, a Jig nJaakas.
Jlamanunch JHxi,

A chiry craBano lue 6iabuie.
TaHyB CHir...

(Mu nogomy MpuxoanMo

I ctaemo mopocai).

*

Sl ne Bupic noertowm,

Sl Bupic MOJMHOM TipKUM.

I 3-mig mxepen 3eMai Myxkoi
Kopiuua npazizie moix
TopkaeTbcss MeHe.

*

YopHwii BiTep roigae

Temnai Bii TBoI.

KoHMK CcnaTti Ha KaMeHi Jir.
%

Conue 6im03y6e
Xmapui o6ausye ryom.

*

Hatomaenuit po6oTtoto,
3acHyB 51 B MOJi y COJOMI.
LIBipkyH 3a1i3 y Byxo i 30yaus.

*

Buiuns mpo3pina — MeHe NOMaHUJA,
Llnak npwieTiB — BHIUHIO BKpPaB.

*

['oaKo10 3 AJMHKU
[TaaTtauko ToOi 3awuio.
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*
3ary6uB nBi nizkiBku GpiB TBOIX
Oas unitoroch macrs.

*

Haiibinplie B AUTHHCTBI JiI06UB
PoasuicyBath 6iny rpuBy KoHs.
A BiH wIACANBO ipXKaB...

%k

[Tam’siTaell, KOJKM 3aNHTAB,
Ui moxHa Tebe nouinysaTu?
(BizusiTaam uepBoHi Maku).

ES

. A MeTennKH He BipsiTb,
Lo aiTo 3iB’sui0,
I oauHOKO Le AITAlOTh,
Ilykaloun KBiTOK.

*

SIK110 B HE UYJH, SIK OJIEHI NJIAYYyTh, —
Bu Hikoro ime He xkoxaJj.

sk

51 Te6e nouinywo —
I 3iB’dAHe BecHA.

*

[Ipuiiina BecHa,

[Torem npoixasna.

$1 B3siB Garir

I niwoB y naneky cuHb,
e ropu He60 nmianmuparoThb;
S niwoB X0 COHuA,

o Horo 3uMoBOro CXOBYy
I xabocHYB 6aTorom,
[ligransitoun coHue

I 6ini xmapwu.

(Ipwiina BecHa).

*

SIKIIO MOst 3eMasi CTaHe XOJOIHOIO,
$1 narpiso ii.
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&

CToiTh XKypaBedb HaJX KPUHHWIEIO
I, HiI6® mOAI0 CBOIO,
Bigepuem y Boay BmMouae.

%

CToiTb KiT

Kpa# Bopit

Ta i1 3uait cobi

KHuxKy unrae —

[Ipo miBH#A cTaporo,

[Tpo roay6a 6imoro

I npo MHIIKY-BTiKaHKY.

I Tak HioMy rapHo,

Hlo ax: “Myp-Myp-mMvp”.

&

Twu 3ipBana riaky TepHOBY
I xuHyJa B 3eJ€eHy TpaBy.
A Bocenn oixenuuka 6iraa
I mopanuaa Hory.

*

Hurka naByTuHKM Ha BycTa ToGi cina.
A xTo 3nime il — BiTpeusb uu a°?
BaGune niTO KOXaHHA HaHNepLIOTO.

*

JlaBail MOCKMAAEMO YEPEBUUKH,
[TocTaBuMO MOpYy4Y — CIOUMHEMO.
A BoHM XaHl NOXOIATD.
(Ipowatocsi 3 UTHHCTBOM).

%

Poaauauck Geperd, NoBHI NMOBEHI,
I mo cebe xauoK 3aMaHWIH.

*

Tu 6yaa yopHa

Sk oued oJgiBellb,

Sk Hiy...

(Hi6u st B yopHi# copouui
Ha uyxomy Becimai).
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*

Mos coHsiyHa 30pe,
JlepeBa HaMOKJIH,
A motiM 3aMep3an
[ cranu ckasiHi,
Csitai i MoBuasHi,
Sk T, Mos Hene,
$Ik TH, MOS 30pe.

*

$1 To6i nomapywo JaacTiBky,

$IK MiCHIO 3 YOPHMMM KPHIAMH.
Tu MeHi mogapyell TPOsSHLY.

I HaBiTb AK HAC He cTaue,

Ha nawmx mormiax
LIBicTUMYTE TPOSIHAM,
JlacriBky BOAY HOCUTHMYTD,
Ulo6 BoHM He 3iB’saM.

%

3#Ma 3aKiHUMAACh ChbOTOJIHI
(Croroasxi T npuiiwiaa).

%

B uiit kpuHMUi Boga yucTa-yucTa, —
Botock i ci1oBOM i CKalaMyTHUTH...
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Myrna Kostash

BABA WAS A BOHUNK *
And so am I—a stranger, despite three generations in Canada

There are ways in which my grandmother and I are more
like each other than either of us is like the generation between
us—my parents, her children. Baba is incontestably Ukrainian or
“Galician,” as she called herself in 1914 when she came to Canada
—it took the combined efforts of Old World intelligentsia and
Ukrainian-Orthodox priests and her own Canadian-born children
to persuade her to discard the provincial designation “Galician”
and adopt the nationalist “Ukrainian.” And I am a Canadian.
Unhyphenated. She has acquired enough English to make her way
with shopkeepers, busdrivers, and me. I have sponged up enough
Ukrainian to be courteous with priests, great-aunts, and her. We
share a mutual but mystified curiosity about the conditions in
which the other was bred and a respectful astonishment that the
hardship and bedevilment of the one life underlie the jubilation
and ease of the other, mine. We are tourists in each other’s history,
and conduct ourselves accordingly. In each other’s country, we
do not try to pass as natives.

With the generation between us it’s a different story. Baba’s
children went to school with heavy accents (the short English “e”
was consistently pronounced as the broad Ukrainian “a” so Ed-
monton became Admonton), and came back home memorizing
lines from the Alexandra Readers about Empire, British manliness,
and the duties of a good citizen in a democracy. Parent and child
had to co-exist, but what was the one to make of the other? Baba
grew up illiterate under a regime of Polish landlords, believing in
the efficacy of prayer and garlic against mundane evils and in the
hopelessness of protesting an arranged marriage with a fellow
villager who had already left for Canada and built himself a house
to contain her. Now she was raising children who learned not only
algebra and grammar but also notions of racial inferiority and cul-
tural shame. If her children ecstatically waved the Union Jack at
the parade of George VI and Elizabeth, and identified passionately
with the Duke of Wellington, it was not so much out of positive
acceptance of Anglo-Saxon virtues as out of negative repudiation
of their parents’ Slavic character, deemed unworthy.

* Reprinted from Saturday Night, October, 1976, by permission of the
author.

69



Journal

It would have been impossible for the immigrants to protest:
they had learned servile behaviour in the oppressively feudal Old
Country. And there was a sense of insecurity in the New, where
an alien could—by a flip of the Immigration Act—be deported for
subversive or immoral behaviour, or even for being too poor. No,
Baba bit her tongue and kept her own counsel even when Cana-
dians ran behind her in the street bleating at her back (she still
wore a sheepskin coat), even when her children sat around the
dinner table teaching her table manners and talking to each other
in English, making her a stranger in her own kitchen. But, she
reminded herself, she had come here to grubstake an economic
existence. Its indignities, she felt, would ultimately be cancelled
out by the financial gains of her children as they made the transi-
tion from peasant to lower middle class. And if lack of respect
for her Galician habits and reflexes was the penalty she had to
pay, she would pay it.

However, it wasn't a simple “lack of respect” that was con-
founding the children. All but the most opportunistic and craven
of them endured a muddle of loyalties and an agony of appraisal
symbolized by the hyphen-shaft of dual identity. On the one hand,
their sense of decency and their sentiments showed them that
Baba was the salt of the earth. She worked hard for little. She
always fed and clothed them (“We may be poor but we’re clean”).
She encouraged their intellectual appetites even while she con-
tinued to console herself with superstitions and proverbs delivered
in an ungrammatical version of the Ukrainian language. She formed
part of the horde of European peasants without whom there would
have been no economy on the prairies except for the Hudson’s
Bay Company, native hunters, and the CPR. For all these things,
Baba was to be respected and admired. And so she was, sooner or
later.

On the other hand, on the other hand. The children also knew
that in exchange for the good fortune of being Canadian-born they
were expected to do the decent thing and Anglicize themselves. If
the native born Canadians tolerated the sudden influx of European
peasants and all their strangeness, it was only because within a
few years the whole tribe was sure to assimilate and be indistin-
guishable from the law-abiding, orderly, and Protestant Anglo-
Saxon Canadians who represented the acme of Western culture.
Even the redoubtable J. S. Woodsworth, future founder of a so-
cialist party, was moved in 1909 to confess in his book Strangers
Within Our Gates that “the idea of a homogeneous people seems
in accord with our democratic institutions and conducive to the
general welfare.”
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Assimilation was a loaded proposition, however. For one be-
came “English” only through a process of defining “un-English”
as bad, disgusting, and unstable. The trick for Baba’s children was
somehow to appear to be “English” in spite of the accent, the
funny clothes, the so-called unpronounceable name, the childhood
memories of Ukrainian food and music and festivals. So they
polished up their English, changed their names, joined the United
Church, moved out of Eastern European ghettoes and into suburbs,
and ate turkey on December 25, just like everybody else. For this
chameleon’s talent they were appropriately rewarded: they could
enter the bottom of the middle class.

This was it, then, Baba’s raison d’étre: to raise sons and
daughters who would become teachers in oneroom schools outside
the cities, grain buyers in Ukrainian-speaking villages, and butch-
ers in ethnic districts of the city. The hyphenated Canadians who
became lawyers, doctors, and professors were the exceptions that
proved the rule: the fuss made about them within the ethnic com-
munity was fantastic.

And then an interesting thing happened. It became obvious
to these models of a success appropriate to their hyphenated status
that in spite of all their attempts to “pass” as average citizens, the
real power and influence in the country still resided with the
Anglo-Saxon elite. It became obvious that nobody in this elite had
ever been fooled into thinking Baba’s children were anything but
the second-class progeny of Bohunks. At that point, the children
became hostile. In their chagrin and disappointment, they defiantly
resurrected the left-hand side of the hyphen. The Ukrainian-Cana-
dian was born. And the sub-culture of ethnicity took off.

It was fuelled by a number of noisy intellectuals who had
refused, throughout the pioneering era, to take their lumps as
second-class citizens. As lawyers, members of legislatures and
Parliament, schoolteachers, and newspaper men and women (in
the ethnic press), they had consistently urged their compatriots
to insist on their rights as Ukrainian-Canadians and not as some
soulless, assimilated facsimile of an Anglo-Saxon. They had pres-
sured the Establishment to open its ranks to the non-WASPs in-
stead of keeping them huddled among the farmers and proletariat.
These spokesmen were invariably polite and suggestive rather than
nasty and aggressive in their demands, but they were sticking out
their necks while all about them were meekly blending into the
Anglicized woodwork. They are now vindicated, in their terms at
least, by the next generation, which is middle class and acceptable
while also observing the Ukrainian holidays and keeping their last
names intact.
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You have a right, those intellectuals argued, to both upward
mobility and ethnic identity. But in the process of upward mobility
the Ukrainian as Ukrainian vanished, to be replaced by someone
like me: someone socialized by Anglo-American institutions, with
English as a mother tongue, with culture and values vastly more
dependent on what my generation is doing from Vancouver to
London than on the past accomplishments of desperate muzhiks
and Cossacks along the Dnipro some time ago. I have to ask that
first generation of hyphenates: now that I’m successfully Canadian
—a condition you demanded for me—how on earth can I also be
Ukrainian? Is eating pyrohy and claiming William Kurelek as one
of “ours” all it takes? If you mean something deeper, why are you
so intent on being so innocuously colorful?

