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in Taras Sevéenko
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Taras Sevéenko (1814-1861) is the central fig-
ure in modern Ukrainian literature, but
despite the enormous attention that has been
devoted to his person, his work, and his role
in Ukrainian history and the Ukrainian
national renascence of the 19th century, the
core of the Sevéenko phenomenon—the sym-
bolic nature of his poetry—has hardly
received any systematic analysis. '

As this book argues, myth serves as the
underlying code and model of Sevéenko's
poetic universe. By examining the structures
and paradigms of Sevé¢enko's mythical
thought we can find answers to various cru-
cial and heretofore intractable questions, such
as those concerning the relation of his
Ukrainian poetry to his Russian prose, his
sense of a transcendant “curse” and “guilt” in
the Ukrainian past and present, the interrela-
tion of his revolutionist fervor with his appar-
ent providentialism, or of the tention between
the nativism and the universalism of his
poetry. Moreover, it is through the struc-
tures of his mythical thought that we can
understand Sevéenko’s “prophecy,” in effect,
his millenarian vision. In this framework,
too, the author focuses on the religious tenor
of Sevéenko's poetry, in which the poet is
both expiator and carrier of the Word, and,
finally, on the reception—indeed the cult—of
Sevcenko among generations of Ukrainians.

By virtue of its method of symbolic analy-
sis this book will be of value not only to
Slavists, but to all who are interested in a rig-
orous study of literary myth in its broader
cultural context.

Wiktor Weintraub comments that “George
Grabowicz's book is a major and exciting
reassessment of the great Ukrainian poet. It
presents Sevéenko as a far richer, more com-
plex, and more interesting personality than
the one traditionally depicted, and it does so
in a convincing way.”

Jacket illustration: Sevéenko, self-portrait, 1858
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Preface

By general consensus, Taras Sevéenko (1814—1861) is the
central figure in modern Ukrainian literature. He is the Ukrainian
writer who has undoubtedly attracted the greatest and most varied
attention. At the same time, Sevéenko presents the critic with an
ineluctable paradox: the ever greater accumulation of biographical
data and documentation about the writer and the ever more minute
analyses of his work only seem to make him more distant and some-
how incommensurate with his manifest impact. Conversely, the emo-
tional and metaphorical (and often blatantly ideologized) readings of
Sevienko do occasionally intimate, their skewed and hazy per-
spectives notwithstanding, a sense of his essential meaning. But even
though the critic or scholar may intuitively accept it as true, it is a
meaning that he despairs of capturing with the traditional analytical
tools available to him.

The writer as paradox or conundrum is not altogether rare, of
course, especially not in the Romantic period, or among the Slavs.
Yet, in the modern European context, Sevéenko appears to be quite
specific, indeed sui generis, for the degree to which he—as a poet and
as a poetic and historical legacy—expresses himself in a language that
his critics, and perhaps literary critics in the main, have not yet
become fully adept at deciphering. As this book argues, this language
or code is myth,

In a manner characteristic of all mythical thought, Sevéenko com-
municates *“‘universal truths” through a model which he constructs
out of the building blocks of culture-specific elements, including very
prominently his own biography. This model, which is coterminous
with his poetic universe, is a remarkably coherent and highly sym-
bolic system. To be sure, critics and sophisticated readers alike have
long understood that despite its great emotional immediacy, Sev-
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viii Preface

¢enko’s poetry is far from being simple and straightforward. The key
to its complexity, however, is not to be found in its “external”
relations and “causes.” When approached through such conventional
critical categories as intellectual influences, historical sources, folk-
lore, literary conventions, potitical ideas or personal reminiscences,
the resultant picture, for all its detail, can hardly give a sense of the
total, that is, systematic meaning of Sevéenko. That meaning, as I
undertake to show in this study, can only be elicited by focusing on
the immanent and textually given structures of his thought. The level
on which these structures are couched is predeminantly that of
symbol and metaphor. Of course, Sevéenko’s poetic universe can be
(and historically has all but exclusively been) examined for a rational,
“‘syntagmatic” order—a “philosophy.” Such an order, however, can-
not be reconstructed with any coherence. Sevéenko's “historical,”
**social,” and *‘political” views, and his overall “world view” invari-
ably break down into “‘inconsistencies,” which are then made to serve
as grist for ideological mills. The answer, in short, is to be found in
the symbolic and “paradigmatic” order of his poetry, the overarching
model of which is myth.

The paradox of Seviéenko’s critical reception can thus be said to
arise from the fatal disjunction between critical approaches, that is,
between those who recognize only the metaphoric or only the meto-
nymic dimension of his poetry. The “‘empiricists,” by their very
choice of criteria and methods, find only fragmentary and often
trivial answers, while the “ideologues,” who are attuned to meta-
phoric meaning and who seek (or rather believe that they have
already found) the total picture, the intuitively given “true meaning,”
are quite uninterested in systematic symbolic analysis and relentlessly
trim Sevéenko to their various extra- -literary needs. To this day,
between the reductiveness of the former and the intuitionism of the
latter, tertium non datmr. It seems clear that a resolution of this
impasse lies in an approach that redraws the basic criteria and pro-
vides a new focus for studying Sevéenko.

This book is divided into five chapters. The first one briefly treats
the basic and still unanswered question of Sevéenko as a symbolic
writer and suggests a conceptual framework for dealing with the
whole of his creativity, including the coded nature of his poctry. The
second chapter serves as a transition to the analysis of Sevéenko's
mythical thought by examining the actual, symbolic structures of an
area of his poetry—his treatment of history, or his “*historical theme"——
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which in the critical tradition has uniformly been approached in terms
of the poet’s putatively rational historicism or historiosophy. Chapter
Three, divided into five major sections, is the heart of this study. It
begins with an operant definition of myth and proceeds to analyze the
structures and paradigms of Sevienko's poetic world as they appear
in the manifest thematic levels of his poetry. The fourth chapter
focuses on Sevéenko's resolution of the conflicts and oppositions
subtended by his myth. The last chapter recapitulates the argument
concerning the nature of Sevéenko’s mythopoesis and touches upon
some of its cultural ramifications.

My approach to Sevéenko does not exhaust the subject, nor does it
obviate the need for further extrinsic and intrinsic investigations. [ do
not wish to imply that Sevienko’s poetry is determined only by
mythical thought; clearly, it also resonates with other levels of
meaning, What I do argue is that myth constitutes a fundamental
code of Sevienko’s poetry, and its structures provide one of the two
deepest and innermost determinants of his symbolism. Thus, by
examining Sevienko’s mythical thought, we can find answers to
various crucial and heretofore intractable questions, such as those
concerning the relation of his Ukrainian poetry to his Russian prose,
the interrelation of his ostensibly revolutionary views with his apparent
providentialism, his true judgment on the Cossack past, his understand-
ing of history, or, most concretely, the seeming opaqueness of some of
his last poems. The other basic symbolic code, one that extends to all of
Sevéenko's creativity and not only his poetry, and which deserves a
separate study, is the psychological.

Quite cbviously, too, focusing on the code and the underlying
structures necessitates for the most part a bracketing of the concrete
aesthetic object and with it a frequent suspension of aesthetic judg-
ment. Given the manifold structural, formal, and aesthetic complex-
ities of even the minor poems, this self-limitation is as inevitable as it
is regrettable. By way of compensation, however, one may hope that
as a result of this investigation future examinations of Sevéenko’s
artistry will be able to draw on a far richer understanding of his
poetry.

Although I did not set out to follow any one particular school of
analysis, it was my belief that the multi-faceted nature of Sevéenko's
thought required an analytical model that would be equipped to deal
with all its specificity and complexity and to do so as coherently and
rigorously as possible. To this end, my approach draws in various
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crucial respects on the theoretical and methodological contributions
of structural anthropology, particularly from the area of the inter-
refation of culture and symbolism and the domain of symbolic
analysis. In this regard, too, I owe a singular debt to my wife, Oksana
Grabowicz, for introducing me to some key analytical concepts and
for her invaluable advice in formulating their applicability to this
study. Without her help and insights, and without her consistently
rigorous criticism, this book could hardly have been written.

I also wish to thank Omeljan Pritsak, Wiktor Weintraub, and
John-Paul Himka for their valuable comments on a late draft of the
manuscript. I am grateful to Bob Magocsi for the special effort and
care that he devoted to the publication of this book.

Unless otherwise noted, all the translations, especially of Sevéen-
ko’s poetry, are my own. So, too, are any errors in reasoning or
infelicitous formulations.

Somerville, Massachusetts
QOctober 1981
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Un mythe se rapporte toujours a des événements passés: “‘avant
la création du monde,” ou “pendant les premiers dges,” en tout
cas, ‘‘il y a longtemps.'’ Mais la valeur intrinséque attribuée au
mythe provient de ce que ces événements, censés se dérouler a
un moment du temps, forment aussi une structure permanente,
Celle~ci se rapporte simultanément au passé, au présent et au
futur.
Claude Lévi-Strauss
Anthropologie structurale

A He 3HAIC JPYroro nosTa, KoMy Obl TAK NOKIOHANHCH—
B MAaccCe, CNOBHO CRATOMY, 0DNHWBAasAch clelaMH, Kaxk B UepK-
BHM, 1JaCKOpPYMIbIE MYXKHKH, MOepe] HKOHOH-NOPTPETOM, B
NOJIOTEHNAX, Ha NoTalHOM WOHNee, B KanTepke, XOpoM,
kak Or4e Ham: - BaTteky! Tapace!..

Abram Terc
Golos iz xoru






CHAPTER ONE

Introduction: Sevienko’s Duality

THE MPACT OF Taras Sevéenko on modern Ukrainian conscious-
ness can hardly be overstated: he is Bard and Prophet, the inspired
voice of his people, and the spiritual father of the reborn Ukrainian
nation, It is also hardly possible to exaggerate, let alone assimilate,
the mass of words—-critical and scholarly, polemical and panegyrical,
ideological and propagandistic—that has been devoted to his person
and to his work.!

Although the phenomenon of the writer as culture hero is found in
many societies, no writer, in all probability, occupies that “office™ so
firmly and with so fervent a consensus on the part of his countrymen
as does Sevéenko. In this respect he stands preeminent even in the
context of Slavic Romanticism, where he is frequently bracketed with
such acknowledged bards as Mickiewicz and Pudkin. It is now a
commonplace that not only Ukrainian literature, but Ukrainian

' The most comprehensive bibliography on Sevéenko is the two-volume 7. H.
Sevienka: bibliohrafija literatury pro vttia i tvorcist', 1839-1959, ed. 1. Z. Bojkoctal.
(Kiev, 1963} and its updating T. H. Sevienko: bibliohrafija juvilejnoji literatury, 1960
1984, ed. F. K. Sarana (Kiev, 1968). See also the synthesizing Sevienkozravsivo.
pidsumky j problemy, ed. Je. P. Kyryljuk (Kiev, 1975) and the two-volume dictionary
of Sevéenkiana, Sevéenkivs'kyj slovayk, ed. 1. Ja. Ajzenstok et al., vol. | (Kicv, 1976).
vol. 2 (Kiev, 1977). Other Soviet bibliographies of Sevienko are given in D. [. Hol'den-
berh’s Bibliohraficini dzerela ukrafins’koho literaturoznavstva (Kiev, 1977). pp. 123 -
135. Sevienko, too, alone among Ukrainian writers, has a bibliography of biblicgra-
phics: I. Z. Bojko's and H. M. Himel'farb's Taras Hryhorovve Sevienko: biblivhrafija
biblichrafiji, 18401960 {Kiev, 1961). All of these Soviet sources are in varying
degrees incomplete in that they delete works or authors considered to be unmeniion-
able. A partial comective, cartied up 10 1960, is given in Tares Sevienio: poane
vydannja tvoriv, vol. 14, ed. Volodymyr Dorofenko (Chicago, 1961).
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cultural and political life, and the national renascence of the nine-
teenth century as such, were decisively molded by Sevéenko. It has
also become clear, however, that his far-reaching influence bespeaks
not only the power of his poetry but also the needs and, indeed, the
political powerlessness of the group for which he became a spokes-
man. In short, the historical phenomenon that is Sevéenko is also
predicated on the cultural readiness of his audience as well as his
ability to resonate with its collective experience, emotions, and
expectations. It is precisely this, and not merely his formal and modal
recourse to folk and oral poetry, or the fact of his peasant origins,
that lends content and credence to the oft-argued notion of his
national character (narodnist’).