In this “ethnic revival,” this cavalcade of pseudo-folkloric
forms and sentimentalized rituals, the ethnics have received con-
siderable support from the very elite they are reacting against,
particularly from the Liberal government. So one has always to
ask who and what are really being served by the revival. One has,
in other words, to remain skeptical of the ethnics’ claim that in
their picturesqueness they are resisting the Anglo-Saxon hegemony
even while the Anglo-Saxon is signing the cheques that make the
multicultural extravaganza possible.

Ukrainian Day at the Vegreville Ukrainian Festival, sixty
miles east of Edmonton in the middle of a densely Ukrainian dis-
trict. I have been ten years away from this sort of intramural
celebration, and I notice some changes. When I was a girl, I had
been sometimes embarrassed by my ethnic origins. “Greek,” I
would say to my friends, “I'm Greek,” unwittingly reproducing a
hierarchy of ethnic undesirables in which, to my mind at least,
Greeks were less undesirable than Ukrainians. I would have said
I was German, if I could have gotten away with it. In those days,
what we did as an ethnic collective to remind each other where
we came from was purely an introspective and almost covert act.
A series of ritualized encounters—dance, song, poetry, speeches—
in the church basement with none but ourselves as witnesses and
consumers. The fact that the rituals were incomprehensible to an
outsider was the very essense of the act, and the exclusive use of
the Ukrainian language was evidence of that introversion. It oc-
curred to me, years later, that since I didn’t understand the lan-
guage very well either, I too was systematically excluded, along
with non-Ukrainians, from socialization into these Ukrainian mys-
teries. This more than anything marked the gap between first-
and second-generation Canadians.

So, in Vegreville, in 1975, I, second-generation Ukrainian-
Canadian, socialized Anglo-American, English-French bilingualist,
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confronted a festival organized from the consciousness of the first
generation. I was amazed. It was obvious that the first generation
had grown more self-confident, not to say boastful, and was now
assuming that the Ukrainian-Canadian ‘“fact” was of interest to
all Albertans. No more church basements for them; the festival
was held at the exhibition grounds. It was this generation which
had erected last summer a monstrous, aluminum pysanka (de-
corated Easter egg) near the Yellowhead Highway in Vegreville,
and dedicated it to the RCMP. (How short their memories are:
it was the police who had broken up their hunger marches in the
1930s, closed down their Ukrainian-language concerts, spied on
them in their Labour-Farmer Temples.) It was these same people
who had scattered throughout Vegreville signs in shop windows
saying “Vitayemo,” meaning “Welcome,” and innumerable plastic
and china knick-knacks decorated with Ukrainian motifs. They op-
erated concession booths at the festival selling kubassa-on-a-stick
and T-shirts emblazoned with “Drink Molson’s Ukrainian” and
“Kiss me, I'm Ukrainian.” The message seemed to be that any-
body could be a Ukrainian; it was implicit that somebody would
want to.

As it turned out, however, the message was only teasing. For
the core of the programme was the content familiar to me from
twenty years ago when Ukrainians were a racial tribe. The mys-
teries were the same, with few concessions to the fact that now
there were fewer than ever pioneers in the crowd and many more
third and fourth generation Canadians (the 1971 census lists
580,660 Canadians of Ukrainian origin). Use of the Ukrainian
language among the young is limited to “Hello, how are you?” for
Baba’s benefit; their use of the culture amounts to changing out
of blue jeans and into ethnic costume because the dancing is fun
and easy to learn. The “National Hymn” was announced and I was
taken by surprise that it wasn’t O Canada they sang but the
European (and pre-Bolshevik) anthem, The Ukraine Is Still Not
Dead. In fact, I was impatient with this, and my impatience es-
calated to irritation when references in speeches from the M.C.
and the Alberta minister of education to the “mother tongue”
were to Ukrainian, not English.

I watched this sea of Ukrainian-Canadians singing mightily,
meaningfully, the patriotic anthem of a country they have never
seen, and which, since their parents’ departure, has become a
Soviet Republic. Their nostalgia is for a Ukraine where peasants
in gorgeously embroidered, hand-woven linen shirts and bright red
boots eat pyrohy under thatched roofs. Where they tremulously
take their braided bread to the priest for blessing, respect their
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elders, detest the Jew and the Catholic Pole (tavern-keeper and
landlord, respectively), and die, uncomplaining, in a slaughter or
famine. Or so they would have me believe through their anthems
and icons, their eulogies and dedications. And if it wasn’t like that,
why don’t they tell me the truth?

The fact is, none of them really knows. They are Canadian
by birth and experience, and their nostalgic zeal is not meant to
function as history but as mythology. They were raised and so-
cialized within a racist society whose message was that Slavic
farmers and their families were “yokels.” A columnist in the Vegre-
ville Observer wrote: “In view of their education, ideas, moral
standards, and mode of life, we justly regard them as inferiors.
We are not prepared to be bossed by them . . . and it is unlikely
that white men in this Province will stand for it,” thereby raising
the proposition: the Ukrainian as nigger. As objects of slander,
they did the psychologically normal thing. They revised their past
so they’d look better to the ruling class. This had its happy side-
effects: it instilled a racial pride where there had been apology, a
sense of worth and a community where there had been self-disgust
and alienation. It offered a position from which to dispute the
calumny of Anglo-Saxon bigots.

But it performed a disservice as well. For one thing, it gave the
lie to the experience of the pioneers who left Europe precisely be-
cause their lives there were intolerable, squeezed mercilessly be-
tween landlord and priest, between service in the imperialist’s army
and service for a pittance on his land. They left because they were
hungry and crowded and had no pasture for cows or acres to in-
herit; they had to scrounge for firewood and, according to some
accounts, gave precious food to the priest who, overladen with such
gifts, tossed it to his pigs.

It gave the lie, as well, to their Canadian experience, for the
mythologizing process extended forward to the history of what
happened to them in the New World. They were in a double-bind.
On the one hand, they prettified their European past in order to
maintain dignity in the face of racism. On the other hand, they
had also to dress up their Canadian experiences in order not to be
further oppressed for making trouble about the very conditions
they were protesting.

It was a touchy situation for them, in the 1930s for example,
when the Depression hit only a few years after they had achieved
a modicum of economic security as farmers. Their first five years
as homesteaders had been gruelling, with the man usually away
half the year working on the railroad or in coal mines to earn some
cash for the oxen and plow and seed, the woman and children left
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on the land to feed themselves. somehow, and to ward off illness
and staggering loneliness. By the time the husband returned to
work the land, his family had already cleared an acre or two by
hand, and the first crop could be sown. Inch by inch the bush was
beaten back, the oxen traded for horses, the sod hut abandoned
for a two-room log house. In the meantime, women died in child-
birth, children died of diphtheria, men were killed in accidents—
the nearest doctor was still too far away—crops were lost to early
frost and creditors, Ukrainian-speaking teachers were dismissed
by the department of education, male relatives (holding Austrian
passports) were interned in camps during the First World War,
and daughters were sent off to town to work as housekeepers in
well-to-do homes. During the Depression, the Communist Party
was disproportionately successful in organizing among non-Anglo-
Saxon farmers and labourers through groups like the Ukrainian
Labour and Farmer Temple Association, and Ukrainian com-
munities in Alberta like Myrnam and Hairy Hill and Two Hills
mounted several farmers’ strikes and hunger marches. During the
Second World War, Ukrainian Communists like John Boychuk
and Matthew Popovich were arrested and imprisoned for “seditious
activity,” and ULFTA halls were shut down.

I make a point of listing these catastrophes because, parallel
with them, was a consistent attempt on the part of some of the
Ukrainian-Canadian intelligentsia to muffle the complaints and
disguise the rebelliousness of their compatriots. English-speaking
citizens were assured that the Ukrainians were rapidly and en-
thusiastically becoming assimilated, as in the speech of the lawyer,
George Szkwarok, to a Rotary Club in 1930: the Ukrainian-Cana-
dians ‘“will like your ways and customs, and they will assimilate
them if they find them good. They will abandon their own if they
are bad. They will learn of your ideals and will follow them,” etc.
In 1928 a federal member of Parliament, Michael Luchkovich,
blamed the economic problems of his constituents not on their
vulnerability to the excesses of capitalism but on their lack of
character: “I have seen many run up a debt and then leave their
farms because they would not live within their means. True pa-
triotism, I insist again, also includes persistence and frugality even
under trying circumstances.” And my own great-uncle, a com-
munity leader and pedagogue, wrote in the Vegreville Observer:
“We hear quite often that Ukrainians do not respect the law of
this country . . . If they do fight, assault or murder anyone it
would be their own countryman, as they have great respect for the
English or any other people.” (But not, presumably, for their
own.)
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The self-hatred implied in these statements is painful. So is

the transparent self-abnegation in assurances that Ukrainians “did
not care for their own comfort,” that centuries-long exploitation
made them, not seditious, but “enduring, self-reliant, hard-working,
and thrifty” and that, in the words of an amateur poet, Michael
Gowda:

A new horizon opens to our eyes

Majestic vistas spread from shore to shore

Our new-found home in a new promised land

With freedom bordered and fair justice bound.

One struggles to imagine the pressures brought to bear on
these people to deny in such sycophantic prose what was as plain
as the nose on their face: that immigrants and the children of im-
migrants had to sweat and heave against exploitation for every
penny of their prosperity and that, denied it, not a few would fight
for it. One begins to understand such “patriotism’ as a survival
tactic, a manoeuvre to deflect the repressive reflexes of the ruling
classes against the grumbling mass.

So, watching them last summer in Vegreville sing and dance
and speechify—*“Such days as today are very valuable for the
patriotism of this country. You should first of all be the best pos-
sible Canadians and express thanks and gratitude to this country”
—1I wondered if this process was still in effect. Are declarations
of Canadian patriotism still a political necessity for ethnics? Fur-
ther: where are the art forms and contents, after all these years
in Canada, that reflect the Canadian experience? Why are teen-
agers in 1975 still dancing the Arkan and reciting poems about the
Motherland (“Ridna Maty Moya”) and singing ditties about lin-
den trees they’ve never seen?

The explanation is that the Establishment came under pres-
sure during the 1960s from various dispossessed groups, including
“ethnics,” to spread its power around. In response, the federal
government concocted multiculturalism for the verbal and articu-
late ethnic middle class as a make-believe participation in power-
broking and a sweetener to help bilingualism go down. So we put
on our costumes and invite John Munro to deliver his homilies
about our “cultural and spiritual values” and make demands for
Ukrainian-English bilingualism on the grounds of a fallacious com-
parison with Quebec, believing miraculously that such actions
somehow decrease the distance between us and the board of direc-
tors of Capitalist Enterprises, Inc. Now that we are securely as-
similated into our appropriate slot in the vertical mosaic—now
that, in our habits and speech and values, we are indistinguishable
from the mass of Canadians—it’s no skin off the Establishment’s
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collective butt to toss us a few dollars for a festival. We’re so cute
in our get-ups!

We see ourselves that way, too. Ask most Ukrainian-Cana-
dians why they are proud of their heritage and they’ll respond with
a list of folk arts—Easter eggs, cross-stitch embroidery, cabbage
rolls, the kolomeyka dance—which are characteristically described
as “colourful” by a society inured to the tedium of assembly-line
artifacts and metropolitan-based mass-culture. The ethnic as aes-
thetic relief.

There is an irony here, and it is that the skills displayed by
these folk arts are themselves largely a product of North American,
middle-class lifestyle; no peasant woman, either in the Ukraine or
frontier Alberta, had the time or energy to spend on infinitesimally
patterned eggs or microscopically embroidered clothes or labori-
ously braided breads. No work-exhausted farmers had the leisure to
create choreographed dances or five-part harmonies. One must
assume that what we take to be the popular arts of the Ukrainians
of all classes and generations are in fact either the crafts of the
Old World burgher class or the contrived and intellectualized
products of a self-conscious Canadian middle class with the benefit
of education and leisure time.