The popular cult of Sevéenko which reached its apogee at the end
of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth century was
already countered soon after the poet’s death in 1861 by cooler critics,
initially by Pantelejmon Kuli§, who was first friend and editor, later
exegete and self-anointed continuator, and finally rival and opponent
of Sevienko, and then by the outstanding Ukrainian thinker of the
nineteenth century, the scholar, political theorist, and publicist,
Myxajlo Drahomanov.? The cult was not dispelled, of course, and
continues in various forms to this day, in both Soviet and non-Soviet
Ukrainian societies, but the critical attention that began with the
mitial, ambivalent reactions in the Russian press to Sevéenko’s first
collection of poetry, the Kobzar of 1840, developed in time into a
distinct and many-facted sub-field in Ukrainian literary scholarship.
The achievements in this field, fevéenkoznavstvo, have been consider-
able, particularly in textual criticism (including publication of the
entire canon of Sevéenko’s works, much in facsimile), in historical,
biographical, and bibliographical documentation, in studies of literary
and intellectual influences, contacts and sources, in matters of pros-
ody, poetic language, and some formal analyses. At the same time,
however, within this large and diverse body of criticism and scholar-
ship the central issues remain undeveloped and even largely unidenti-

! See Kulig's “Coho stojit Sevienko jako poet narodnij,” and “Slovo nad hrobom
Sevienka (English translation in Shevchenko and the Critics: 1861 1980, ed. George
S. N. Luckyj [Toronto, 19811, pp. 55—64). Drahomanov's most important wark on
Sevtenko is “Sew':enko, ukrajinofily j socializm,” in M. P. Drahomanov, Literattirno-

publicystyéni praci, vol. 2 (Kiev, 1970), pp. 7—133 (excerpts translated in Skhevchenko
and the Critics, pp. 65-90),
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fied. The meaning and the broader social, historical and, need one add,
political implications of Sevéenko’s work, specifically his poetry,
have been and remain the source of acrimonious dispute. The ideo-
logically polarized interpretations of the present day not only reflect
the peculiarity of the Ukrainian political situation, but in fact are also
a logical culmination of the entire critical legacy. In a still deeper
sense, however, these polar divergences flow from the very nature of
Sevéenko’s poetry.

It is a poetry that touched the innermost core of the Ukrainian
experience. In the words of his contemporary, the poet and historian
Mykola Kostomarov, “Sevéenko’s muse sundered the veil of national
life. It was terrifying and sweet and painful and fascinating to peer
inside.”* Pantelejmon Kuli§, himself a painful and fascinating indi-
vidual, put it even more directly in his eloquent graveside oration in St.
Petersburg. “None of us is worthy,” he said, “to speak our native
Ukrainian word over the grave of Sevcenko: all the power and all the
beauty of our language were revealed to him alone. And yet it is
through him that we have the great and precious right to proclaim the
native Ukrainian word in this distant land.”* It was Kuli§ who said that

Sevéenko is our great poet and our first historian. It was Sevéenko who
was the first to ask our mute burial mounds what they are, and it was
to him alone that they gave their answer, clear as God's word. Before
all others Sevéenko realized what is the glory of our antiquity and for
what it will be cursed by coming generations.”

As eloquent and true as these statements were, their implicit thesis
—swelled in time by various less profound commentaries-—soon gave
rise to a mass of misconceptions. In a word, because of its unpre-
cedented emotional directness and immediacy, Sevéenko's poetry,
and his core “message,”’ was seen as essentially straightforward,
indeed simple. Hand-in-hand with the growing cult of Sevéenko, his
poetic oeuvre came to be viewed as a convenient repository of handy
bits of sentiment:

i M. L. Kostomarov, “*Vospominanie o dvux maljarax,” Osnova, vol. 4 (St. Peters-
burg, 1861}, pp. 48-50, cited in 7. G. Sevienko v vospominanijax sovremennikov,
ed. S. N. Golubova et al. (Leningrad, 1962), p. 151.

4 “Slovo nad hrobom Sevéenka,” in Tvory Pantelejmona Kulisa, vol. 6 (L'viv, 1910),
pp- 495-496.

5 ~Coho stojit’ Sevéenko jako poet narodnij,” ibid., p. 490.
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Ceno! i cepuie opiouune,
Cesto na Hawif Yxpaii —
Henaye nucaHka ceno. . .

(A village! and the heart will rest,/ a village in our Ukraine—/ a
village like an Easter egg. . .}; or of pious pedagogic injunctions:

YuiTech, MHTalTE,
I ayxomy Hayualitecs,
H ceoro me nypaittecs. . .

(Study, read,/ learn foreign subjects,/ but do not deny your own. . .);
or of political prescriptions:

Komu
Mn pixnemoca Bawinrroda
3 HOBHM i NpaBeJHHM 3aKOHOM?

(When/ shall we see a Washington/ with a new and just law?); or:

B ceofiit xaTi cBoA it npaefa,
I cuna, i pons. . .

{In one's own house-—one’s own truth/ and power and freedom. . .);
or finally of revolutionary cails to arms:

Tloxomaitre Ta BeTaBaiiTe,
Kalizasu nmoppite

I Bpaxoio 37010 KpOB'KO
Bomo okponite.

(Bury me and rise,/ break your chains/ and with the enemy’s evil
blood/ bless your freedom).

Most significantly, the practice of rifling the poetry for appropriate
sentiments was not confined to propagandists, journalists, or school-
marms—it also became the methodology for much of what passed as
scholarship. By far the worst offenders were the engagé ideologues
whose only method for discussing Sevéenko’s alleged atheism, for
example, or, conversely, his religiosity and piety, was simply the
culling of citations to be interpreted by nothing more than free associa-
tion. In the absence of any rigorous and comprehensive method for
dealing with the levels of meaning and symbolism in Sevienko’s
works, the study of his writings became ever more noticeably mori-
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bund—both in the Soviet Union and in the West.® To be sure, in the
more recent (and non-Soviet) Sevéenko scholarship, a few authors
have seemed to suggest an awareness of the fact that Sevéenko’s
imaginative universe is highly symbolic and coded. They note that
beneath the level of surface structures (which encompasses not only
matters of ideology and, in general, the whole sphere of rational
elaborations, programs, and so on, but also conventions, specifically
the literary Romantic convention) there exist the much more impor-
tant deep structures.” In the mass of Sevéenko criticism and scholar-
ship, however, this is precisely what has received the least attention
—with the consequence that the study of Sevéenko, as if transfixed in
a Gogolian “enchanted place,” has, in the main, been reduced to an
endless repetition of fragmentary observations and outright mis-
readings.

It seems clear that the fundamental requirement for any investiga-
tion of the deep structures and the symbolic code in question is that it
take into account the entire systematics of Sevenko’s creativity.
Here, the first and most basic task is to establish a framework or a
*“unified field” for the various forms and modes of his expression. Itis
a task that presents immediate difficulties for the critic.

As anyone with even a passing acquaintance with his work knows,
Sevéenko is what he is by virtue of his poetic production, his Ukrai-

& A rather critical summing up of Soviet fevienkoznavsivo was made in 1960 by
O. Bilec'kyj, the dean of Soviet Ukrainian literary scholars, in his “Zavdannja i per-
spektyvy vyviennja Sevienka,” Zbirnyk prac’ dev’jawoji naukoveji sevienkivs koji
konferenciji (Kiev, 1961), pp. |3-25. See also Sevéenkoznavsivo: pidsumky j problemy
{(Kiev, 1975). Despite a few interesting articles in Taras Sevienko, 1814—I861: A
Symposium, ed. Volodymyr Mijakovs'kyj and George Y. Shevelov (The Hague,
1962), Sevienko scholarship in the West offered no new approaches. See also Shevchenko
and the Critics.

7 An early, if tentative and flawed, effort in this direction is Mykola Shlemkevych's
“The Substratum of Sevienko's View of Life:” in Taras Sevienko, [814— 1861 A
Symposium, pp. 37—61. See also, in the same volume, Victor Petrov's “Sevéenko’s
Aesthetic Theory: An Approach to the Problem.” Of the more recent works. see
Bohdan Rubchak™s ‘‘Shevchenko's Profiles and Masks: I[renic Roles of the Self in
Kobzgr,” and Leonid Pliushch's ' 'The Bewitched Woman' and Some Problems of
Shevchenko's Philosophy™ in Shevchenko and the Critics.
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nian poetry. But what many, including some scholars, tend to gloss
over, and many may indeed not know, is that this poetry is a segment
—quantitatively speaking, a smaller segment—of the whole of his
sclf-expression. For in addition to the Ukrainian poetry, with which
he is so often exclusively identified, Sevéenko also wrote some Rus-
sian poetry (the long poems “Slepaja” [The Blind Woman] and
Trizna [The Wakej]), a considerable body of prose in Russian (by his
own account about twenty novellas, of which nine have survived), a
diary written in Russian that covers a crucial year of his life, a sizable
epistolary legacy in Ukrainian and Russian, a few prose fragments in
Ukrainian, three of four dramas in Russian (of which two have
survived, one in prose, in a Ukrainian translation probably made by
Kulis, and an unfinished one in verse), and a large body of pictorial
art—paintings, drawings, and etchings which, while certainly perti-
nent to the overall question, will not concern us here.

It does not take a scholar or a specialist but only an informed and
sensitive reader to see that there is a profound difference between
Sevéenko’s Ukrainian poetry on the one hand and ail the other forms
of his self-expression on the other. Leaving aside for the moment the
obviously different mode of non-belletristic writings (letters, and so
on) one could simply say that the difference between these two provi-
sional categories hinges on aesthetic and artistic quality—and the lack
of it. The Ukrainian poetry is powerful and moving and very often
great, but the other writings are often merely interesting, and not
infrequently mediocre. This answer does not suffice, however, for the
issue now is not evaluation of the works or categories in question, but
determining what is different in their essential nature, in their mode
of existence, as it were. Ultimately, the aesthetic and artistic values
must build on these very differences.