Ethnicity, then, is homage to a variety of icons, emblems of
who we imagine ourselves to have been and are no longer. Ethnic
culture as a hobby. Aluminum Easter eggs, cross-stitched tea
cosies, holubsi dished up in a drive-in restaurant: surely these
aren’t signs of an indigenous culture crafted from our experience
within the stewing pot of native, nomadic European-peasant, and
Anglo-Saxon-urban ways-of-life. They seem rather to be transplants
grafted artificially onto a stem of nostalgia, cut off from its sources
and able to survive only as a carnival souvenir.

It has all happened so fast. On the prairie, lifestyles barely
evolved disintegrate at shocking speed. Within the space of ninety
years our history has included the incarceration of the Indians,
the surveying of land into quarter-sections, the cultivation of vir-
gin sod, the erection of log buildings, churches, and grain elevators,
the laying down of track and spur-lines, the closing down of spur-
lines, the abandonment of log buildings, churches, and grain ele-
vators, the overlaying of cultivated soil with cement, and the sub-
division of quarter-sections into suburban developments. The
people who dug holes in the ground as their first shelter here and
walked fifty miles to Edmonton to get flour are still alive, living
in high-rise old-age homes and shopping at supermarkets.

I grew up in Edmonton, my father on a homestead. The speed
with which the transition was made from pre- to post-industrial
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culture shows up in the pile of rubble that marks the place where
he was born. The farm is a ruin, a northern parkland version of a
post-bellum Louisiana plantation.

The road into the barnyard is a horror of weeds, a treacherous
path of nettle and thistle. The barn is still there but, oh, such a
modest, insecure structure compared to the cavernous building I
remember! The loft into which my father and uncles pitched bales
of hay is filtered through with sunlight. Barnswallows pass in and
out through holes, and mice are at home. The roadway from the
barn to the fields, down which they drove the team of Clydesdales,
has reverted now to the prairie it was hacked from. The pathway
from the barn to the house is so overgrown with bush that we
make our way through it now like Stanley to Livingstone. The
house burned down several years ago, after having been looted of
junk that passes now for antiques. The site is grassed over. Some-
where to the right, under the bushes, is where the garden and
flowers used to grow. Some of the perennials still bloom. To the
left are the pig sheds, collapsed in their middles, a mess of weather-
beaten wood, silent, hidden, and unregarded.

In one generation the materials of daily existence have become
obsolete and unrecognizable. At the Shandro Ukrainian Pioneer
Museum I had to ask the elderly warden over and over again,
“What is this? What was it used for?” as he handled the churns,
flails, spindles, and sheaf cleaners. They would have been familiar
to my ancestors 200 years ago. Fifty years after their manufacture,
they are mysterious to me.

The graves I’'ve seen: Marx, Dumont, El Cid, and now also the
resting place of antecedents who came and went with nothing to
mark their adventure except tombstones with their photographs
sealed into the cross—stone-faced old ladies and jaunty, middle-
aged men standing cross-legged in hats and old men posed defen-
sively in front of their log houses. “This is me, this is where I was
alive, and this was my condition”—while a mile down the road the
homestead decomposes. Well, it’s what they came here for. The
disappearance of their generation and all its works into merely
nostalgic memorializing is a measure of the success they’ve had
in side-tracking their descendants from the land, as much from
the CPR quarter as from the kolkhoz. One should then perhaps be
more indulgent about the sentimentality surrounding their sacri-
fice: heaven forbid that the ethnic should be an ingrate.
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Nadia Kazymyra
TO BEAR (BARE) DOUBT: IT ALL STARTED WITH BABA

The image of Canada’s respectable literary outlet for social
comment and cultural polemics, Saturday Night, is one of commit-
ment, not so much to the solidification of Canadian cohesiveness
but more so to the revealing of that peculiar Canadian distinctive-
ness in all spheres of activity. Saturday Night is preoccupied with
the Canadian raison d’étre. No doubt, the appearance of Myrna
Kostash’s, “Baba was a Bohunk” (October, 1976), surprised many
attesting to be part of the new breed of introspective, egocentric,
nationalist Canadians who generally find the tone of Saturday
Night righteous, positive, correct and therefore agreeable. Much
to the chagrin of some, Ms. Kostash’s article fails to meet the
criteria on all accounts. Disarming are Kostash’s thoughts as she
pokes and prods at the fibres permeating the Ukrainian experience
in Canada. Words rise from the page and accuse. Ms. Kostash
writes bluntly, without hesitancy. The tone is bitter and occasion-
ally remorseful. Questions are raised; ideas are churned; bewilder-
ment and confusion prevail. The result of Ukrainian immigration
to Canada and subsequent acclimatization, viewed in retrospect,
is not enticing. In order to achieve a semblance of economic sta-
bility and social acceptance, the Ukrainian, on many an occasion,
has sold his ‘soul’. Ms. Kostash is the product of that process, left
alienated, anxious, and angry. The reader is left in a daze. Satur-
day Night should be complimented.

Ms. Kostash uses the “tools of effect” skillfully—sounds of
gnawing, subliminal pain, cushioned by belligerent, defiant tones
of the protagonist echo, reverberating from word to word. The
reader is compelled to listen. But inspite of the intensity of the
emotional expression emanating from ‘“Baba’, what is there of
actual substance? The purpose of writing about the fate of Baba’s
offspring is not clear entirely. Is the commentary devoted solely
to that of soul searching and self-analysis, which invites re-exami-
nation and possible re-direction? Or is the writer concerned with
unravelling the ‘tangled’ past, perhaps in hope of making sense of
contradiction, shedding light on the obscure, finding continuity in
fragmentation?

If Ms. Kostash’s purpose is to explore the realm of “id”, grop-
ing for the “I”, she is only partially successful. The reader is not
satisfied totally nor are cures found for the ills of the victim. There
is one achievement, and an unfortunate one, I feel. Kostash suc-
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ceeds in raising the defenseless victim of insensitive ‘Canadianiza-
tion’ into prominence and in vocalizing the plight of the veritable
scapegoat. Quite unintentionally I believe, Ms. Kostash has ele-
vated the tattered, well-worn sheepskin coat to the rank of mar-
tyrdom. And so what, the reader may well wonder, “Kostash has
the right to belly-ache but what am I to do?” Does the writer wish
to force the reader out of indifference and complacency? Perhaps.
But what can be expected when the theme is not developed well,
when the story consists of generalizations and a loose array of
events? Confusion. As a result, the reader may excuse the writer’s
impassioned outburst, relegate her to the position of rabblerouser
and generously lavish sympathy with dosages of pity, to soothe
and pacify. Apologies will be doled out. I suspect that Kostash will
hurl them.

By struggling with her own identity, I see little difference
between Baba, her children and her children’s children. Neither
has found his/her niche inspite of occasional attestation to the
opposite. But neither has the average Canadian. Neither has Cana-
dian history. At any given point in time during the last one
hundred years, discussion surrounding the Canadian destiny has
grappled with the maintenance of British tradition, the north-
south continentalist view, the myth of the mighty St. Lawrence,
and, when these theories proved limited in scope, the concept of
‘unity in diversity’ became popular.! Certainly the dilemma of the
second generation is not a new one. It is a subject which has
evoked considerable interest among sociologists (Nathan Glazer,
Frank G. Vallee, Nathan Keyfitz) as well as writers of fiction—a
good example is John Marlyn’s Under the Ribs of Death (Toronto:
McClelland and Stewart, reprint, 1971).

What makes Mpyrna Kostash’s case special and different?
Some could answer, nothing. Yet she has taken the time to think,
to question rather than to accept. She is in search of answers. It
is quite clear that the peculiarities of the Ukrainian background
linger on, molesting her mind. She may not like the form of frag-
mentary cultural survival as she has come to view it in Western
Canada, but it is there. Together with this “two bit vaudeville
act”, Kostash is perturbed by the effects of rapid industrialization

1 Canadian intellectual history has not been a subject of great interest.
Only recently, in the last decade, has some progress been made to under-
stand late nineteenth and early twentieth century ideas dominant in Cana-
da. See Carl Berger, The Sense of Power. Studies in the Ideas of Canadian
Imperialism, 1867-1914 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1970) and
S.E.D. Shortt, The Search for an Ideal. Six Canadian Intellectuals and their
Convictions in an Age of Transition (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1976).
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on prairie society and the transition of the one time peasant
Ukrainian to the more affluent, comfortable position within an
increasingly secure middle class. Ethnicity, for some reason (it
leaves Kostash baffled) has become a popular fad since the late
1960’s. Its form of expression irritates the writer—“aluminum
Easter eggs, cross-stitched tea cosies, holubsi [sic] dished up in
drive-in restaurants.” Kostash maintains that ethnicity is the pro-
mulgation of a lie—"“homage to a variety of icons, emblems of who
we imagine ourselves to have been and are no longer”’—but far
worse is the fact that this pop art version of Ukrainian culture is
“either the crafts of the Old World burgher class or the contrived
and intellectualized products of a self-conscious Canadian middle
class with the benefit of education and leisure time.” Profiting from
this showcase display is not the Ukrainian but the power structure,
the “Establishment”, ‘“the board of directors of Capitalist Enter-
prises, Inc.” The Ukrainian is serving the needs of the ruling elite,
as well as its own.

At times Kostash is like an empty wind bag, with an inclina-
tion for throwing easy rhetoric. Far too often questions pertaining
to social alienation, class stratification, mass conformity and eco-
nomic exploitation have found their answers in ‘catch-all’ cliches.
Rather than studying in totality the cultural background, social
relations, economic and political behavior of the ordinary human
being, which would increase the writer’s appreciation of the first
and second generation’s dilemma, Kostash relies on the ‘patch-
work technique’, stringing together a hodge-podge of disparate
ideas. (Unfortunately, Canadian working-class history has nothing
comparable to Edward Thompson’s Making of the English Work-
ing Class or Eugene Genovese’s Roll Jordan Roll: The World the
Slaves Made.)

Granted, Ms. Kostash’s article was not intended to be a mas-
sive work on the history of Ukrainians in Canada, but it does give,
in capsule form, something of what happened to the Ukrainians
in the past. In fact I would suggest what the writer had tried to
do is to present an introduction to her “700 page manuscript”,
“a veritable balloon of an enterprise” concerned with Ukrainians
in Canada.

What I'm trying to do is several things at once: tell the story
of a generation barely examined beyond the recitation of
success stories; highlight events generally ignored, trivialized
or mystified in the ethnic histories (internments during the
Wars, farmers’ strikes, activities of the Communist Party);
emphasize neglected topics (work, women, Anglicization,
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anti-clericalism, fascist nationalism); dispute the points of
view of those ethnics who would rather be agreeable than
right; develop a critique of multicultualism [sic]; and figure
out what, if anything, delineates “ethnic” consciousness from
that of class, sex, race and religion.*

It appears to me that the writer attempted to cover too much
ground without proper basis.

I feel that it is essential, in order to gain an understanding of
the present state of Ukrainian society in Western Canada, that
Ms. Kostash should have attempted to detach herself from her
own experience (I cannot tell which is more important or more
central in the article, Kostash’s identity crisis or the fate of Ukrai-
nians on the Prairies), put aside the accusations, and with a degree
of sensitivity and tolerance delved into the past to examine what
happened—not only the fact, but also the nuance. Knowledge of
nineteenth century Ukrainian history with respect to cultural de-
velopment, political expression and nationalist/socialist percep-
tions is imperative; immigration did not curtail Old World ties nor
were behaviour patterns completely altered. The contention of the
writer that all that existed in Halychyna or Bukovyna can be sum-
marized in one word, “misery”, points to a lack of study and sub-
mission to simplicity.

I find Ms. Kostash’s individual examples from Canadian his-
tory acceptable, but the manner of presentation, the sequence of
events, appear to be grounded in sensationalism. Almost in one
sweeping motion, Kostash presents her version of the Ukrainian
experience, pointing to the initial hardships of homesteading, in-
ternment camps during World War I, the mushrooming of the
ULFTA, the mediocrity of Ukrainian politicians and the “singing
of ditties about linden trees” in 1975. Kostash overlooks the effects
of the second and third wave of Ukrainian immigration; it is as
though all Ukrainians in the 1970’s act alike, particularly in re-
sponse to the government policy of multiculturalism. It appears,
almost, as if the writer is incapable of recognizing subtleties—all
is either black or white. For example, in order to understand the
past, it is imperative to study the composition of the Ukrainians
and the development of their attitudes and ideas as part of social
stratification, so dependent on the impact of the economy, events
in Europe, ‘Canadianization’, and above all, the effects of immigra-
tion. Ukrainians are not homogeneous in thought and action, hence
the difficulty in comprehending them.

2 Myrna Kostash, “Questions About Ethnics: An Open Letter from
Edmonton”, This Magazine, January-February, 1977.
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My criticisms aside. Inspite of the shortcomings of “Baba was
a Bohunk”, Myrna Kostash’s ideas cannot be dismissed light-
heartedly. She has succeeded in compelling her readers to react.

Few can remain indifferent. You either applaud or throw stones.
That is no mean feat for Kostash.
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Roma Franko

OF AMBITION, BABAS AND BOHUNKS

The title of Myrna Kostash’s article, standing as it does on
an entire half page, hits the reader squarely in the face: “Baba
was a Bohunk. And so am I-—a stranger, despite three generations
in Canada.” If this is a writer’s gimmick intended to catch the
reader’s attention, it certainly succeeds in my case. I quickly count
off the generations in my family: my grandparents arrived in
Canada from Ukraine in 1900; my father was born a couple of
years later in what is now the province of Saskatchewan; I am a
native Saskatchewanian; and, if I count my two sons, that gives
us four generations in this country.

The catchy, alliterative phrase of the main title and the
thought-provoking subtitle continue to intrigue me. Obviously I
am of the same generation as Myrna Kostash. Am I a stranger in
my own land despite three generations in Canada? Was my baba
a bohunk? Am I a bohunk? What is a bohunk?

More recent editions of the College Edition of Webster’s New
World Dictionary do not include the word. The misguided com-
pilers must have assumed that the term had fallen out of usage. A
1957 edition yields the following information: “bohunk (b&’hunk),
n. [prob. Bohemian and Hungarian] [Slang], 1. a person from
east central Europe. 2. any unskilled laborer; especially one from
east central Europe. Vulgar term of prejudice and contempt.”

Stifling my immediate reaction of anger and incredulity, 1
reread the definition. Yes, my grandparents, like those of Miss
Kostash, and of my husband, and of many other Canadians, did
come from Ukraine which is indeed in east central Europe. The
first definition, then, although rooted in slang, would seem to fit.
Turning now to the second statement I ask myself if my grand-
parents could be considered unskilled labourers. Hardly. They
were farmers and good ones at that, if one takes into account the
acres upon acres of brushland that they brought under cultivation
with the simplest of implements. So, unless one concludes that all
farmers of yesterday and today are unskilled labourers, the second
definition falls by the board. I ponder now the use of the word
bohunk as a vulgar term of disrespect. I know that the first im-
migrants from eastern Europe were treated with prejudice and
contempt. Their strange dress, their different way of life, and their
inability to communicate in English inevitably made them objects
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of ridicule and scorn. If I had some difficulty in understanding
this before, I have a clearer picture of it now as I see the same
process being repeated with other immigrant groups in Canada
in 1977.

But, good heavens! Much as I sympathize (retroactively,
though it may be) with my grandparents, am I to assume that I
and my children are to consider ourselves as heirs not only to their
invaluable contribution to Canada but also to the degrading term
that some misguided souls saw fit to fling at them? Why would
someone of my generation want to bring back into currency this
pejorative and tired old label? I begin to read the article in the
hope that it will provide me with an explanation.

After reading the article for the first time, I am left with the
most distasteful impression that, in her desire to gain Instant
Recognition, Myrna Kostash has resorted to cheap and oppor-
tunistic journalism. In short, it seems to me that she has churned
out a controversial piece of writing by trading in on her ethnic
background. After a second reading, I see more clearly the writer’s
confused state of mind and, while I can sympathize with her, I
wonder why some fuzzy-minded editor permitted her to inflict her
neuroses on the Canadian reading public. A third reading, coupled
with a sincere desire to understand this troubled woman, leads
me to the conclusion that the article is the cathartic outpouring
of a reflective individual who is trying desperately to come to grips
with the problem of who she is.

In her obvious longing to be included among the upwardly
mobile in our Canadian society, Myrna Kostash feels it incumbent
upon herself to state emphatically in the first paragraph of her
article: “And I am a Canadian. Unhyphenated.” Having categori-
cally rejected the hyphenated condition, she feels justified in lay-
ing claim, further on, to being “successfully Canadian.” A few
paragraphs later, however, she does an about-face: “So in Vegre-
ville, in 1975, I second-generation Ukrainian-Canadian...” Stand-
ing in direct contradiction to all of her statements is, of course, the
title of her article in which she refers to herself as a bohunk and
a stranger in her own country.

If Myrna Kostash seems to be confused as to whether or not
she is successfully Canadian, an unhyphenated Canadian, a hy-
phenated Canadian, a bohunk, or a stranger in her own land, and
if, in some instances she includes herself within the community
of Canadians of Ukrainian origin by using the pronoun “we”,
while at other times she excludes herself by saying “they”, she is
no less confused about many of the other topics that she raises in
her article.
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Within the space alloted to me it is impossible to deal with
all of the issues raised by Myrna Kostash. Before dealing with
some of them, I would like to make a few general comments. First
of all, in reading her article, one must keep in mind that Myrna
Kostash is oversimplifying matters by concentrating solely on the
first wave of Ukrainian immigrants who settled in Western Canada
as pioneer-farmers at the turn of the century and whose descen-
dants by now extend into the third, fourth and even fifth genera-
tions. She neglects to take note of the infusion of Ukrainians from
the semi-professional and professional classes who arrived in Cana-
da during the interwar years and in the period immediately follow-
ing World War II. In an article such as hers, the influence of these
two groups should have been taken into account.

Secondly, throughout the article there is a tendency to strive
for a calculated effect rather than for accuracy. While Miss
Kostash is simply following the fad of our day by attempting to
evoke emotional rather than rational responses within her readers,
it is annoying, for example, not to have the dates provided for
poems or for quotations from newspapers so that some sense of
historical perspective can be achieved by the reader. This disregard
for facts is accompanied by a certain carelessness in her choice of
words; thus, some very real tragedies in terms of human lives are
contained within the same list as the shutting down of UFTLA
halls during the Second World War and, thereafter, all of these
events are referred to on an equal basis as catastrophes. The
“creative” style of journalism indulged in by Myrna Kostash is
perfect, of course, for delivering sarcastic slams at any individual,
group or institution that comes within a writer’s purview and the
abovementioned lady proves in this article that she is, without a
doubt, a past master at this form of writing.

Thirdly, Miss Kostash should have researched her topics
more thoroughly prior to embarking upon the writing of her
article. Asking an elderly warden at a Pioneer Museum about farm
implements and artifacts was a good idea. It should have been
complimented by visits to Ukrainian Folk Arts Museums where
knowledgeable curators (many of whom are recent university
graduates) could have provided Miss Kostash with accurate and
detailed information about the historical development of the vari-
ous brilliant art forms found in different regions of Ukraine. In
her article Miss Kostash claims that the popular art forms of the
Ukrainians are ‘“the contrived and intellectual product of a self
conscious Canadian middle class with the benefit of education and
leisure time.” 1 am curious if she would include within this same
category the artistic creations of other cultural groups, such as,
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for example, the Scottish tartans, Indian headdresses and Eskimo
carvings.

In her article Miss Kostash decries the absence of art forms
and contents that “after all these years in Canada reflect the
Canadian experience.” At the same time she disparages the per-
petuation of traditional art forms. Is there not a contradiction
here? Is it possible for new forms of artistic expression to grow in
a vacuum? Does one not have to be steeped in one’s past in order
to have a wellspring upon which one’s creative talents can draw?
Obviously it will not be the Myrna Kostashes, those who have
repudiated their heritage and who have tried (try?) to pass as
Greek or German, who will be the moving spirits of the cultural
renaissance that all of us would wish for Canada. The transforma-
tion of the old forms into a new and unique expression of the
Canadian experience will be wrought by those who are able to
combine the freshness and originality of their vision with a
thorough understanding of their past. Indeed, some of these art
forms have already begun to emerge at both the folk and classical
levels and the results are most refreshing and encouraging.

On the one hand, Miss Kostash takes umbrage at the very
thought of those times when the Ukrainian language was used
exclusively at Ukrainian functions in Canada. To her way of think-
ing this state of affairs was grossly unfair as it served to exclude
from these activities all those who did not speak Ukrainian. Is it
possible that she would have preferred to have excluded those who
knew little or no English from participation in their own meetings,
concerts and ‘“intramural celebrations”? On the other hand, the
increasingly popular Ukrainian festivals to which all Canadians
have ready and easy access seem to be equally unappealing to her.
Perhaps if Miss Kostash were to share with her readers her idea
as to how things should be done we would all stand to benefit from
it. (And should her idea not suit us, how easy and satisfying it
would be to criticize it from a distant vantage point!)

Perhaps I am being too hard on Miss Kostash. In a way I
feel sorry for her. She seems to be someone who is searching for
her roots but who is unable to reach them across the barrier of
language. It is at moments such as this that I say to myself:
“There, but for the grace of God and the wisdom of my parents,
go 1.” For, although my parents never thought of themselves as
“noisy intellectuals,” they did, nevertheless, provide me with the
key to my cultural heritage. And, irritating as it may be to Miss
Kostash, my husband and I have seen to it that the “mother
tongue” of our sons is Ukrainian so that they too may have access
to what is rightfully theirs.
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While the whole concept of multiculturalism seems to meet
with Myrna Kostash’s disfavour, she fails to realize that she herself
is living proof of the salutary effect that this program is having
on the entire country. I am not referring now to the “few dollars”
that are tossed by the Establishment to cultural groups for their
colourful festivals. After all, our particular group has survived in
Canada for 75 years without any handouts and it still relies mainly
upon its own resources. In this instance I am referring to the
awakening interest in their heritage on the part of those who grew
up in homes or communities that were on the periphery of cul-
turally-oriented activities. All of a sudden it’s “in” to be an ethnic,
and the amount of talent and energy that is being released as a
result of this acceptance is already changing the very fabric of
our nation. Multiculturalism may have been designed as “a sweet-
ener to help bilingualism go down,” but it may well end up as
the entire cake with bilingualism serving as a filler between the
many different layers.

In her article Miss Kostash has been critical of many aspects
of the Ukrainian community in Canada, but, since she has gone
through the process of examining it, I have a feeling that she is
closer to it now than she ever was before. I would like, therefore,
to end my response to her article by saying to her: “Welcome
home, Myrna. At the moment you may well be a “second-genera-
tion Ukrainian-Canadian, socialized Anglo-American, English-
French bilingualist,” but with any luck at all, you will soon be
trilingual and the hyphenated Anglo-American part of you will
be replaced by a new sense of what it means to be Canadian.