More apparently, that basic difference is the one between poetry
and prose. Closer analysis shows, however, that while there is consid-
erable congruence between this division and the intuited one noted
above, this is not the basis for the very fundamental divergences in
question. It could be argued that various picces of Sevienko’s
Ukrainian prose, for example, his postscript to Hajdamaky, or
the preface to the unpublished second Kobzar, or fragments of
various letters, are much closer to the spirit of his Ukrainian poetry
than is the Russian poem Trizna. This, of course, leads to the most
obvious and the most frequently noted basis of differentiation, namely
language. There is a whole critical legacy, going back to Kuiis, and
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still favored by the nationalistically minded, that sees between Sevéen-
ko’s works in Ukrainian and Russian the basic divide in his entire can-
on.? This explicitly evaluative (not to say biased) approach takes its cue
from a statement by Sevéenko in one of his letters where he castigates
himself for confessing to the Russians in stale Russian (*. . .spovida-
jusja kacapam erstvym kacaps’kym slovom. . .”} and views all of his
Russian writings as inherently flawed by the very choice of linguistic
medium, and indeed a betrayal of his muse.® Even more than the
opposition of poetry and prose, this language criterion does have its
validity: the Ukrainian works are strikingly different from, and as a
rule greatly superior to the Russian ones. But it too does not provide
the solution. For two reasons. First are the exceptions that undercut
the neat scheme: the Russian poem “‘Slepaja,” or the fragments of
*Nikita Gajdaj”’ are much closer to the spirit of the Ukrainian poetry
than are some of his Ukrainian writings. Similarly, there is the
problem posed by the Diary—a superior and intimate work that is
written in Russian. The second and more important reason, however,
is that merely stating, and then evaluating, the existence of these two
classes of works begs the entire question; we are left no wiser as to
what is and what can be said in the given medium, as to what is the
structure of the respective contents of these two categones.

_ Here, again, it is the totality of the work that provides the answers.
Sevéenko's poetry, as even a cursory reading will tell, is highly
personal, intimate, and autobiographical; these qualities determine
not only the lyrical poetry but the narrative and “political” poems as

® Kuli§'s advice to Sevienko not to publish his Russian works is documented in two
letters of 20 January 1858 and 1 February 1858. See Lysty do T. H. Sevéenka, 1840-
1861, ed. L. F. Kodac’ka (Kiev, 1962}, pp. 123—124 and 125—127. His argument is
based on aesthetic considerations and certainly has nothing of the “’bourgeois-
natienalist™ anti-Russian bias that various Soviet critics impute to him. Similar advice
was given to Sevéenke by the Russian writer S. T. Aksakov: see his letter dated 19
June 1858, ibid., pp. 143— 144,

® Compare his letter to Ja. H. Kuxarenko, dated 30 September 1842, in Taras
Sevienko, Povne zibrannja rvoriv v Sesty tomax [henceforth: Tvory], vol. 6 (Kiev,
1964), pp. 19-20. See also Pavlo Zajcev's *'Poezi}i Sevdenka rosijs'koju mevoju™ and
“Prozova tvorfist’ Sevéenka,” in Taras Sevéenko, Povne vydarnja tvoriv, 14 vols.
(Chicago, 1961}, vol. 5, pp. 212-228 and vol. 6, pp, 297—310. A brief discussion of the
language question is also given in my “The Nexus of the Wake: Sevienko’s Trizna,” in
Eucharisterion: Essays presented to Omeljan Prissak on his Sixtieth Birthday by his
Cotleagues and Students (Cambridge. 1980}, part I, pp. 320-321.
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well. But a look at what is actually portrayed or alluded to reveals a
fascinating picture, one which shows that whole segments of Sevéen-
ko’s life, indeed most of his mature life, remains outside the range of
his poetry. There is, for example, no reference at al! to his life in St.
Petersburg and to the Academy of Arts (which as we know from his
own novella Xudoznik [The Artist] was so central for him), no refer-
ence to the time spent in the Ukraine and to his many contacts with
Ukrainians, especially in the Brotherhood of Sts. Cyril and Methodi-
us, in fact no reference even to the momentous event of being freed
from serfdom. The only apparent exceptions to this are the first years
of exile and the last months of his life; on closer analysis, however,
the exile poems do not constitute an exception, and the very late
poetry is alse quite ambivalent in this regard. The issue is not so much
one of chronology, of time gaps, as it is of subject matter, of content.
Sevéenko's own writings—the autobiographical novellas, the Diary,
the letters—and the numerous other sources, primarily memoirs and
letters of friends and acquaintances provide a wealth of information
on the kind of life he lived, not only in St. Petersburg, in Kiev, in his
travels in the Ukraine, but indeed at times even in exile, in the first
two years in Orenburg, for example. It was the active, intense and
full life of a young artist and litterateur; it was full of social and intel-
lectual contacts, of literary salons, theaters, and the opera. It was the
life of an attractive young man accepted in the highest society,
esteemed and in fact lionized by both his Russian and Ukrainian
admirers, Given Seviéenko’s origins, this was, in a word, a remarkable
success story. And yet none of this appears in his poetry. The only
thing more remarkable than this immense blind spot in his poetic crea-
tivity is the blindness of generations of Sevéenko scholars to this
crucial state of affairs, '®

The conjunction of the actual biographical context with the massive
data of the texts themselves reveals the outlines of a fundamental
duality in Sevéenko’s creativity. It is a duality or an opposition that
rests on two very different creative stances, different self-perceptions
and self-definitions, and on entirely different intellectual and emotional

'* A significant exception is Komej Cukovskij who concludes a penetrating, if, at
times, highly impressionistic essay on Sevéenko with a discussion of precisely the struc-
tured absence in his poetry (Lica i maski {S1. Petersburg, n.d.]. pp. 240- 275).
Cukovskij's interpretation of this solely in terms of collective models and patterns of
thought, of Sevéenko's “*narodnyja Euvstva,” is not entirely adequate. however.
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modes of expression. In fact, one can speak here not so much of dif-
ferent stances or styles, but of different personalities, This duality, of
course, should not be confined to the psychological level, or reduced
to an ego-split or to dissociation. There is considerable interplay or
“leakage™ between the two modes by way of common themes, experi-
ences, and values—as illustrated, for example, by “Najmyéka” (The
Servant Girl), the poem and the novella, or the poem and novella
entitled “The Princess™ (' Knjazna” and Knjaginja), or a number of
other paired works;'' clearly, non-psychological elements are also
involved. In general, the two modes are not hermetic—but they are
radically different.

What, then, are these two personalities? One, which is represented
by the Russian prose, the Diary, the letters, and so on, is what [
would call the “adjusted.” Even while speaking out most forcefully
against the iniquities of the social order, above all the unspeakable
outrage of serfdom, Sevcenko manifestly sees himself here as part of
the imperial reality, and shares many of the civilized, progressive
values of this society. The basic defining features of this mode are a
sense of intellectual distance (for example, with regard to Ukrainian
history), a rational perspective on the role of the Ukraine vis-a-vis the
Russian Empire and on the role and efficacy of the artist (for ex-
ample, in the novella Xudoinik or Muzykant [The Musician]), a
rational and basically measured perception of human behavior, and,
not least of all, the point of view of the mature self.

The other, represented primarily by the poetry, is what I would
call, for want of a better term, the “non-adjusted” self. (Though
Sevéenko himself never attempted to provide a dispassionate analysis,
he felt full well the power of this side of his ego, which in his Diary he
portrayed as driven by a “strange and restless calling.”'?) It is a
personality marked above all by an intense emotionality, an absoluti-
zation of emotion and of the emotional perception of surrounding
reality, which in consequence becomes totally, or almost totally,
polarized—into the sacred and the profane. In its sharpest form the
world, mankind, is divided into the absolute Good and the absolute

1t One of the first to discuss such parallels between Sevienko's poetry and prose was
Ivan Franko; see his * ‘Najmycka® T. Sevéenka” in Ivan Franko, Tvory v dvadciaty
tomax (Kiev, 1955), vol. 17, pp. 100—120. See also L. Kadac'ka, Odnojmenni tvory
T. H. Sevienka (Kiev, 1968).

12 Sae the entry for 1 July 1857 Tvory, vol. 5, pp. 42-44,
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Evil. The poet himself is so polarized: he, or his poetic persona, is
either the victim, one of the lowly and despised—the bastard, the
blind, vagabond minstrel, the fallen woman {the pokrytka)—or even
a moral reprobate (compare, for example, the poem “Cy to nedolja
ta nevolja. . .” [Is It Ill Fate and Captivity. . .], or he is the martyr and
the Prophet, the last hope of his nation. Significantly, there is virtu-
ally no middle ground; there is, rather, apotheosis, again of the
sacred and the profane. In contrast to the adjusted and the rational,
this mode and personality refuses to accept and abide by the verities
and wisdoms of this world. Thus, Sevéenko conjures up and resurrects
the past that for everyone else is dead. He wills it alive, as we see in
the opening lines of “Cernec” (The Monk):

¥ Kaesi Ha IToroni
ByI0 KOMACK. . . 1 HIKONA
He pepHeThCH, IO OIANOCH,
He BepHeThen cnonmieane,
He BepHeThcn. . . A A, Opare,
Taxu 6yny cnoniBaTHCD,
Takn Gyay BUTAANATH,
HKamo cepao 2aBIapaTH.

(lines 1-8)

{(In Kiev, in the Podil/ there once was. . .and what occurred/ will
never return,/ what was hoped for will not return,/ will not return. . .
and yet, brother,/ I will continue to hope,/ I will continue to expect,/
to nflict sorrow on my heart. . .) It is a mode and a personality that
relies on visions to convey the past and the future, and when it deals
with the present it does not focus on realia, it is certainly not guided
by any canons of “realism,” but turns instead to the depths of the
collective soul; as he says,

HEBYEHE OKO
JarnsAnde iM B caMy aymy
I'nnbdoko! ranGoko!

(the untutored eye/ will look deep, deep into their very soul). In termy
of the chronological or biographical point of view, there is also a radi-
cal difference, for in contrast to the mature, man-of-the-world narra-
tor and authorial ego of the novellas, for example, the perspective of
the authorial ego in the poetry is dominated and molded primarily by
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the experiences and emotions of childhood and pre-adultheod. (This
is made explicit in various poems, but especially in the extended digres-
sions of Sevienko's longest poetic work, Hajdamaky. It is also in
these pre-adult experiences that the poet finds his principal narrative
model of the old minstrel, the kobzar. Indeed a corollary perspective
in the poetry is that of the old man, and at times Sevéenko explicitly
conflates childhood and old age, as in the emblematic image of the
grey-whiskered child in the exile lyric “A numo znovu virsuvat’. . .”
[So Let Us Versify Again. . .). The latter image, as we shall see, is also a
synchronic device—and a synecdoche of a mythical telescoping of
time.) The world of Sevienko's poetry is not impervious to adult
experiences and concerns; it is neither fixated nor static, but its core
is firmly set in an earlier existence.

The implications of this perspective extend beyond the individual
psychological moment, and beyond Sevéenko's persistent concern
with symbolic autobiography. They also reflect the collective, the
mythical plane of his poetry. The world of childhood memories, of
pre-adult existence, elicits a special emotional state which in turn
activates a “collective unconscious.”” And, clearly, it is only in the
Ukrainian poetry that Sevéenko resonates with the “national soul,”
that is, with the whole gamut of shared, semi-articulated knowledge,
feelings, and perceptions. The “adjusted” self has little contact with
this soul: it is molded by and reacts to an entirely different world, to
St. Petersburg, to the Academy of Arts and to the world of art, to a
cosmopolitan milieu and to a standard of intellection. But it is the
former “Ukrainian™ world that gives the poetry its imaginative power
and provides the foundation for its symbolic code. The power of the
unadjusted, rebelling personality animating this world must be stressed
in any approach to Sevéenko, if only because its effects are visible to
this day. For in contravention of the real state of affairs and the mass
of evidence that supports it, the image of Sevéenko now held in the
minds of millions of his countrymen, and indeed many scholars, is
precisely the one projected by his poetry: of Sevéenko the martyr and
prophet living only for and through his people. This has become the
real Sevienko. He has become, to paraphrase Claude Lévi-Strauss,
the product and hero of his own myth.

Clearly, to speak of myth is to speak of symbolic meaning. At the
same time, for various critics and scholars the essence of myth is to be
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found in its symbols, and discussing them is largely equated with dis-
cussing the myth itself. Mircea Eliade, for example, examines the
myths of various cultures precisely through key symbols (of the
“centre,” of time, of knots, of shells and pearls, and so on) and expli-
citly calls for “indices” of symbols and speaks of the need to study se-
lectively those that are most central.'? Between the two premises, how-
ever, there is an important difference, a difference that becomes most
evident in the actual analyses. As valuable as an examination of
selected, recurring and putatively universal symbols may be for a
comparative survey of myths, as we see in Eliade, and before him in
Carl Jung, it cannot be a substitute for, and to a certain extent can
hardly by compounded with an analysis of the actual structures and
manifold dynamic relations of the given myth.

The difference between studies that focus on individual elements
and those that deal with the system in which they inhere and which
determines them, and the paucity of the latter, is particularly notice-
able in the case of Sevéenko. Critical attention to certain crucial and
recurring moments in the poetry, be they identified as images, sym-
bols, or motifs, appears belatedly and is not infrequently subordinated
to extrinsic—political and ideological—concemns.'* In general, the
symbols that were perceived as such by traditional Sevéenkoznavstvo

13 Mircea Eliade, Images and Symbols: Studies in Religious Symbolism (New York.
1961), p. 37,

'* See, for example, N. F. Sumcov, “Glavnye motivy poezii T. G. Sevienka,” in his
iz ukrainskof stariny (Xarkiv, 1905), pp. 82—96. In the inter-war period, the growing
politization of Sevéenko expressed itself in a search for symbols that would demon-
strate the poet’s allegiance to this or that ideology. For Stepan Smal'-Stoc'kyj, for
example, virtually every poem is filled with symbols and allegories expressing Sevéenko's
nationalist convictions; see his Taras Sevienke: interpretaciii {Warsaw, 1934}, Given
the crude level of Smal’-Stoc'kyj's argument, it is not surprising that he makes no
attempt to define the nature of Sevéenke's symbolization, and indeed largely avoids
the very term “symbol.” In a similar vein, Soviet criticism is highly resistant 10 the idea
of Sevéenka's symbolism: his use of symbols is grudgingly conceded in the context of
his ““folk poetics” (where it is confused with the epithet) and harnessed (along with his
“allegory,” as it is called) in the service of his alleged revolutionary sentiments {viz. the
symbol of the axe); see Sevéenkivs'kyj stovnyk, vol. 2, p. 211. It hardly needs elabo-
rating that a dogmatic, official understanding of the poet cannot very well accommodate
the notion of a symbolic cast to his poetry: apart from the brief reference in the
Sevienkivs'kyf slovayk, neither the bibliographies nor the summarizing Secenkoznarsno
(see note 1} make any mention of “symbol” or “‘symbolism."
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were only the most immediately apparent: the burial mounds, the
three souls or the three ravens in “Velykyj 'ox” [The Great Crypt],
the falling oak in “Buvaly vojny j vijs'koviji svary” {There Had Been
Wars and Military Feuds), the solitary tree in the desert in “U Boha
za dvermy lezala sokyra” [An Axe Lay behind God’s Door]. They
could not be ignored for the very fact that they were consciously high-
lighted in terms of composition or narrative, or, because, as in
“Velykyj l'ox,” they were clearly a part of a literary, Romantic
convention.

But these symbols are only the visible surface, so to speak, of a
massive underground construction. For while the symbolic level, as [
have noted, is not the only level of Sevéenko's poetry, it is the deter-
mining and central level, and as such it is highly complex and rami-
fied; it manifests itself in the protagonists (be it Hamalija or Xmel'-
nyc’kyj, Marija or Saul), in things and places (the above mentioned
tree and axe; the town of Cyhyryn, the village of Subotiv, the city of
St. Petersburg), in events (the election of a hetman, the entry of a
Cossack into a monastery), and perhaps most significantly in move-
ments and relations—above all in the fates of various represented
characters, and of the poet himself. Each of these moments carries
symbolic meaning; by virtue of being a sign that is frought with associa-
tions and significance of a special kind, each is a symbol.'* Although
many of these symbols become apprehendable as symbols only in and
through a symbolic analysis, the primary object of such an analysis is
not the symbols themselves but the relations between them and the
structures that determine these relations. To echo Turner, our task is

1% There is a broad concensus that virtually anything can be a symbol. See Susanne
K. Langer, Philosophy in a New Key: A Study in the Symbolism of Reason, Rite and
Art (New York, 1951), especially chapters 2 and 3; compare also Nelson Goodman's
introductory comment to his Languages of Art: An Approach to a Theory of Symbols
{(New York, 1968): *“'Symbol’. . .covers letters, words, texts, pictures, diagrams,
maps, models, and mare, but carries no implication of the oblique or the occult. The
most literal portrait and the most prosaic passage are as much symbols, and as ‘highly
symbolic,’ as the most fanciful and figurative™ (p. xi), and Victor Tumer’s introductory
statement in his The Farest of Symbaols: Aspects of Ndembu Ritual (Ithaca, 1974): “The
symbols 1 observed in the field were, empirically, objects, activities, relationships.
events, gestures, and spatial units in a ritual situation™ (p. 19).

Compare also the comment of G. $. Kirk: “‘For many people, statements like
‘myths make use of symbols’ imply that a myth derives any significance it may possess
from its inclusion of one or more special symbols, each of which in itself represenis
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more to chart the forest of symbols than to contemplate individual
trees.

In the traditional Sevéenko scholarship the dominant perspective
has been thematic: history, the supemnatural (including prominently
the convention of the ballad), folk custom and belief (and the poetics
of oral and folk literature), social and political concerns, and literary
models and influences (preeminently among them the Bible), seem to
provide a clear rubric for discussing his poetry. As accepted as this
classification may now be (and it has become so more by inertia than
because of persuasive critical argument), the approach in general,
and the individual categories in particular, are ultimately inadequate;
the focus on manifest and surface elements tends to obscure and
ignore the deeper and considerably more important symbolic mean-
ings, patterns of movement, and structures. Moreover, such a surface,
thematic, or metonymic focus is not conducive even for a “purely
functional” classification, since it can be shown that any number of
Sevienko’s poetic works can be subsumbed simultaneously under two
or more of the given rubrics.

By its very nature, Sevéenko’s poetry, the product of what I have
called his “unadjusted” and “rebelling” self, is remarkably autono-
mous with regard to existing literary norms, influences, and conven-
tions and highly resistant to simple classificatory schemes; it presents
the reader and the critic with a seamless web where any given

some important and complex emotion or some widespread but not easily expressible
intuition about the world. I believe this way of understanding the symbolic aspect of
myths to be largely erroneous. It is undeniable that certain myths do contain static
symbols of this kind—some of those adduced by Freud and Jung, even. More impor-
tant, recurrent subjects like ogres may carry with them special psychological associa-
tions of terror, revulsion, or other strong emotion, and therefore have a symbolic value
independent of the actions in which they are involved. Yet many myths do not contain,
or at least do not emphasize, such symbols. . . . Many of them have a symbolic
reference or set of references, but the reference is dynamic and allegorical in a complex
way; it implies the transposition of whole episodes or situations on to differcnt
semantic and emotional levels. Most of the operative and speculative functions of myth
entail a degree of this kind of transference, and even the structural interpretation of
myths sees their meaning as implicit in relationships, not static subjects.” Myth: fis

Meaning and Functions in Ancient and Other Cultures {Cambridge, Eng.. 1970},
pp. 279-280.
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construct, be it emotional or cognitive, an event or a character, is
connected with manifold and intricate ties to the organic totality.
Still, even at this preliminary stage, one can make several discrimina-
tions. For one, it may be argued that Sevéenko’s poetry may indeed
be classified—not according to theme or ostensible subject matter,
but according to different formal modes of presentation. While there
are inevitable overlappings and boderline or hybrid cases, Sevienko’s
poetry divides into three basic types: 1. the rhetorical, prophetic,
ultimately “political” or “ideological” poems, such as “Poslanije” (1
mertvym i zyvym i nenarodzenym. . .} [Epistle (To the Dead, the
Living and the Still Unbom. . .})], “‘Kavkaz'’' (The Caucasus), the
paraphrases of the Old Testament Prophets, and others; 2. the
intimate or ‘‘purely lyrical” or confessional poems, for the most part
short, and concentrated in the exile period; and, lastly, 3. the narra-
tive poems, which are mostly longer, but which can be as brief as the
62-line ballad-like “‘Rusalka.” The latter group, which includes such
poems as “Kateryna,” Hajdamaky, *Vid'ma” (The Witch), “Kniazna™
(The Princess), “Slipyj” (The Blind Man), “Moskaleva krynycja”™
(The Soldier's Well), “Tytarivna” (The Sexton’s Daughter), “Neo-
fity” (The Neophytes) and “Marija,” to name only the more impor-
tant, is by far the more complex and the more interesting. It is perhaps
indicative of the traditional concerns of Sevéenko scholarship that the
narrative poems have reccived the least attention. And yet it is
precisely here, with the almost obsessional repetition of motifs and
patterns of movement and character that we see at its sharpest the
nature of Seviéenko’s imaginative world. For as in “true” (that is,
collective, primitive, or classical) myth, the essential unit is a narra-
tive; and by establishing, through symbolic analysis, comparison, and
superimposition, the underlying structures in the poems (now taken
as “variants”), we can decode the statement of the whole, the myth
as such. Here, the very redundancy—the repetition of patterns and
the “excess of information”—is a sign of the mythical mode. For the
only defense that myth has against deformation and the failings of
memory is not the accuracy of the account—it is precisely the details
that are the first to be deformed and forgotten—but repetition
through variants. The narrative poems, in short, are the “‘ground
floor’" through which the symbolic edifice can be entered. Ultimately,
however, the first two categories as well, that is, the non-narrative
poems, also express the same myth, although they principally tend to
focus only on a given aspect or phase of the myth,
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Even more important than the just described formal typology is the
fact that the symbolic code of Sevéenko’s poetry exists on two levels,
or in two parallel modalities, and as such allows two basic (and
complementary) lines of inquiry. One is the psychoanalytic, and per-
tains above all to the author’s symbolic autobiography. This analysis
must be left for another occasion. Now, our attention is focused on
the other level of the code—the myth and its structures. Fittingly, it
is precisely in what should be its logical antipode—in the treatment
of history—that we have the clearest introduction to Sevéenko’s
mythical thought.



CHAPTER TWO

History and Metahistory

CRITICAL DISCUSSIONS OF the “historiosophy,” or “historiography”
or, more modestly, the “historical views™ purportedly expressed in
Sevienko's poetry, while generally more noteworthy for their quantity
than quality, can be roughly divided into two basic types—interpreta-
tions and source studies. The latter, a much smaller group, do occa-
sionally contribute to our knowledge of the background of Seviéenko’s
creativity, his intellectual interests and contacts, his reading, even his
travels.! The interpretations and explications on the other hand, bulk
large in the field of Sevéenko scholarship, but for the most part only
reflect the prevailing (and, in Soviet circumstances, the obligatory)
attitudes toward the Bard. In the nationalist critical tradition, for
example, Sevcenko’s “historicism” is perceived almost exclusively as
assertion and glorification of Ukrainian freedom and nationhood in
battle against foreign, especially Russian, domination. For Dymtro
Doncov, the ideologue of Ukrainian nationalism between the two
World Wars, and a literary critic who mixed occasional perspicacity
with extreme bias and dogma, the very essence of Sevéenko’s meaning
and message is his depiction of the Cossacks as a totally dedicated,
disciplined and self-sacrificing order of knights ready to overcome
both their external enemies and their vacillating and weak countrymen

I See, for example, B. Navroc'kyj's Majdamaky Tarasa Sevéenka (Xarkiv, 1928), as
well as the articles of Ja. I. Dzyra, “Taras Sevéenko i ukrajins'ki litopysy XVII- XVI1II
st.” and M. Iu. Brajéevs’kyj, “T. H. Sevienko i arxeolohija” in Istoryini pohljady
T. H. Sevdenka, ed. 1. O. HurZij et al. (Kiev, 1964). Ju. O. Ivakin's two-volume
Komentar do ‘Kobzaria® Sevéenka (Kiev, 1964 and 1968) also contains vatuable
information.