University of Toronto
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RESPONSE

If nothing else, I seem to have hit some raw nerve endings.
When, purporting to be detachedly critical in contrast to my own
“emotionalism”, Kazymyra and Franko offer up largely personal
attacks and snide innuendoes, then it seems to me that the whole
issue of re-examining the official version of our Ukrainian-Cana-
dian history goes beyond the serenity of scholarship and close to
where we live: our private passions. How else to explain that my
alleged “‘neuroses” and “subliminal pain” got into the discussion?
And I detect rather unscholarly tones of resentment and sarcasm
in the suggestion that I was basely motivated in writing the article:
in defense of myself, allow me to point out that, as an established
journalist, I am not in need of “Instant Recognition” and that,
as regards a “longing” to be upwardly mobile, let her who is with-
out sin, etc.

Not I but the editor of Saturday Night was responsible for
the title of the piece and the cut-lines. As for the use of the word
“bohunk”, I agree that it is possibly incendiary but I use it the
same way blacks use ‘“‘nigger” and feminists, “bitch”. That is, to
reappropriate it from the mouths of our detractors and render
it innocuous.

I am not and have never advertised myself as a “scholar”. As
a popular journalist, I write speculatively, opinionatedly, and per-
sonally as well as authoritatively. A political lesson of the Sev-
enties has been to learn that the “personal is political” and there-
fore the evocation of emotional as well as rational responses in
readers is absolutely valid. Further, it is inconsistent to accuse
me of failing to study “in totality the cultural background...” etc.
(this would be the work of a whole committee of scholars) at the
same time as accusing me of having attempted too much! Kazy-
myra asks: which is more important, “Kostash’s identity crisis or
the fate of Ukrainians on the Prairies?” I ask: how, in the name
of what my article was about, can the two be separated? As for
detaching myself from my own experience, it was precisely the
attempt to do that when I was much younger that led me to
believe, quite falsely, that the fate of Ukrainians on the prairies
had nothing to do with me.

I am chastized for things I never said. I never said that “all
that existed” in Ukraine was “misery”. My point was to counter
the idealized pictures of Ukrainian life that are passed on to us.
I never said that Ukrainians are “homogeneous in thought and
action”. My point was precisely the opposite: to suggest that there
are points of view other than those of the Ukrainian-Canadian
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elite. I do not “disparage” traditional art forms, merely the notion
that what we celebrate in Canada as “traditional” does not, ac-
cording to the statements of interviewees in the Two Hills area,
bear much resemblance to the art forms practised by their im-
migrant parents. I do not “take umbrage at the very thought” of
the exclusive use of the Ukrainian language among Ukrainian-
Canadians. I was simply pointing out that, without the language,
one is pretty much exiled from the ethnic “mysteries”. Of course
one has to be “steeped in one’s past in order to have a well-spring”
of creativity! My point is that for a second-generation Canadian
that well-spring is likelier to be filled from North American rather
than European sources. The “whole concept” of multiculturalism
does not meet with my “disfavour”’, merely the version of it pub-
licized by the Liberal Party and its sympathizers among the
Ukrainian-Canadians. Finally, the notion that those misfortunes
which befell left-wing Ukrainian-Canadians are somehow not the
human equivalent of misfortunes experienced by the rest of the
community I find repugnant and vicious.

As for my ‘“bitterness” and “alienation” and Franko’s pity,
let me say that, in the course of writing my book, the attempt I
made to go beyond the conventional wisdoms of ethnic history
and to fill in the empty spaces left by idealized and self-serving
versions of our history in this country has been the most exhilarat-
ing and joyful work of my life. If I have felt despair, it was before
1 took up this work: the despair of someone who could find no
common ground with the Ukrainian-Canadian establishment’s
tendency to revise the past, pass on an attenuated and bowdlerized
culture and demand for the community only a piece of an unsatis-
factory pie. If that was the only way to be “ethnic”, then I refused
it. My articles and book are by way of finding another way.

Myrna Kostash
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GUIDES TO RESEARCH IN UKRAINIAN STUDIES

The following two articles by M. Boshyk and K. Huytan are the first
in a projected series to appear in this journal which would provide in-
formation and suggesiions to scholars and students of Ukrainian studies
about archival and other source materials available in this field through-
out the world. Articles providing information about privaie and public
collections in Eastern (U.S.S.R., Poland, Czechoslovakia) and Western
Europe (Great Britain, France, Germany, Finland) from students and
scholars who have utilized these repositories would be greatly appreciated.
Similarly, descriptions of the holdings of private, personal and institu-
tional archives and libraries in North America are equally welcome. We
invite contributions from our readers to this invaluable and necessary
section.

A NOTE ON SOVIET DISSERTATIONS:
GUIDE TO AVTOREFERATY

Trying to obtain unpublished Soviet dissertations can be a
frustrating affair for those scholars who do not have access to
Soviet libraries as well as for those who do, but find they are
allowed to read a maximum of approximately twelve. The problem
of gaining access to them is further complicated by the fact that
Soviet dissertations cannot be obtained by libraries in the West.
These circumstances force the western scholar to look for a sub-
stitute, and although the procedure involved is a lengthy one, it
can be worthwhile. The key to finding the results of a Soviet
author’s research lies in the use of dissertation abstracts called
“avtoreferaty.”

Soviet dissertations are divided into two categories: the kan-
dydat nauk degree and the doktorat nauk degree. The former
requires at least three years study after the five year undergradu-
ate period and falls somewhere between the American M.A. and
Ph.D., coming closer to the Ph.D., while the latter, considered to
be on a higher level, is awarded only to a very small percentage
of scholars who are well established in their field.* Candidates for
these degrees have certain requirements to fulfill in order to be
successful, and these are of direct relevance and benefit to the
Western researcher.

1 Eleanor Buist, “Soviet Dissertation Lists since 1934"”, The Library
Quarterly, v. 33, no. 2. 1963, p. 193 and Thomas F. Magner, Soviet Disser-
tations for Advanced Degrees in Russian Literature 1934-1962, (Pennsyl-
vania State University, 1966), p. 2.
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One requirement is that a copy of the thesis must be deposited
in the Lenin State Library in Moscow or in the Central Medical
Library. Another, established towards the end of 1948, is that the
author must write and publish separately an abstract of the thesis
(which varies in length from approximately 15 to 60 pages). A
further requirement, brought into practice in 1957, obliges the
candidate to publish the substance of the thesis in the form of
monographs or articles before submitting it for defence.? This
means that avtoreferaty published in the last two decades should
contain references to these published materials.

An avtoreferat contains an outline of the author’s method-
ology and materials used, and provides a summary of his argu-
ments and conclusions. More important, and this is the main bene-
fit of an abstract, is the list of publications at the end indicating
articles which embody the substance of the thesis. It is these
articles one must turn to as a substitute for the total work. Avto-
referaty are generally available through Inter-Library Loan, but,
according to informed library sources, can take anywhere from
about six weeks to ten months to obtain.

How to trace avtoreferaty *

The most useful reference work is the Knizhnaia letopis, a
weekly national bibliography. Abstracts are listed at the end of
each weekly issue from 1955 through 1960. In 1961, however, they
begin to appear in a separate monthly supplement to the Knizh-
naia letopis, the Dopolnitelnyi vypusk. Throughout the 1960’s and
1970’s avtoreferaty are conveniently listed in a separate section
of the supplement, under the appropriate subtitle e.g. history,
philology, mathematics, et cetera. The exception is 1962, when
avtoreferaty were entirely omitted in all the issues. Abstract en-
tries include the following information: author, title, publication
details of the abstract, number of pages, university or institute
at which the thesis was defended,* and on occasion the page listing
published titles.

In the Dopolnitelnyi vypusk avtoreferaty are not listed by
Republic. Instead, avtoreferaty of dissertations produced, for ex-
ample, at Ukrainian universities on Ukrainian topics are included

2 M. A. J. Gollop, ‘“Avtoreferaty’”, Sbornik, No. 2, (Leeds, 1976), p. 57.

3 For those researching in Soviet libraries, a short description of the
location of dissertation catalogs is provided by Patricia Grimstead in
Archives and Manuscript Repositories in the USSR. (Princeton, 1972), pp.
377-78. Professor Grimstead also has a similar volume on Soviet Ukrainian
repositories ready for publication.

4+ Gollop, op. cit., p. 57.

92



Kypnan

with all the other entries, that is, according to the field of study.
There is, however, a separate publication for abstracts of disserta-
tions produced only in the Ukrainian SSR. This is the Litopys
knyh, a monthly bibliographical periodical, in which abstracts are
listed in each issue, also under area of study. Here they appear
several months prior to being included in Knizhnaia letopis. A
further useful source for Ukrainian dissertations in the humanities
and social sciences is M.M. Onopriienko (ed.), Vydannia Akademii
Nauk URSR (1919-1967), Suspilni Nauky, (Kiev, 1969). In this
bibliography, as in Litopys knyh, all entries of abstracts are in
Russian.

Occasionally references to Soviet dissertations are made in
various periodicals and bio-bibliographies. In such cases it may be
safely assumed that an avtoreferat is available if the date of the
thesis is 1949 or later.

Marika Boshyk

St. Antony’s College
Oxford University
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A GUIDE TO FOREIGN MINISTRY ARCHIVES
IN ENGLAND RELATING TO UKRAINE

Students of modern Ukrainian history should be aware of
important archival depositories which, although they may at first
appear unrelated to Ukrainian matters, contain considerable and
important contemporary source materials on Ukraine. The foreign
ministry archives of the former major western European powers
contain numerous reports from embassy and consular staff sta-
tioned in Ukraine. Reports from European consuls posted at
Odessa, Kiev, Nikolaev, Sevastopol, as well as from embassy staff
in St. Petersburg (Petrograd) and later Moscow, along with cabinet
minutes shed interesting light on events in Ukraine and on how
the major powers regarded Ukraine. It is the purpose of this ac-
count to provide the prospective researcher with some idea of
where and what kind of archival materials relating to Ukraine can
be found in London, England.!

The archives of the British Foreign Office are located in the
Public Record Office (PRO), presently situated in central London.
The PRO is composed of two annexes: the Portugal Street annex
contains Foreign Office and Cabinet documents from and including
1906, while a few hundred yards away in Chancery Lane are
Foreign Office documents up to 1906, as well as documents from
other government departments such as the Admiralty, War Office,
Munitions and the like. However, this convenient central location
will soon be no more, as it is expected that by the end of 1977 the
archives will have been transferred to the new PRO building on
Ruskin Avenue at Kew, far out in west London. Nevertheless,
Kew is easily and quickly accessible by underground or rail.

Beginning research in any archival depository often confronts
the student with the intimidating and frustrating prospect of leaf-
ing through mounds of papers. A useful, basic introduction is the
Guide to the Contents of the Public Record Office, volume II,
(London: Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1963). This book should
be on the reference shelves of any university library.

In the PRO itself, the main catalogue is the multi-volume
and straight-forward Lists and Indexes, Supplementary Series,
List of Foreign Office Records, General Correspondence, (New

1 To be sure, the PRO is not virgin territory to Ukrainian historians.
See, for example, Teodor Matskiv, “Ukraina v zvitakh anhliiskoho posla
z Moskvy, 1705-1710,” Ukrainskyi istoryk, 1-2 (33-34), rik 9 (1972), pp.
43-56; 3-4 (35-36), rik 9 (1972), pp. 78-84 and Jeremy Rakowsky, “Franco-
British Policy Toward the Ukrainian Revolution, March 1917-—February
1918,” (Ph.D. diss., Case Western Reserve University, 1974).

94



HKypraa

York: Kraus reprint, 1966). Now, the Foreign Office (FO) corre-
spondence, that is, the communications between the FO in London
and its representatives abroad, is divided into several series, each
series being the result of changes in cataloguing.

In brief, the FO65 series for Russia and the FO7 series for
Austria 2 contain general correspondence (of political, commercial,
consular and treaty nature) for the years 1781 up to 1906. The
above-mentioned Lists and Indexes for the pre-1906 period give a
fairly accurate breakdown of the nature of the correspondence in
each volume.

However, after 1906 matters begin to cloud. Three new series
appear: FO371, FO368, and FO369 which contain political, com-
mercial and consular correspondence respectively for all countries.
As for any breakdown of the nature of the correspondence, there is
none save the designation of the country, date, volume and file num-
bers. Thus, one must again look under Russia, Austria, even Ruma-
nia and later Poland, find the relevant volumes for the desired time
period, and then leaf through the volume looking for reports on
Ukraine. For the years 1906 to 1920 there is a so-called compre-
hensive subject card catalogue which allegedly gives one a docu-
ment’s file and volume number. Sadly, such is not always the case,
as this writer discovered after many hours of diligent catalogue
exploration. For example, file number 24400 on Nikolaev’s naval
works appears to be in volume 2093 in FO371 for the year 1914,
subject Russia. The document, however, stands a good chance of
either being in another volume altogether or missing.

Almost unbelievably, there appears to be no rhyme or reason
to the cataloguing of the Foreign Office archives which might ex-
plain why the documentation is so haphazard as to defy compre-
hension. The Staff at the PRO itself can provide no satisfactory
answer. The problem is that, unlike the French or German Foreign
Ministries, the British Foreign Office left documents pertaining
to most matters, Ukraine being no exception, scattered throughout
the thousands of volumes of correspondence. Consequently, docu-
ment hunting can be a time-consuming and wearisome process,
but not altogether an unrewarding and uninteresting one. There
are two possible explanations for missing or misplaced documents:
a) they may have been transmitted to another competent de-
partment once the Foreign Office had done with them; b) then
there is the process of “weeding”. Although government documents

2 There is no section for Ukraine as such, and not until after 1920
are there entries under ‘“Ukraine” in the Foreign Office Index. Hence one
must look at embassy & consular reports from diplomats stationed in the
Russian and Austro-Hungarian Empires.

95



Journal

become available for study after thirty years, before being released,
however, documents considered either too sensitive or embarrassing
at the time are ‘“weeded” on the highest authority, going as high
as prime ministerial level. Once “weeded” a document is as good
as lost—it has either been destroyed, or else kept by an interested
party.

After 1920 the hunting becomes slightly more complicated,
but better results are achieved. The Foreign Office devised its own
cataloguing system. See Great Britain, Foreign Office, Index to
Correspondence of the Foreign Office, (Nendeln-London: Kraus-
Thomson-HMSO, 1969). Here there are detailed and comprehen-
sive entries under “Ukraine.” However, the problem lies in trans-
lating the Foreign Office Library numbering system into the PRO’s
numbering system which still works under the FO371 etc. designa-
tions. Hence a Foreign Office entry under Ukraine of N1551/333/
38 is translated as FO371/333/1551. In this case N represents
“northern” usually meaning FO371, 1551 is the file or document
number, 333 is the volume number and 38 is the country code—
here it is still Russia, and not Ukraine.

Generally, the FO65 and FO371 series contain most of the
relevant information on Ukraine. The FO65 files on the 1905 Rev-
olution and the FO371 on the years 1917-1921 are particularly rich
in material. Consular archives in themselves (as opposed to con-
sular reports found in FO65 and FO371) are of little value, as they
contain mostly routine consular business. For economic historians,
the FO368 commercial correspondence and the relevant FO065
sections contain information on foreign economic development in
Ukraine.

Other series of relevance are as follows: FO374, FO373 and
FO608 for the Paris Peace Coniference where Ukrainian national
representatives were trying to get a hearing with the great powers.
Events in Ukraine during the First World War and the Civil War
are in sections of the Admiralty (ADM) 137 series, subtitled War
Histories or Historical Section. Here one should look under South
Russia and the Black Sea; in addition, the War Office Class List
catalogue categorizes the War Office (WO) 106 series, parts of
which relate to South Russia. The FO800 series contains the pri-
vate papers of ministers and officials in the Foreign Office; among
them are, for example, Lord Curzon’s (Marquess of Kedleston)
papers. Curzon was His Majesty’s Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs in 1919-24—the time when the Polish Galician question
was being settled. The FO418 series contains several volumes of
so-called “confidential prints” which are in fact specially reprinted
documents of significant reports taken from FO065 and FO0371.
The relevant volumes for Ukraine here are FO418/21-26 for 1905,
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F0418/30-35 for 1906, FO418/38-40 for 1907 and F0418/53,54,58
for 1919-1922. This last series may save time in plowing through
the FO65 volumes for 1905 and the FO371 volumes for 1906-07
and 1917-1922. However, what one would miss in this case are the
cabinet minutes which reflected policy formulation in London vis-
a-vis the Ukrainian problem.

One would normally think that the PRO holdings would be
complete. However, there are still state and private papers of
Foreign Office personnel connected with Ukraine lying around un-
discovered, either tucked away in different manuscript holdings
in various libraries or even in private hands. The papers of C. S.
Smith, British consul-general for the Odessa consular district
which included most of central and southern Ukraine, are in
private hands in the Midlands. A brief introduction to research in
England is G. Kitson Clarck and G. R. Elton, Guide to Research
Facilities in History in the Universities of Great Britain and Ire-
land, 2nd edition, (Cambridge University Press, 1965).

II German Foreign Ministry Papers in London

In contrast to the British Foreign Office archives, those of the
German Foreign Ministry appear more like a model of good house-
keeping. But, then, the German government had a better famil-
iarity with and more immediate imperialistic designs on Ukraine.
In London, the Foreign Office Library in Stamford Street, Water-
loo, has a microfilmed set of the German Foreign Ministry Ar-
chives. The National Archives in Washington D.C. have a similar
holding, while St. Antony’s College, Oxford, the University of Michi-
gan and the University of California at Berkeley have partial hold-
ings. The complete set is in the Bundesarchiv in Bonn. These
microfilmed series are virtually complete, with only routine cor-
respondence being omitted and what was lost in the last war. Two
items on Ukraine, however, were not filmed and repose in Bonn.
These are two volumes of “Ukraine 2” and “Ukraine 3” series
which deal with the Church and Finances respectively for the
years 1918-1920.

The German holdings are particularly voluminous, with the
years 1886-1920 having some 103 volumes on Ukraine alone. To
be sure, much of the material deals with the First War and the
Revolution. Some of this material has already been published in
the four volume collection edited by Theophil Hornykiewicz, Er-
eignisse in der Ukraine, 1914-22, (Philadelphia: Lypynsky Insti-
tute, 1966-69). Of particular value from the German materials are
the following series:
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Russland 101: Die Bestrebungen der Ukrainophilen und die klein-
russische (ruthenische) Frage, 4 vols., January 1886—
January 1920.

Russland 106: Beziehungen Russlands zum ukrainischen Staat,
4 vols., May 1918—December 1919.

Russland 108: Die Don Kosaken, 4 vols., April 1918—December
1919.

Ukraine 1: Allgemeine Angelegenheiten, 36 vols., January 1918—
March 1920.

Oesterreich 94: Die Angelegenheiten Galiziens, 28 vols., January
1885—March 1922. (Until well into the First War the
Germans relied much upon Austro-Hungarian sources).

Weltkrieg #11a: 22 vols., August 1914—December 1918.

There are two indispensable guides to the German materials:
American Historical Association, Committee for the Study of War
Documents, A Catalogue of the German Foreign Ministry Archives,
1867-1920, (Oxford: 1959), and George O. Kent, ed. & comp., A
Catalogue of the Files and Microfilms of the German Foreign Min-
istry Archives, 1920-45, 4 vols., (Stanford: Hoover Institution,
1962-69).

The value of using these unpublished archives cannot be suf-
ficiently emphasized. Although one might be tempted normally to
look at published documents, these published series provide rela-
tively little information on Ukraine, as the ostensible purpose of
their publication was to relieve the respective governments of any
responsibility for the two world wars. It is hoped that this brief
survey of archival sources in England will serve both as a clari-
fication of the existing materials relating to Ukraine and as an
encouragement for students and scholars to use them.

-

Konstantin Huytan

The London School of Economics and
Political Science, University of London.
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Peyensia

MACYMOK BTPAT I 3JOBYTKIB

IIanopama Haiinogiwoi nireparypu e YPCP: Iloe3ia, npo3a,
kpuruka. Bunanua apyre, nepepoGJieHe 1 JJOOBHEeHe. YNOPAAKY-
BaHHA, BCTYNHI cTaTTi i Giorpacdiuni goBigku Isana Komemisna.
Mionxen: B-Bo ,,CyuacHicts”’, 1974. 701 crop.

IBan KomesiBells Mag 3a co00OI0 YHMMAJIO JOCATHeHb. BiH —
JIOBTOJIITHIN pemaKTOp cIiepiry Y KpaincbKoi NiTEPATYPHOL 2a3€TU,
a motiMm CyuacHocTu, AKa NOoABJAEThCA 0e3 IlepepBH OChb YXKe
CIMHAJIATH POKIB (110 caMoO c060i0 € HeabHAKHUM JOCATHEHHAM
B yMOBaX YKpalHCbKOro IHCKOHTHHYiTeTy). Kolmesisens Tarox
KPMTHK, JIiTepaTypo3HaBellb — BiH ile 1954 poKy BUQB KHHXKKY
Npo Teopilo BipmIyBaHHA! — mepekaajad 3 (ppaHIy3bKoi, HiMelb-
Koi, pocificbxoi i 6isopychkol MOB, YHIOpARHHK moe3ill Bacujsa
CuMoHeHKa? i pefaKTOp ITOJILCBKOMOBHOI aHTOJIOTII JAOKYMEHTIB
YKpaiHcbKOro pyxy omopy.* B ychoMy nposBisgerbca HOro BH-
TOHYEeHHUH cMaK i Malike Ge3MoraHHe BiguyTTda MoBHU. ITouyBaloun
cebe AK yaoMma B KiJbKoX Jliteparypax, KomiesiBenp I'pyHTOBHO
3HAa€ i yKpalHChbKe IIHCHPMEHCTBO i KOJIONiTEpATYpHiI KOHBIOHKTY-
pH, AKi Tak 4acTo i 3 TAKUMH 3ryOHUMH HaCJIiAKAMH BH3HAYYIOTh
HAOTr0 CTaHOBJIEHHSH.

Sxmo moHorpadciyHe focaijikeHHA OKpeMHuX mepionis i muce-
MeHHHKIB He aXX TaK yKe KYJbLaBUTh y IOPIBHAHHI 3 iHmIMMU
CJIOB’AHCBKUMH JIiTepaTypaMy, TO CTYAEHTH IOCTPO BigIyBaIOTh
Opak mimpy4HHKiB, KypciB i XpecToMaTiil, 0COGNHBO fAKIIO BOHH
BHMBYAJIH i pocilicbKy JiTepaTypy, AKa NOCTYNIHA B [ECATKAX aH-
ToJIOTill i pocificbkko0 MOBOIO i B mepeksafni. I{ro mporasmay —
KOJI1 HJeThCA PO JIiTepaTypy OCTaHHIX AeCATHPiY — A0 BEJHKOL
Mmipu 3anoBHuya KomedniBuera ITanopama Haiinogiuiot nirepary-
pu 6 YPCP. Ilepme BupanHHA nosBuiocd 1963 poky, i npyrum
TOMOM RO Hboro GyJia MoHorpadia Komesisusa Cyuacna nirepa-
Typa 8 YPCP.* 1le u60oHbL €quHa 3axigHa mpaind, AKa 06roBOpIOE
BBeCh PajSHCBKHH Ilepiofl yYKpalHCBLKOI JiiTepaTypH.