17
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—-the peasants and the denationalized gentry.? In subsequent varia-
tions and elaborations on this, Sevéenko's historiosophy, as it is called,
has been identified with religious providentialism and indeed made
synonymous with modern Ukrainian nationalism.® A mirror image of
this state of affairs is found in the recently quite active Soviet interest
in this issve.* There, with equally dogmatic assurance, Sevcenko is
described as a committed “revolutionary-democrat” who, “coming
from the repressed, exploited and enserfed peasantry, and having
personally experienced all the horrers of serfdom. . .perceived the
more important historical events from the point of view of the
interest of the popular masses”; his “historical views. . .were formed
in concerted battle against gentry, bourgeois, and nationalist histori-
osophy.”* Ironically, both extremes contain a grain of truth—but
one that is hardly visible under the layers of misconceptions and
distortions.

A leitmotif for the more analytically inclined is the disclaimer that
while Sevéenko’s so-called historical poems may be replete with
historical inaccuracies, the spirit of the past is captured faithfully, and
the picture of the epoch is both powerful and essentially true.® The
idea, of course, is now commonplace in all discussions of historical

? See, for example, his Pravda pradidiv velykyx (Philadelphia. 1952). Doncev's vivid
and forceful elevation of the central idea (as he saw it) over and against any possible
contravening facts influenced various contemporaries, such as the poet and critic
E. Malanjuk, or the literary scholar S, Smal'-Stoc'kyj (compare his T. Sevéenko:
interpretacji [Warsaw, 1934]),

? Thus, according to L. Bilec'kyj, ““The poet's hope [for the rebirth of the Ukrainian
nation] was supported by his elevated perspective on Ukrainian history as on the pro-
gressive unfolding in it of God’s will and the absolute spinit of the Nation which lives in
the chosen people and effects its destiny not as an implacable faem but as Divine
Providence,” Taras Sevéenko, Kobzar (Winnipeg. 1952), vol. 2. p. 36. Compare p.
134, below.

¢ Compare, for example, M. 1. Maréenko's Istoryéne mynule ukrajins’koho naradu v
wortosti T. H. Sevéenka (Kiev, 1957), and Ju. D. Margolis' fstoriceskie vegliudy T. G,
Sevéenka (Leningrad, 1964).

° L O. Hurzij and M. N. Leiéenko, “Istoryéni pohljady T. H. Sevienka.” in the
coliection by the same title, pp. 12 and 31.

* Such is the argument of Volodymyr Antonovyé, a major nineteenth-century
Ukrainian historian, in his paper 0O vosproizvedenii istoriceskix sobyti] v poezii

SCVCCHRO, Ctenie v istoriceskom ob3testve Nestora- letopisca, vol. 2 (St. Petersburg,
1888), pp. 145—149.
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fiction, and had already received considerable attention with the
onset of Romantic historicism.” It is predicated on the notion that the
author of the given work is in fact *‘painting’ a ‘‘picture” of the past,
or “constructing” a “model” of a given epoch. The question of accu-
racy, however, becomes valid only after we can establish that the
work in question is historical fiction in the literary sense of the term;
all historical fiction after all, is fiction and not history sensu stricto.
The question, in short, is whether historical fiction as such is to be
found in Sevéenko's poetry. More functionally, the guestion is not
whether or how well the spirit of the past is conveyed, nor even (for
that may be a purely semantic exercise) whether any given work can
be called *‘historical,” but whether one can speak in any non-meta-
phorical way of Sevéenko’s poetry as expressing “historical views” or
indeed a “‘historiosophy.’”” It seems obvious that one cannot. The
reason is not simply that his views are unsystematic—this in itself
would not invalidate the idea. There is, in fact, overwhelming evi-
dence of a systematic cast to Sevéenko’s imaginative world. The
reason that one cannot speak of “historical views™ or *historiosophy™
is precisely because the various moments, scenes, figures, references,
and so on that are adduced as evidence of this are all integral parts of
a code, a symbolic system that consistently and radically modifies
each such constituent element. This system or code is unique to and
co-extensive with the corpus of Sevienko’s poetry, and any given
“historical” figure or event or judgment, as, for example, Bohdan
Xmel’'nyckyj, or an election of a hetman, or the statement of the cause
of the Ukraine’s fall from a happier form of existence, is fully mean-
ingful only in terms of this system. To proceed otherwise, to discuss
Sevtenko’s “historical views” (or, indeed, other aspects of his poetic
world) “in and of themselves,” on the implicit assumption that there
is a one-to-one, nominal, straightforward correspondence between the
poetic and the real world, or that the movement from the poetic state-
ment to the external designatum is direct and unmediated, is to
engage in naive speculation. Unhappily, this is precisely what much
of traditional Sevéenko scholarship has persisted in doing.

To be sure, one can speak of certain “historical views” (if not
historiosophy) in Sevéenko’s writings—but only in his prose, the

? See Friedrich Meinecke, Entstehung des Historismus (Munich, 1936). See also
Dwight E. Lee and Robert N. Beck, “The Meaning of Historicism,” The American
Historical Review, vol. 59, no. 3 {Washington, D.C., 1954), pp. 568—577.
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novellas and the Diary.® In their content, range, and tone, these
views on the Ukrainian past stand in sharp contrast to what is pre-
sented in the poetry. For one, they are quite unsystematic {for al-
though Sevéenko's prose certainly does not lack symbolic structures,
these exist on the autobiographical and psychological level and not on
the collective and mythical). The historical views expressed in his
prose are therefore largely that—views, which are basically consistent
and of an even tenor, reflecting a cultured and cosmopolitan perspec-
tive, and certainly not symbolically coded. The differences are immedi-
ately apparent: whereas in the poetry the Ukraine’s past is invariably
presented through an emotional, often intensely emotional prism (cf.
the gamut of melancholy in “Cernec’” or pathos and commiseration in
“Irzavec’”), in his prose, precisely as a function of the “adjusted”
authorial self, the depictions or references are almost always distanced
and the narrator’s involvement marked only by sarcasm and irony. In
the novella Bliznecy (The Twins), for example, the author provides
background on one of his major characters, Nikifor Sokira (a figure
closely patterned on Gogol™’s **Old-World Landowners™*), by describing
in lapidary fashion the life of his father, Fedor, who once was so
impressed by the spectacle of a dancing and drinking Zaporozhian
“taking leave of the world,” that is, entering a monastery at old age,
that he leaves his own monastery where he was studying and joins the
Cossacks. “After this,” the narrator continues, **his trail was found in
the great Zaporozhian Luh, and he appears among the Zaporo-
zhian delegates, along with Holovatyj, before Catherine the Great.
Then he appears at the unceremonious dinner at General Te-
kelij’s. And after the destruction of the Zaporozhian army, he success-
fully returned to the town of Perejaslav with the rank of captain and
the rights of hereditary nobility.”® The account is telescoped of
course—and no historical event in Sevéenko's prose is ever anything
more than a digression or anecdote—but it is quite revealing. Thus
the destruction of the Si¢, and with it the whole Cossack way of life,
an event that in the poetry (for example, “Son,” “Irzavec’,” “Velykyj
I'ox,” and others) is treated with utmost pathos and grief, is here
noted coldly and even casually. The use of “unceremonious” to des-
cribe the ruse used by the Russian general Tekelij to invite the

 One can alsa, of course, speak of Sevéenko’s “historical interests” as reflected in
his letters, his paintings, various recorded comments. and so on.
® Tvory, vol. 4, p. 16.
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Zaporozhian leaders for a banquet and then to arrest them summa-
rizes in one word an attitude of sardonic distance, almost of cynicism. *°
At another point, in the novella Kapitania (The Captain’s Wife),
Sevienko digresses on the fate of the Little Russian College (Malo-
rossijskaja Kolegija) and the palace of Hetman Skoropads’kyj. He
begins with an anecdotal account of one of Mensikov's excesses, that
is, his attempt to intimidate Skoropads'kyj and the Cossack starsyna by
setting up a stone pillar in the square before the Coliege to which he
threatened to chain them if they dared to denounce his graft to the
isar, and then tums to contemplate the passage of time:

But where is that square? Where is that palace? Where is the College
with its bloodthirsty wonder, the secret chancery? Where is it all? Not
a trace remains! Strange! And all of it is 50 recent, so fresh! A hundred
or more years flash by and Hluxiv changes from the residence of the
Little Russian Hetman into an utterly filthy little provincial town."'

Here again the theme is most familiar, but the tonality entirely differ-
ent. The implacable ravages of time are felt almost as sharply as in
the Ukrainian poetry, but instead of evoking the anguish of a personal
loss, of a deep personal tragedy, the effect is one of melancholy reali-
zation of the transience of man’s achievements (very much in the
spirit of Shelley’s “Ozymandias’’). There is involvement, and even
sadness, but the mode of the recollection is decidedly more rational
than emotional.

In a passage from Proguika z udovolstviem i ne bez morali (A Jour-
ney with Pleasure and not without a Moral) the author takes his cue

19 1t is worth noting that Sevienko's ostensible praise, especially the terms ““znameni-
tyj” (outstanding) and “genijal'nyj™ {genial} is frequently ironic, for example when the
Cossack colonel Halahan, who was the first to leave Mazepa and join Peter 1is called
“znamenity]” (Muzykant; Tvory, vol. 3, p. 244) or saxovskoj's vaudeville, “Kozak-
stixotvorec™ (which Sevéenko clearly scorned) is also labeled “znamenityj” (Tvory,
vol. 4, p. 60). The term “genial’nyj,” which Sevéenko at one point applies 10 Xme!™
nyc’kyj (“genial’'ny) buntovééik™ [ a genius of a rebell; Tvory, vol. 5, p. 139), and
which Soviet critics repeatedly cite as proof that $evéenko did not in fact really scomn
the Hetman, is also often used ambiguously, In Progulke (Tvory, vol. 4, p. 319), for
example, he speaks of a local landlord’s idea to turn an old historical landmark into a
grain warchouse as a “genial’'naja agronomideskaja zateja” (a genjal agronomic
undertaking}.

" Tvory, vol. 3, p. 40L.
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from archeological remains'? for another historical digression: “What”
he asks,

do these frequent dark burial mounds on the shores of the Dnieper
and the grandiose ruins of palaces and castles on the shore of the
Dniester tell the curious descendant? They speak of slavery and free-
dom. Poor, weak Volhynia and Podolia defended her crucifiers in
inaccessible castles and luxurious palaces. But my beautiful, powerful,
freedom-loving Ukraine tightly packed countless, huge burial mounds
with her free corpses and with the corpses of the enemy. She did not
leave her glory to the mercy of her enemies, she trampled the enemy
despot underfoot, and she died free and uncorrupt. This is the meaning
of the burial mounds and the ruins. It is not for nothing, my contem-
plative countrymen, that your songs are sad and melancholy. They
were composed by freedom, and sung by heavy, solitary slavery.'?