1 Hapucu 3 Teopii Jiteparypu. Bunyck nepumii: Bipm. (Miouxen: Haknagom
aBTOopa, 1954). HactynHi Bunycku, Ha kaib, He MOSIBHJIHCS.

2 Bacuab Cumonenko, Beper vyekawb. Bumanua apyre, monosHeHe. Bu6ip i
komeHTapi IBana KoweaiBusa. (Monxen: B-so “Cyuacuicts”, 1973).

3 Iwan Koszeliwec, Ukraina 1956 - 1968, ([lapmx: “lmcturyt Jlitepauxi”,

1969).

4+ Hpwo-Mopk: B-so “Ilpomnor”, 1964.
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OcKiipku Mixk jgBOMa BHAAHHAMH IIaHOpamu IPOCTAraeTHCA
NPOMIKOK IIOHAJ HeCATH POKiB, NMOpiBHAHHA iX Aae Haropy min-
CYMYBaTH BTPaTH U 3M00YTKU YKpaiHCHKOI JiiTepaTypH B WIicTAe-
cATHX i Ha movyaTKy ciMaecarux pokiB. ¥ mepegMoBi no gpyroro
BupaHHA KolesiBens KOHCTATy6, W10 3JUTTA HAHid — TOOTO
pycudirania — 3aBpaJjo Gosrounx ypapiB yKpaiHchbKiH JiiTepa-
Typi. Pyx mecTuiecATHUKIB 3aRyIlleHO JBOMA HABaJIAMH CTAJIiH-
CBbKOI YOPHOCOTEHLIMHM. JIeXTO 3 HUX NOEeTiB CJIYXHAHO Nepeby-
AyBaBCA; mexTo mimoB Ha Cxif, a GiibIIicTh iMEeH MPOCTO 3HHUKJIA
6essictu. Ilepecrasin mpykyBaTHcs, Hanpukjian, Bopuce Mawmaii-
cyp, I'puropiit Kupuuenko, Mukosia Xosopuuii i Bacuns Iosio-
6opoabko. TamaHOBUTINII KPUTHKH H eceictu 3MoBKau (Mapra-
puTa ManuHoBchbKa) abo omuHH KCA B yB'a3HeHHiI (€Bren Caep-
cTioK, IBan Ceitsmunuii, Basentus Mopo3). Ilomepan B paHHBO-
My Biui I'puropiii TroTioHHKK, Bacuas CumonesKo i IBaH Bofiuak.

Ase 6ynu 3a ne pecarupivusa i 3m00yTkH. HeckpecneHHHUM
aitepaTypEuM ¢aKTOM cTasia TBOpYicTh “CumoHeHKa, Moposa,
Kamunng, Cryca #i XomopHoro. Pamnime -Bimomi moetu nmoseuin
HOBHH 1opobok, i KomemiBent y Bcix Iux BHUMagKax BigmOBiRHO
neperyaHyB BuOip IxHix TBopiB. BamJuauBum 37006yTKOM Oyiu
YOTHPH KHHKKM crorafiie FOpia Cmosnua, Aki ckasaiu yacTuHy
MPaBAY NpPO JIITEpaTypHE KHUTTA ABAAUATHX 1 TPHALUATHX POKiB
Ha VKpaini.’ llentpasibHe Micue 3Haituuia co6i mposa ['puropa
Tiorioraukra, IOpia Illep6aka i Bosogumupa JIpo3na i mpo3a ta
noesia Jleouupa ITepBomalicbkoro. PoscynsusicTio i mobpomyr-
HicTiO mo3HadeHi crarti Bopuca AHToHeHKa-JlaBupoBHYa, i KO-
Ja, uo KomeniBenr He MaB micig mepeapykysatu Oijemie ix,
30KpeMa i3 KHIDKKH K MU 2080puUMO.5

IcrorHuM (aJsie goci mMaJjio OGrOBOPEHHM) SBHINEM Y LILOMY
JecaTupiyui 6yJs0 3MeHIIeHHA NHTOMOI Baru moesii i Hapx3BHYal-
HHH DO3BHTOK IIPO3H, OCOOJIHBO K KPHUTUKM H ecelo. 3HaMeHHHUI
TyT Bacunes CHMOHeHKO. 3 yCi6l0 IOIIAHOIO OO IUPOCTH HOTO
maTpioTH3My i pO3yMiHHAM HOro He3piBHAHHOI HOMYJIAPHOCTH
cepen yKpaiHLiB, A4 HaBaXKych 3asABHTH, IO BiH GyB He IIOeT, a
JKYpHAJICT, IKMH pUMYBaB CcBOi cTaTTi. AJje micasa nossu YopHo-

5 KOpiit Cmoauu, Po3noBiab mpo Hecnokiit: Jeuo 3 KHWrK npo aBaguAti i
TPHAUATI POKH B YKpaiHCbLKOMY JiTepaTypHomy no6yrti (Kuis: B-so “Paasan-
cbKkUit nHcbMeHHuK ', 1968); Po3noBingb npo Hecnokiil TpuBas: Jeuio 3 apaaus-
THX, TPHAUATUX POKIB i 10Tenep B YKpaiHcbKOMYy JiTepatypHomy mnobyTti (Kuin:
B-so “Paasinchbkuit micbMeHHuk”, 1969); $1 BuGupar nitepatypy: Kuura npo
ce6e. 3 uuKay posnosineit nmpo Hecmokiit (Kuis: B-so “PaasHcbkuii mucbMeH-
HuK”, 1970); Po3noBiai npo Hecnokiii Hemae KiHua: llle nemo 3 aBaguATHX i
TPUAUATHX POKIB B yKpaiHCbKOMYy JjirepatypHomy no6yti (Kuis: B-so “Paasau-
cbKHH nucbMeHHHK”, 1972).

¢ Kuis: B-po “Paasgucbkuii mucbMenHHk”, 1970, € Ha UI0 KHHXKKY HENOTaHa
peuensig Jlicu Kpou: Recenzija, Vol. III, Ne 1 (Fall 1972), pp. 24-33.
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BoJia, /131061 #i Mopo3a cTaJji0 HEMOMKJIMBO NMHcaTH TaK, AK CH-
MOHEHKO. 3picT caMBHAAaBY 3BiJIbHUB IOe3il0 Bij mMyOailMCTHYHHX
o0oB’a3kiB. 36epirarouir cBo€ cycIijbHEe 3HAYEHHA 1 a)X HiAK He
Bigxomgauu B cdepy ,,YHCTOrO MHCTenTBa’’, yKpaiHChKa moesis
ChOTOZIEHHA BifHaXOOUTL — ab0 MOKe HaBiTH yIlepllle 3HAXOJHTb
— cBi#l cpaBkHil roJsoc. I'pomancbki MoTHBH paJii mpoctyna-
I0Th, cKaxxkemo, y Jipuni Iropa Kanwmuus i Bacuna Cryca, aJe
e BXXe 30BciM He Te, 1o CuMoHeHKO. B opHOMYy i3 CBOiX ,,p03-
pisHeHux sammciB” (ix nmepexpyroBye Komenieens) IlepBomaii-
CBKHIl 3ayBayKHB: ,,1106 3pO3yMiTH HiKYeMHICThH JliTepaTypHOro
TBOPY, AOCHTL MepeKJIacTH Horo Gyap-aKoio iHmow MoBow”. Cu-
MOHEHKO, & TO HaBiTb GiJIbIIICThL IIeCTHAECATHUKIB, y NepeKJani
He Burpae.” Ile TBOpUicTh nJia HoMamHLOTO BXUTKY. HaTomicTe
6e3 Ceepctioka, Ocapyoro i CeiT/iMYHOro BBech CBiT O6yB OHM
Gimmimmpit.

O3n0poBJeHHA MPO3HU Bif6ysocs He TIJIBKY B KPUTHILI i Me-
MyapHCTHLi, ajie # B GeyieTpucTHLi. MeHi 3pmaernhes, 1o Koe-
JiBIEeBl HaJIeXKUThCS BeJIMKA MOAAKA 3a Te, IO BiH IepelpyKy-
BaB JieiBe moMideHy Ha 3axofi HoBesio Spocaasa Crynaka
wlopauna”. ITUM OTHHM IPUTOJOMIIJIUBUM ONOBixaHHAM CTyHak
BHABHB HE MeHIIIe XUCTy, A PH3UKHY ckasaru, Hixk CrecdaHuk
a6o PonxHep. HamucaHna rycTHM, COKOBUTHM AiAJIEKTOM, HOBEJS
po3MoBifae Mpo BepxoBUHIA J{OpKa, AKWI T'HHE, KOJIH , 9y KUHI"
3 ,,cTeniB” 00CTpPifIIOIOTH HOro XaJjyny y 60poTs6i 3 ,,mapTu3aHa-
mu”’. (Jleonup Ilmrom posnopimae, mo y pykonuci Crymak mno-
CJIIIOBHO IHCaB ,,HiMUi"”, a AK 37aBaB A0 APYKY, TO 3aMiHUB JIBO-
3HAYHUM CJIOBOM ,,uykuHNi".) Ilicna nmoasu HOBesi y BiTwu3swi,
CrynakoBi 3aunHmMIHCA BCIOZM ABepi i BiH 3HHK Ge3 ciuimy, aJje
npo ,,I"opauHio” 3aroBopusu HaBiTHL 3eKu B Mopnosii. ¥ HeBupaa-
HOMYy BapigHTi Binbma Ocagyoro € ypHBOK, B IKOMY B'A3HiI po3-
MOBJIAIOTh NIpo CTrynaka:

Xto rakmit fIpocna Crymak? He 3nar. ITam’sararo, Lo
CTYHIIOBaB JKYPHAJIICTHKY, e A BHUKJIAJAaB, HOCHB OKYJISIDH
i purnagar Ha ciMHapuaTupivaoro. A no ,,I"'opauni” nvoro 6
He ckazaB. CMix y par. I 6 xoTiB il nepekjacTu Ha pocii-
CbKY, aJjle Jech 3aTepCs JKYpHAJ MeXH 3eKaMHu. SI He MOXY
fioro 3HafiTn. TuM 3ekaM He AaBal xJiba, kaxke Kuyr. 5 rex
X04yy IIepeKJIACTH TOro BiguadaymHoro xJomnnsa. Xa# 6u
JarBitni Timmauecsa. Tu 3maem, xaxke IOmint [Hamiens],

7 Lle 3oxpema BMAHO 3 nepekaany Vasyl Symonenko, Granite Obelisks.
Selected, translated, and annotated by Andriy M. Fr.-Chirovsky (Jersey
City: Svoboda, n.d.). Meni, o npasaa, MOXKYTbh BiAMOBICTH, 10 LeH NMPUKIAA
HiYOro He MOBOAMTb, 60 mepekiaj ueil rpadoMaHcbKuil, ane MPOMOBUCTHH TYT,
6onail 3 couiosoriuHoro morasay, ¢akt, uo “Cso6oaa” BHAAE TaKy XanTypy.
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MeHe He I[IKaBHTh: HMpo 1I0 TaM. Meri iHmmi 6ix: ak? Tu
BiguyBaem, AK BiH yce 3pyiiHyBaB. Te, 1110 3akamM’dHijIO B Ka-
MeHi, palrTom 3ipsajiocsa. Tu BiguyBa€Il HATOMICTh IIYCTKY.
KHyT: nell 4oJ0BiK mmojlaMaB cTapy MOAeJb cBiTy. BiH Bax-
KO CTYIIa€ IIO IIiCKY: A OyMalo, 10 3HAI0 YKpaiHCBKY MORY,
ajle IeHl XJomelb 30MB MeHe 3 maHTeJuKy. Horo MoBolo
MOXKHA OTOPHYTH Mycopa [BapToBOro] i JINMTH 3 HLOTO BO-
waHi kouukH. Tpeba HapemTi 3HAWTH TOH KJIATHH KYpHAJL.
Koan 3ex oxuBae, BiH 3a0yBae mpo xJi6.