His sympathy for and identification with the people is obvious and
unqualified; but as before, the difference in tone between this and the
correspending formulations in his poetry, a difference between mea-
sured and absolutized emotion, is more than apparent. (Indeed the
very next sentence in the text of Progulka underscores control and
distance as the narrator, with deft irony, puts his musings into per-
spective: “While I was thus resolving this misty archeological conun-
drum, the dark forest through which we were travelling grew darker
still.”")'4

Perspective and a sense of context (of world history, of human
affairs in general) are in fact determining features of the historical
Yiews, that is, the various historical digressions and asides, that
Sevéenko expresses in his prose. Thus a reference to the 1768 hajda-
mak uprising (again in Progulka) is couched in terms of “compara-
tive” or European history. The actual occasion is an observation on
the town of Lysjanka, which, as the peripatetic narrator notes, “plays
an important role in the history of the Ukraine (v istorii Malorossii)™:

It was the home of the father of the famous Zinovij Bohdan Xmel'-
nyc’kyj, Myxajlo Xmil’. And it is also noteworthy (if one is to believe
the local old timers) for its vespers-—no worse than the Sicilian vespers
—that Maksym Zaliznjak prepared here for the Poles and the Jews in

12 Compare especially Brajéevskij’s interesting article cited in note 1.
13 Tvory, vol. 4, p. 319,
4 Ibid., p. 420.
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1768. Indeed if one is to consider all such events, events unworthy of
human memory, remarkable, then not only some Lysjanka, but every
village, every yard of Ukrainian soil, especially on the right bank of the
Dmieper, will be famous. In this regard if not in any other, my coun-
trymen in the past did not take a back seat to any European nation,
and in 1768 outdid St. Bartholomew's night and even the first French
Revolution. The cne thing in which they differed from the Europeans
was that for them all these bloody tragedies were the work of the
entire nation and never the result of the will of some schemer like
Catherine de Médicis.'*

Perspective and a sense of context are also revealed in the fact that
whereas the poetry treats the past almost exclusively through the
prism of military feats, heroism, glory, and suffering, the prose—even
when the vehicle is merely an occasional digression—intimates a
fuller picture, a past that includes along with the “mob council” of
1663 (Knjaginja) vignettes of the upper classes, of a Halahan, Skoro-
pads’kyj, the Malorossijskaja Kolegija (in Muzykanr), as well as
of cultural life (the figures of Skovoroda and Kotljarevs'kyj in
Bliznecy) and general references to, and occasional brief descrip-
tions of various strata of Ukrainian society—the nobility, the clergy,
the middle class. As sketchy as the picture may be, it is modeled by a
focus on a broad, structured society, and as such it stands in sharp
contrast to the poetry’s mythical conception of the Ukraine.

But even while the picture of the Ukrainian past in Sevéenko’s
prose is defined by the rational mode, by a general historicism and by
supra-national concerns (above all art and archeology), in a word by
the perspective of the *‘adjusted” personality, there is no total break
with the other, “unadjusted” self; there are, in fact, occasional inti-
mations of a different reality just beneath the surface. One of these
occurs in Bliznecy where Nikifor Fedorovyé Sokira, the *old-world
landowner,” is fond of explaining to his wife, Praskov'ja Tarasovna,
the various historical figures depicted under a protective shroud of
the Virgin Mary in a painting in a church they frequent. “At times,”
we are told, “‘*he described in such detail about Danilovi¢ [that is,
Mensikov} and his destruction of Baturyn [the old Cossack capitall
that Praskov’ja Tarasovna would naively ask her husband: ‘Why then
does she protect him?"” The question, in fact, threatens to explode
the whole complacent world of Sokira, of the passive and if not

S fbid., p. 273.
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actually ignoble then weak and deracinated descendants of the Cos-
sacks. It is the discordant note in an ostensibly idyllic werld, as the
very next sentence makes plain: “However full our cup of happiness
may be, there is always room for a drop of poison.”'® This “drop of
poison’ is the wrenching awareness of disharmony, and even of a
curse, under the surface of the existing order; as the narrator had
noted in Progulka, it was in Eden, after all, that brother first slew
brother. And it is this awareness—here emblematically articulated
through the “naive” intuition of a woman—that animates Sevéenko’s
poetry. Its full dimensions, however, can become apparent only on
examining the deep structures of Sevéenko’s Ukrainian myth, both in
the past and the present.

To deal with the past, however, one must still pose, in the most
general and non-exclusionary terms, the basic question: what are the
poems that have traditionally been considered “historical?” And
further: what is the basis for their differentiation or typology? What is
the nature of the “historical views” they express? Oddly enough, in
the various writings on the subject this rudimentary operation—a
preliminary definition of terms and criteria~~has never been seriously
attempted.

Without great risk of schematism, it seems that the whole field of
poems that can be called “historical” in any commonly accepted
sense, that is, poems that deal in various ways with the Ukrainian
past, can be subdivided into three more or less discrete groups. The
first group contains poems that are closest to what is usually under-
stood to be a work of historical fiction, whether in poetry or prose.
They generally turn on a “historical’” event which is at the center of
focus and which occupies most of the poem’s intellectual and emo-
tional space. In order of their writing these are: (1) “Tarasova ni¢”
(Taras’ Night; 1838), (2) “Ivan Pidkova” (1839), (3) Hajdamaky
(1840—41), (4) Hamalija (1842), (5) “Nevol'nyk”/“Slipyj” (The Slave
{The Blind Man; 1845), (6) “Irzavec’” (1847), (7) “Cemnec’” (The
Monk; 1847), (8) “Svacka” (1848), (9) “U nedilen’ku u svjatuju”
(On Holy Sunday; 1848), (10} ‘‘Zastupyla ¢orna xmara’" (A Black
Cloud Covered the Sky; 1848), and (11) *‘Buvaje v nevoli inodi
zhadaju” (Occasionally in my Slavery [ Remember; 1850). Except for

18 Ihid., p. 27.
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the last, all of these works not only refer to more or less well known
events, but also depict (or at least mention) actual (often misidenti-
fied, but popular) historical figures. In contast, “Buvaje v nevoli
inodi zhadaju™ presents a historically unspecified archetypal event
from the Cossack past. The longest of these poems, Hajdamaky and
“Nevol’'nyk™/*Slipyj”” are also mythically the most complex and
interesting.

The second group is considerably more heterogeneous, and, like
almost all of the first group, with two exceptions, they are all written
in the first decade of Sevéenko’s creativity: “Do Osnov’'janenka”
(To Osnov”janenko; 1839), “Dumy moji” (My Thoughts; 1839),
“Rozryta mohyla” (The Opened Grave; 1843), “Cyhryne, Cyhryne”
(O Cyhyryn; 1844), “Son (Komedija)” (The Dream [A Comedyl;
1844), “Hoholju™ (To Gogol’; 1844), “Velykyj I'ox™ (The Great
Crypt; 1845), “Stojit’ v seli Subotovi”’ (There Stands in the Village of
Subotiv; 1845), “Poslanije” (The Epistle, 1845), “Xolodnyj Jar”
(1845), ““Za $¢o my ljubymo Bohdana” (Why Do We Love Bohdan
[Xmel'nyc’'kyjl; 1845—47), “Za bajrakom bajrak™ (Behind the Ravine
Another Ravine; 1847), “S&e jak buly my kozakamy” (When We
Were Still Cossacks; 1847), “Son (Hory moji vysokiji)” (A Dream
[My Tall Mountains]; 1847), “Oj écho ty poomilo” (O Why Have
You Tumed Black; 1848), “Jakby te ty, Bohdane p”janyj” (If You,
Drunken Bohdan; 1859) and “Buvaly vojny j vijs'koviji svary”
(There Had Been Wars and Military Feuds; 1860). These poems are
either exclusively or largely meditations or reflections on history, that
is, either generally on the Ukrainian past, most often the decline and
fall of a formerly free existence, or on a specific moment or indeed
place (for example, the town of Cyhyryn, Xmel'nyc’kyj’s church in
Subotiv, the ravine called Xolodnyj Jar) that captures an element of
the past and serves in the present as an objective correlative, a
concrete object of contemplation for the poet. Such reflections, to be
sure, are also found in the first group, especially in Hajdamaky and
“Irfavec’,” and to a lesser extent in “Cemec’.” But in contrast to the
first group, the poems here do not tell a story, they are not constructed
around a real or fictional event. By that very reason, perhaps, by the
absence of what some might call the epic factor, they gain in
emotional and especially in symbolic intensity; as such they constitute
some of the most politically and rhetorically charged of Sevéenko’s
works.

The third group is smaller and, from our perspective, rather
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marginal. It contains poems, virtually all of them written in the first
two or three years of exile, that are both set in the past and to some
extent descriptive of it, that is, such poems as “Xustyna” (The Ker-
chief; 1847), “U tijeji Kateryny™ (At Catherine’s; 1848), 'Ne xocu ja
zenytysja” (I Do Not Wish to Marry; 1848), “Nasto meni zenytysja”
(Why Should I Marry; 1849), and “Oj kryknuly siri husy” (The Grey
Geese Cried Out; 1849).!7 The depiction of the past in these works is
confined to and stylized by popular conventions, specifically the folk
song (as we see from the very titles of the last three) and the duma
(“U tijeji Kateryny™"). And this is not insignificant for the larger pic-
ture. For even though this group is peripheral for any critic’s notion
of Sevcenko’s historicism, the principle so apparent here—the per-
ception of the past through the values, beliefs, and emotions of the
collective, the narod, as it were—is mutatis mutandis applicable to
Sevéenko’s treatment of history in general. Untimately, this is one of
the factors transforming the putative historicism of his poetry into
myth.

The matter may now be put directly: if by history one simply means
telling the past “as it really was”—according to the poet’s higher,
imaginative perspicacity—then all of these poems, in all three groups,
are indeed historical. But surely this is not an adequate definition; it
is only the surface of a definition. For what is really implied by
Ranke’s phrase is a context of veracity, an idea of verifiability. If the
projected reality is sufficient unto itself, if the ‘‘really” in the formula
is taken without reference to any external criteria, then any given
narrative purporting to be about the past would be true and historical.
The truth and historicity of an account, however, derives from a
commitment to reasoning and consensus that allows and in fact re-
quires questioning, emendation, correction, improvement, and so
on. But while such an approach is implicit in the work of many
contemporary writers, such as Grabowski, Puskin or Kuli, it is
patently not to be found in Sevéenko. In his poetry the truth about

'” A subset of this group are the several poems that show that they arc set in Lhe
past, but do so only in passing, or only implicitly—for example, “Utopiena™ (The
Drrowned Girl; 1841), “Tytarivna” (1848), “Perchendja” (1839) and “Varnak™ (Fhe
Convict; 1848/1858). They can hardly be considered historical. Here the past is simply
a topos. Finally, there are various poems, beginning with “Pryéynna™ {1837}, thut
mention a Cossack, or the Si&—but this too does not in any sense make them historical.
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the Ukrainian past is not subject to verification ot emendation in the
give and take of rational inquiry, or in the marketplace of intellectual
opinion. He, in fact, mocks this attitude, and in his "Poslanije”
sardonically equates it with solipsism.'® For him the truth about the
Ukraine’s past cannot be learned from books or archives or the para-
phernalia of learning for it is precisely this learning that he finds false
in its very nature.'® This truth for Sevéenko can be learned only by
communing with the collective soul of his people; it is not learned but
experienced—or apprehended in a revelation. It is indivisible, immu-
table, and transcendent, as transcendent as his key metaphors, slovo
{the word), volja (freedom-will), pravda (truth-justice).