Hpyre sunanusa IHanopamy BigMiHHe Bif meplioro He TiJbKH
THM, II[0 BOHO /IOTIOBHEHE, ajie H THM, II[0 [0 HHhOrO HE BBIHOILIO
YHMaJI0 TaKOro, 1o 6yJo B nepmomy. JJoOpuX ABI TpeTHHH Ipy-
roro BHAaHHA 30BciM HoOBi. KomeJsiBens, Hanpukaan, 6esnoman-
HO, ajile MalyTh 30BCiM CJIYIIHO, OCKiJNILKHM caM 4ac po3B’sA3aB
IHMTAHHA, YCYHYB pO3A4iJ ,,3a i IpOTH TBOPYOCTH IIECTHIAECATHU-
kiB”. fK perenbHuMil mocaiguuk, Komesisenps migmae pemisii i
BJyIacHI KoMeHTapi. IlepenpyKkoByOYHN mepenMoOBY, BiH IPOIIYCTHUB
nacax npo THyKHHY, B AKOMY IIHCaB, 1110 ,,JJ19 HBOTO yce IIe icHye
cTaJjini3M i Bce e »xuBe CraJiH, i TEMATHYHO T'OJIOBHHUM y HOTO
noesii s3asummioca ogomucaHHsa”. Uu He CIpHYMHHJIA IeH IIPO-
nyck rpyHToBHa crarTa I'puns I'paGoBuuya, axka 3akunyJga Ko-
IIeJiBIleBi ,,0BepTO ineoJsioriube ynepemskenHsa”’ po TuuwmuH, 10-
BOZMJIA, IO ,JiiTepaTypHa MiHJuBicTh Horo [Tuumum] moii go-
TPUMYEThCA BHYTPIIIHLOIO MOJeJIs, TAKOr0 X HEYHHKHEHHOIO,
AK i po3piBaHHsa i crapinHA” i 3axomioBajiacs ,,0praHidHicTio
HOro II0ETUYHOrO PO3BUTKY'’ 7%

Pegizionizamom mosnauene i KomesyiBuepe o6ropopentsa JloB-
JKeHKa. Y IepHioMy BHaHHI — aJie He B JIpyrOMy — BiH IIHcaB,
III0 ,,KOMIIO3UIlid BEJHKOro Lijioro Hikoau He 6yJa CHJIBHUM Mic-
nem y TBopuocTi JloB:xkeHKa. BiH 3axomoBaBcAd HeCHOAiBaHOIO
3HaXiIKOI0, OKPEMHM KaJpOM, 110, BHCJIOBJIIOIOYHCH MOBOIO KiHO-
MHCTELITBa, HAIJIMBAB ,KPYITHUM IUITHOM' 1 3aKpuBaB IijgicTe”.
s 6 aprymeHTyBaB, 110 33BAAHHA KPHTHKH — PEKOHCTPYIOBATH
Ile BeJIMKe wiJe, i y crarTi ,IlnAHeTHe BUnIMBO" HaMmaraBcA JqOBe-
cTH, 10 Bca JloBiKeHKOBa TBOpYicTh — i kiHemaTorpadpiuna i
JiTepaTypHa — HpOHHATA OGpHCAMH OJHOTO BEJIMKOrO TBOPY.?

I Ha Kinmens, pesizionizmy 3a3nasn morusamu KomreniBisa Ha
TBopuicThk IlepBomafickkoro. 3raayrouu fioro poman Jukuii mej,
KomeniBens y:ke He 3asaBide, 110 HOrO TBOPH ,,CIIOpifHEeHi 3 npy-

8 George G. Grabowicz, “The Poetry of Reconstitution: Pavlo Tycyna’s
V serci u mojim.” Recenzija, Vol. II, Ne 2 (Spring 1972), pp. 3-29.

9 “[lnsHeTHe BHUAMBO: MiTOTBOpYe cBiToBinuyBanua Onekcaniapa Jlosxenxa”.
Cyuacuictb, 1973, 4. 10, cTop. 49-67; u. 11, crop. 28-43; u. 12, crop. 27-42.
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CTiTHCBLKHM ,IYKaHHAM BTpadYeHOro u4acy'”, a oGMexyeThcs
TBEPIIKEHHAM, 110 ,TapaJjenai aysa IlepBomaiickKoro TpeGa mry-
KaTH B iHTeJIeKTyaJIbHOMY 3aximHboMmy pomani”. Temep Komeui-
Bellb TAKOX IHIlle:

Jlao4u 3 HBOI'O B NepHIOMY BHAAHHI JiMmie Ipo3y, s MaB
HeoOepeXKHiCTh TBepAHTH, IO IIPO3a, a He IIoesis, € Horo
noknukaHHAM. I rpy6o mommomees, 60 OoCTaHHIMH CBOIMHU
noetuyHuUMH 36ipxkamu IlepBomafichKHil eMOHCTPYBaB Bep-
MWHHY JOCKOHAJCTL yKpaiHChKOI moesii, 3apa3om paBmu
H rapHi 3pa3K{ HOBOI IIPO3H, YMM i BMOTHBOBaHE HOr0 BH-
HATKOBE CTaHOBUIIle B 000X LIUX PO3&ijlaX KHIKKH.

Jpyre Bupanua IHanopamu MOMJIHUBO BuUrpatio 6 Bim merno
BUYepnHimmx Oiorpadiunmx i 6i6aiorpacdivsux manux mpo mo-
MillleHHX y HBOMY aBTODIB, ajle HEMa€ CYMHiBy, 110 ¥ B Temepim-
Hifl ¢dopmi A aHTOJIOTiA HeOOXiNHA KOMHOMY, XTO 3aHMaEThLCA
HOBITHIM yKpaiHCBKHM IHCBMEHCTBOM. 3HOGYTKH YKPalHCBKOI JIi-
TEPaTypPH 3a LHX JeCATh POKIB cranu ¥ 3706yTKOM ii cyMaiHHOro
nocaigauka. ITanopame Hatinogiwoi nireparypu ¢ YPCP 3aiime
He OCTaHHE MicHie B JOBIOMYy CIHMCKY AocATHeHb IBana Kormmemis-
ua. Temep moxxe BiH Hmopajye HAC HONMOBHEHHM i morjuGiieHHM
BupanHaM Cyuachnoi nireparypu ¢ YPCP.

M. II.
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LETTER TO THE EDITORS

Translations, translations!

Translations are like servants who were sent to
deliver a message and say the opposite of what
they were told to say.

(translation from Voltaire)

There is nothing more pleasing than to be criticised by one’s
former students. All the more so, if their criticism is to the point.
In his review of Kulish’s Sonata Pathetique M[arco] C[arynnyk],
writing in the last issue of the Journal, delivered a heavy salvo
against me and my wife as translators of the volume. A great deal
of this criticism, as he himself admits, is quibbling and sometimes
he cannot make up his mind about the translation as a whole (on
p. 88 he calles it “perfectly honourable,” but on p. 85 “insipid”).
However, his main thrust is against “academism” of the transla-
tion and here his criticism is well taken. I am the first one to admit
that as a non-native writer of English (even in collaboration with
my wife who is English but who knows no Ukrainian) I am simply
not well qualified to render a good literary translation of a poetic
drama. The question may indeed arise: why did we attempt it at
all? And the answer is: because no one from the younger genera-
tion was doing what needed to be done very badly—beginning to
translate modern Ukrainian literature into English. Therefore, the
beginning, imperfect as it is, had to be made—with the result that
several Ukrainian classics are now available and used in class-
rooms. Once M. C.’s generation gets off their “backsides” (M. C.
would have preferred “asses”) then this most important task can
be carried out. So much pro domo sua.

What disturbs me about the review is not so much the criti-
cism of our translation which is legitimate, but the “federal case”
M. C. is trying to make out of it. For while attacking our “aca-
demic” translation he launches a crusade for a truly modern lit-
erary translation and here he reveals himself to be very “trendy”
indeed, despite or perhaps because of his reliance on Irving Howe,
Robert Lowell, George Steiner, and Nelli Kornienko to boot. All
these literati argue convincingly that translation must be sensitive
to the hidden aspects of the original work and must, in fact, be
a recreation of it. This is all very well and nobody would seriously
disagree with them (except the eccentric and rather conservative
Nabokov). But the crux of the case is M. C.’s very clear advice
on how Sonata Pathetique could be improved. Here he seizes on
sex and belabours it so much that eventually he asks his readers’
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forgiveness “lest I be accused of an obsession with sex and obscen-
ity” (p. 86). There is clearly a sexual undercurrent in many of
Kulish’s plays, but it would be wrong to translate these innuendoes
with four-letter words. M. C.’s “obsession with sex and obscenity”
which he so well demonstrated in his otherwise masterful trans-
lation of Osadchy’s Bilmo (also reviewed in the last issue of the
Journal) is part of the current literary vogue. It is used indiscrim-
inately by many translators (cf. the recent production of Moliere
at Toronto’s Hart House Theatre) and is a symptom of the con-
temporary malaise which elevates copulation to the pinnacle of
human experience. To apply this trendy method to a literary work
written in 1930 in Soviet Ukraine is, in my view, absurd. The
undercurrents are there for the reader to guess and to feel and
should not be brought into the open and underscored in the mod-
ern idiom. If they are underscored, as M. C. wants them to be,
they distort the original just as much as bowdlerizing does. Better
an “accurate trot” than a Hollywood scenario.

Sex, so scarce in Ukrainian literature, is the least important
factor in Kulish’s play. What is overriding in the Sonata is its
intense lyricism, Here, curiously, M. C. approves of my alleged
“pruning” of what he calls the “folkloric vines” (p. 84). Yet the
task of a literary translation should be, precisely, to render this
poetic quality in English. Here more is required than an expertise
in scatology.

But perhaps a compromise solution for a truly good trans-
lation is still possible. The academic concern with the text must
not be thrown to the winds—it must be combined with literary
skill (which I sadly lack). However, the literary skill must avoid
exaggeration and voguishness (in Carynnyk’s translation of Bilmo
the swearing of the KGB major Halsky “Padlo! zareviv ne svoim
holosom maior Halsky — Podlaia tvoia dushonka!... Suka!... Mraz
v...” becomes “You piece of shit!” Major Haliski roars in a frenzied
voice. “Shitty, motherfucking sonofabitch!”—while in the text
Halsky’s words are “You carrion!—roared Major Halsky in a voice
that was no longer his own, “you mean scum!... bitch!... filthy...”).
To sprinkle obscenities wherever there are three dots may, I sup-
pose, be permissible, but why omit the words that Osadchy actu-
ally used? I am not suggesting that a literal translation is best; far
from it. But there is a degree of veracity which must be preserved.
Otherwise one may just as well translate Shevchenko’s “Skhame-
nitsia budte liudy/ Bo lykho vam bude” as “Smarten up, you
bastards/ Or else you’ll croak.”

Despite these disagreements I look forward to further co-
operation with M. C. on many translations which are planned for
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the Institute. His assistance is indeed invaluable. He has been
commissioned to translate the next volume for the “Ukrainian
Classics in Translation”—XKotsiubynsky’s Shadows of Forgotten
Ancestors. I am sure there will be no shadows of necrophilia in it.
For the challenge, as M. C. says, is to translate our classics so that
they “read as literature.” This means controlling the urge to make
them all read as if they were contemporary American literature.

George Luckyj
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A TABLE OF TRANSLITERATION

ie

zh

(Modified Library of Congress)

H n
o o
o p
P r

c S
T t
y u
s3] f
X kh
i ts
q ch
m sh
1 shch
10 iu
A ia

b -

-uit y in endings of personal
names only
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