As the soul of the people is in the domain of the sacred, so the
teaching of the philosopher-scholars, whom he derisively equates
with ““the short, gnarled German™ (see ‘‘Poslanie”}, is alien and pro-
fane. It has been demonstrated, of course, that Sevéenko was well
acquainted with various historical sources (Istorija Rusov, the Cossack
chronicles, especiaily Velycko) and we know from his own remarks in
his letters and the Diary of his enthusiasm for archival sources, but
this does not in any way change the picture.?® Although he was
acquainted with such sources and drawn to them, and although he
occasionally incorporated details or formulations from them into his
works,2! his conception of history is ultimately quite distant from any
reliance on sources and archives and facts. Reliance on such evidence
clearly assigns existential autonomy to the past; the past becomes
separate and complete and hence objectively knowable. But for
Sevéenko the division between past and present, the objective and
subjective, is continually blurred. The past enters the present not
only through collective memory, as “glory” (slava),”? and not only

** Compare “‘Poslanije,” lines 91— 100 and passim.

'* Compare, for example, Hajdamaky, lines 54—64.

70 Sevenko’s comments about Kuli's Zapiski o Juznoj Rusi, for example, are invari-
ably highly enthusiastic; see his letter to M., M. Lazarevs'kyj of 18— 19 October 1857 or
to Kuli§ himself, 4 January 1858, in Tvory, vol. 6, pp. 175 and 193.

2! Compare Dzyra, ““Taras Sevéenko i ukrajins’ki litopysy XVII—XVII st.”

# Compare the frequently cited lines from “‘Do Osnov”janenka™: . . . vse hyne—/
Slava ne poljaie;/ Ne poljaZe, a roskaze,/ $¢o dijalos’ v sviti,/ Cyja pravda, éyja
kryvda/ I Eyji my dity” (everything dies—/ but glory will not die:/ it will not dic and it
will tellf what occurred,/ (and] whose is the justice, whose is the crime/ and whose
children we are).
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through the power of his imagination, but by virtue of the basic fact
that nearly any element in daily reality, be it old oaks {(compare
“Kateryna™) or old ruins {for example, Xmel'nyc'kyj’s church} or
above all the Dnieper and the burial mounds, all speak to him as
witnesses of the past. And when he enjoins his countrymen to “‘read”
the past, the “glory,”

MomuBiTLCA MMINEHE fobpe,
IlpounTaiiTe 3HOBY

Ty caasy. Ta unTadTe

On cnora o ¢noea,

He munaiite ani THrm,

Hixe Tii KOMH,

Bce po3bepitk . . . Ta @ cnuTaitre
Toiigl cebe: wo Mm? . .

Yui cHaM? axux GaTekie?

KuM? 3a o 3aKyTi? . .

(lines 149—158)

(But look well,/ read again/ that glory. But read/ from word to word,/
do not skip even an abbreviation,/ or a comma,/ decipher all, . .and
then ask yourselves: who are we? . ./ Whose sons? Of what parents?/
Chained by whom and for what?. . .) he is clearly referring, as the
context and the lines immediately preceding show, to the book that is
the Ukraine herself, with her script the burial mounds that dot the land-
scape, and not requiring a rereading of the chronicle of Velytko.*
In the light of these considerations it is apparent that a historicist
stance, the reconstruction of history qua history—as opposed to the
transmission of scared knowledge, which is, in effect, the function of
myth—does not figure in Sevéenko’s poetry. The determinant here is
not only conscious attitude and modality of approach, but literary
form, genre itself. Sevienko’s poetry, with but a few exceptions. does
not produce historical fictions, that is, works that concentrate, io
return to the line of reasoning first introduced by Antonovyé, on
giving a *‘picture” or “canvas” of the epoch. This is reflected not only
in the (consciously and unconsciously) motivated stance of the Burd,

2! This well-intentioned but absurd interpretation is offered by Dzyra (cf. note 21).
whao., like all the Soviet Ukrainian Sevéenko critics, cannot free himseif from a naive
literalism. lvakin's criticism on this point is well taken (cf. his Komwentar [1964),
p- 337), even though he himself often succumbs to the same literalism.
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and the highly emotional tenor of his poetry, but in its formal
properties as well. Starting already with the poetics of the “open
form” canonized by the Romantics, Sevéenko proceeded to develop
the formal, specifically compositional and generic side of his poetry
(and also his prosody and diction) with a radical unconcern for exist-
ing conventions and norms. A great number of his works purposefully
blur boundaries as they recombine lyric, epic, and dramatic elements;
in the later poetry he again mixes elements of high and low diction, of
the vulgar and the elevated.?* For such a poetics, differentiation by
formal criteria must necessarily be tentative, but it can be flluminating.
It 1s significant, for example, that of the eleven poems in the first
group, each ostensibly depicting historical events, only three are narra-
tive poems, Hajdamaky, “Nevol'nyk™/“Slipyj” and “Buvaje v nevoli
. . ..." and only in Hajdamaky is the historical content actually developed
(in “Nevol'nyk”/Slipyj” it is merely a highly telescoped background.
and in “Buvaje v nevoli. . .” an archetypal event). All the remaining
poems of the first group present images and scenes of the past, but
they are hardly more than vignettes. When compared to the developed
focus on the present, or on the “social problems™ as they are tradi-
tionally called—in such narrative poems as “Kateryna,” “Knjazna,”
“Vid’'ma,” “Najmycka” and others—it is clear that the ‘‘historical”
poems are illuminations or epiphanies that give the meaning of the
past, but are certainly not intended as a “whole canvas”; they are not
the attempt to portray the whole fabric of an epoch, which we have in
Scott, or Gogol' (Taras Bul'ba), or Kuli§ (Corna rada). The mode of
presentation is not “epic” or narrative—which would seem to be
called for if the goal were a straightforward depiction and reconstruc-
tion of the past—but rather a mediation, a “secondary modeling
system’’ between the events described and the audience. Thus, more
than half of the poems in question are stylized or modeled on the
“historical” folk song or the duma. The clear implication of such
modeling is that the semantic essence of these poems is not history
but metahistory, not the mere reconstruction of the past for those
who do not know it, but the retelling of the deep “sacred truth” to
those who already have it in their hearts to insure that they do not
forget it. The difference between the two approaches is fundamental.

Even more persuasively than the formal side, the “content,” that
is, the nature and range of the represented reality, throws light on the

24 Compare George Y. Shevelov's “The Year 1860 in Sevéenko's Work,"” in Taras
Sevienko 1814—1861: A Symposium, pp. T1-T74.
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very specific and consistent qualification of the historicity of the past
being depicted by Sevéenko. For one thing, in none of the poems of
the first category, from “Tarasova ni¢” to “Buvaje v nevoli. . . ,” are the
events depicted truly historical. In the early poems, for example, in
“Tarasova ni¢,” “Ivan Pidkova,” Hajdamaky and Hamalija, the
general background is historical—there were Cossack sea raids on
the Turkish coast, there were battles in which Cossacks defeated the
Poles, the kolijiviéyna of 1768 did take place—but the events actually
described exist apart from history: the heroes are fictional or legendary
(Ivan Pidkova, Taras Trjasylo, Hamalija), events are transposed or
telescoped in time (“Tarasova ni¢,” Hajdamaky}, and apocryphal
and legendary material is freely added (for example, Gonta’s murder
of his children, or Cathetine’s proclamation and gift of the knives for
the uprising in Hajdamaky). In a word, an implicitly historical matrix
is filled out with manifestly unhistorical material, drawn from legend,
folklore, and the author’s imagination. Put in another way, the his-
torical event (or series of events) is itself decidedly secondary and is
easily subordinated or adjusted to a higher category of truth, that is,
the “‘transcendent sense of the past’” as some may call it, or, more
directly, the structures of Sevéenko’s myth of the Ukraine. Sevéenko's
readiness to use to this end details and moments from an open-ended
set of sources—academic histories (Bantys-Kamens'kyj's Istorija
Maloj Rossii [1822]), M. Markevyéd's Istorija Malorossii [1842—43),
the works of Bandtke, and others), pseudo-historical sources such as
the famous Istorija Rusov (which at that time, to be sure, was still
treated as a reliable source), Cossack chronicles (Velycko and Samo-
vydec’), literary and ethnographic sources such as Sreznevskij's Zapo-
rozskaja starina or Markevyé's Ukrainskie melodii, and beyond that
general folklore, folk songs, dumy, various oral accounts that he may
have heard or read (as he explicitly notes in the “Introduction” to
Hajdamaky)—all this is nothing short of the inteliectual bricolage, as
Lévi-Strauss call is, that characterizes the process of myth-making; it
is just such a collection of “odds and ends,” such a “‘detritus of
culture™ that is assembled, according to the operant model and struc-
tures, into myth.?® In a manner characteristic of bricolage and the
mythical mode, moreover, the various disparate elements are all
taken on equal terms; no external, logical, or scholarly hierarchy of
validity or importance is conceded to them—a moment from a duma
is as much a *“fact” as is a detail from an academic history; validity

% See the Chaptel‘ “The Science of the Conerete” in Claude Lévi-Strauss’s The
Savage Mind (Chicago, 1973), Compare Chapter Three. below.
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and importance is given only in terms of the structures into which
these “events” are fitted.

Such “‘subordination™ or, in effect, incorporation of actual historical
material into the structures of myth is most apparent in the long poem
“Nevol'nyk”/*“Slipyj” (1845) where in the course of the hero's life-
time there unfolds the entire history of Cossackdom, from the early
sea raids against the Turks in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth
century, to the destruction of the Zaporozhian Si¢ in 1775 and then
the creation of the so-called Trans-Danube (Zadunajska) Si¢ in the
early nineteenth century. This is mythical telescoping oun a grand
scale; on a more modest scale, but on the same principle, there is the
conflation of events, time, and character in Hamalija, U nedilen’ku
u svjatuju,” and ‘*Zastupyla corma xmara,” to mention only poems in
the first group.

In “Buvaje v nevoli,” the presence of a historical event as such is
dispensed with, but the work remains one of Sevéenko’s most signifi-
cant “‘historical” poems. In fact, the remaining poems of this group,
although they do not dispense with “‘history” altogether, do focus on
moments and events that are largely legendary. Thus, “Irzavec’,”
whose references to Peter’s terrible reprisals against the Ukrainian
Cossacks and gentry after his victory at Poltava are historically true,
is focused on the legend of the miraculous icon of the Virgin of
Irzavec’ whose tears become emblematic of the Ukraine’s and the
poet’s anguish. “Cernec’,” in conveying the sense of freedom that
animated the Cossack past as well as the implicit guilt of the prota-
gonist, focuses on the legend of the Cossack colonel Palij entering a
monastery to live out his last days as a monk praying for the Ukraine
and his own sins. *“U nedilen’ku u svjatuju” vividly evokes a Cossack
council in which the entire assembly unanimously elects Ivan Loboda
hetman, and he in turn urges them to choose a younger, stronger
leader, Nalyvajko—which they do, also unanimously. The council
never happened, but the poetic fiction projects an ideal reality, the
very essence of which is a community in a ritual and holy feast of
brotherhoed, unity, and renewal. And finally “Zastupyla éorna
xmara’ also presents a fictionalized Hetman Dorosenko, who after
the failure of all his hopes and efforts for the Ukraine dies alone, in
prison and forgotten. The centerpiece again is not a historicist depic-
tion or evaluation of Dorosenko’s activities but the poetic fiction of
his succumbing to implacable fate, his solitary death (in which Sev-
Cenko clearly sees a parallel to his own situation) and above all the
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legend that St. Dmytro Rostovs’kyj erected a chapel in his honor. As
much as any individual work, this poem shows that the issue of Sev-
¢enko's historical accuracy, first broached by Antonovy¢ in his injunc-
tion to remember that Sevéenko’s “history” was only as good as the
current state of the discipline and thus not to be judged absolutely, is
quite spurious.?® For as we see from [vakin's thorough (if ideologically
fettered) account, Sevéenko did have access to various historical
sources and studies on Dorosenko, but consciously chose to refashion
or ignore them where it suited him: where all the available sources
depict Dorosenko in a negative light, he, for Sevéenko, comes to
embody the ideal of a “Zaporozhian brother.™?’

This willingness to reject established historical judgments of the
day in favor of a higher, intuited truth is quite notable in various
sarcastic, self-mocking remarks in the introduction to Hajdamaky
(*“. . .duren’ rozkazuje/ Mertvymy slovamy. . .xoce, §¢ob sluxaly,/
jak starci spivajut’” [the fool tells stories in a dead language. . .he
wishes for us to listen to old men singing]; compare lines 54— 105) and
it is laid bare in “Xolodyyj Jar” where he castigates the historian
A. Skal'kovs'kyj:

«alifaMaKyn He POHHbLI,—
Po36olinukn, Bophl.

TATHO B HAIUEH HCTOPHM. . .»
Bpemew, nrogomope!

3a CBATYIO mpany-BoJ0
Poa6ojimmik ne crane,

He poakye 3akopannil

¥ Bawi xaiinanm

Hapon temunii. . .

(lines 57—65)

(" The hajdamaks were no warriors,/ but robbers and thieves. A blot
on our history. . .”/ You lie, you bloodsucker!/ The robber will not
rise up for holy justice-freedom,/ he will not break the bonds you
have placed on the ignorant people. . .)

It the major, defining feature of the so-called historical poems is

* 0 vosproizvedenii istoriceskix sobytij v poezii $evienko,” p. 145. The argument
is frequently repeated; cf. Marbenko, Istoryine mynule. . ., p. 14.
7 See lvakin, Komentar. . . [1968], pp. 151— 160,
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the peripheral nature, or simply the subordination of the historical
fact, the second is the consistent emphasis on the collective rather
than on the individual. All the heroes in these poems are either
historically marginal figures who are remembered only in legend and
folk song (Ivan Pidkova, Taras Trjasylo, Hamalija) or historical
figures who became folk heroes, such as Nalyvajko, Svacka, Palij, or
Gonta. The case of Dorosenko only corroborates the pattern: even
though he was an important historical figure, and not always a very
popular one, Sevéenko depicts him primarily in terms of his dedica-
tion to the Ukraine and even more his fellowship in the Zaporozhian
Host (that is, through the repeated invocation, “zaporoz'kyj brate™).
Apart from this hetman who is so insistently and against historical
evidence made “‘one of the Cossacks,” only Polubotok is made into a
positive hero; the other hetmans and the Cossack elite in general are
treated in a very different light. This does not yet signify, as Soviet
critics claim, that Sevéenko is consciously positing the masses or the
narod as the only true factor in history. In fact, apart from Hajda-
maky and, more obliquely, “U nedilen’ku u svjatuju,” there is little
actual depiction of the “broad masses™; the actual agents (invariably
in battle or in heroic deeds) are the Cossacks. But it is clear, as the
following chapter will elaborate, that it is the ethos of the collective,
the group, often epitomized by the Cossacks, that provides the per-
spective on the past and constitutes its moral measure.

The second group of poems, the meditations on history, is not only
larger but more complex, and the individual works here are generally
artistically superior to the first. Yet, in a sense, they are more easily
discussed for their metahistoric nature is unmistakable; what was
largely implicit in the preceding group is now explicit and manifest.
The poems here present several interconnected clusters of themes,
some of which were already broached in the ostensibly historical
works just discussed and some signaled for the first time. They are
all, however, dominated by an impassioned tone, with the poet alter-
natively lamenting his country’s fate and denouncing the root of the
evil—in the past and the present. This double focus is the central and
distinguishing feature, and the explicit juxtaposition of past and
present is made not so much to trace the workings of historical cause
and effect as to pass judgment on both the past and present. As with
Sevéenko's other “rhetorical” poetry, specifically his later prophetic
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poems, these ‘‘historiosophic” reflections are apparently straight-
forward and direct; as such they have always drawn equally impas-
sioned but often ideologically distorted commentary.
Chronologically the earliest, and perhaps the most insistent theme
is that of the death of freedom, of the irrevocable passing of the
Cossacks and their world. Initially, as in the very early poem “Dumy
moji,” it is merged with the sense of nostalgia for the Ukraine of his
youth and the Cossack past that was so intimately a part of it, and for
which the poet, now in the distant northern capital, so painfully longs:

Ceple Mnino, He XOTLIO
CniBaTh Ha 4yXHHI. . .

He xoTinock B cHiry, B aici,
Ko3alpky rpomay

3 oynasamu, 3 GyHuyKamu
30HpaThe Ha mopagy.

Hexaii gyiii xo3albkil

B Yxkpaitni BHTAIOTL —

Tam IHPOKO, TaM BECEI0
On Kpaw 0o Kpaio. . .

Ax Ta pONsA, WO MHHYAACK. |, .

(lines 38—48)

(The heart grew faint, it did not wish/ to sing in a foreign land. . ./
One did not wish—among the forests and the snows—/ to assemble,
with their standards and maces,/ the Cossack community for coun-
cil. . ./ Let the Cossack souls dwel! in the Ukraine—/ where life is
broad and gay/ from end to end,/ like that freedom that passed. . .)
But even if it begins as an aside, an image or association, the evoca-
tion of the Ukraine and its past must necessarily—as a structural
unity—carry with it a glimpse of the present; where there was once
freedom there are now burial mounds, mokyly—and a memory to be
passed on: '

Tam posunack, rapuroBaa
Ko3allbKkas BOAA;

TaMm LAXTOO, TATapaMH
3acipana none,

3acieana Tpynom nosne,

TTOKH He oCTHIO. . .

JIArna cnoYHTh, . . A THM HacoM
Brpocnia Moruna,



History and Metahistory 35

A HaJ HEIO OPEN YOpPHHIT
CTopoxeM NiTae,

I npo nel pobpuM Mogam
Ko63api cnipaloTh, . .

(lines 52-63)

(There Cossack freedom was born, there it did battle,/ sowing the
field with gentry and Tartar corpses,/ sowing the field until it grew
cold. . . There it lay down to sleep. . .And in the meantime/ a burial
mound arose,/ and over it a black eagle flies in watch/ and the min-
strels sing about it/ to good people.)

The binary opposites of Cossack freedom (and glory) and the
mohyla recur continually, both in reflections on the past and in depic-
tions of the past, as, for example, in the paradigmatic oft-cited opening
lines of “Ivan Pidkova’:

ByA0 KOMMCh — 3anoposKii
BMLIH MaHOBATH.
IManoBany, aobyBanu

I cnasy, i BOMO;
MHRYI0CA — ocTanucs
Morunu sa noi.

(lines 3~8)

{There was a time when the Zaporozhians/ knew how to rule./ They
ruled and won/ glory and freedom./ It all passed: there remain/
burial mounds in the fields.) The past may be evoked, as the whole of
“Cernec’ " demonstrates, even though the poet fully realizes that it is
gone forever:

BYNOo KOMHCL. . . | HIKOMH
He BepneThcA, WO ALAOCEH,
He BepneThCA croainaHe,
He BepHeThea. . .

(lines 2—5)

(There once was. . . and what was/ shall never return,/ the expected
shall never return,/ never return.} And while his will, his imagination,
his calling allow him to resurrect the past—as the very next lines of
“Cernec’ " show,
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A n, Gpare,
Taku Gyay CNORIBATHCSH,
Takn 6yoy BHrARDATH,
Kanw cepio IABJARATH.

(lines 5—8)

(But I brother,/ will continue to expect,/ will continue to await,/ and
give sorrow to my heart)—he is aware that for his countrymen the
past, the freedom that once lived is now dead. Perhaps the most
lapidary and moving expression of this comes in the exile lyric “O)j
¢oho ty potomilo, zeleneje pole?” (O Why, Green Field, Have You
Turned Black?). Here, the reply to the opening question, which is the
rest of the poem, is spoken in the voice of the Ukraine-nature herself:
“Pocomilo ja od krovi/ Za volnuju volju™ (I have turned black from
blood/ (shed] for freedom), and it concludes with an ambiguous
prophecy and indictment:

A 3noe Gyny 3encHITH,
A PH BX€ HIKOMH

He BepueTecs Ha BOMIO,
Bypere opaTn

MeHe cTHXa Ta OproMH
J[omo NnpokAHHATH,

{lines 15—20)

(I shall green again/ but you will never/ return to freedom,/ you will
plow me/ silently, and plowing/ curse fate.)

The tension between the vitality and freedom of the past and the
present fallen state of his people, a state anatomized in detail in Sev-
cenko’s “political” and narrative poems as a world of the descendants
of free Cossacks turned into passive peasants-serfs or equally passive
lackeys of tsarist despotism and of fallen women with bastard children,
is partially resolved through the workings of memory. This is, on the
one hand, that “glory” that lives on in collective memory and bodies
forth in song and legend, in the creativity of the kobzars, and the poet
himself; as he says in “Do Osnov”janenka,” “Vse hyne—Slava ne
poljaZe’" (everything dies—glory will not perish), and its message, as
that of his poetry, is “loud and true as God’s word” (holosna ta
pravd)«va,;f Jak Hospoda stovo). It is more than that, however, for
already in this early poem Sevéenko sets himself the task of not
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merely reasserting the glory of the nation’s past, but radically rethink-
ing it (“Cyja pravda, ¢yja kryvda/ I ¢yji my dity”). Such rethinking
becomes the centerpiece of Sevéenko’s mature poetry, particularly of
the “Try lita” period and the first years of exile.

The poems in question, of course, are not in any sense “historical
investigations”; their concern is not with a balanced, many-leveled
“analysis” that one might find, for example, in Kulis's Corna rada,
but with the creation of new values, that is, a new attitude toward the
past, precisely through symbolic structures. The nature and content
of these structures is the subject of the foilowing chapter. Now, as we
speak of the themes, we are still dealing only with the surface expres-
sion of underlying structures.

The second, more central theme of Seviéenko’s “historical reflec-
tions™ is thus a broadly phrased sense of a curse, an evil fate, that
weighs over the Ukraine and, indeed, over the poet himself. “Cyhryne,
Cyhryne™ (1844), the first poem in the *“Try lita” collection and the
poem that actually initiates the new prophetic stance of this period,
presents this curse at its most general. The poet casts himself as a
Jeremiah (indeed the epigraph of the poem, and by extension the
whole cycle, is from Chapter 5 of Jeremiah), and it is clear from his
tirade-lament that the curse is immanent, that it is the result of a deep
“original” sin:

A A, IOPOIMBHIA, HA TBOIX pYiHax

MapHo cnbho3l Tpavy; 3acHyna Bkpaida
Byp' AHOM YKpPMIAach, UBULIIO 3alpina,

B kanw:ki, B 60I0TI ceplie nporvoina

[ B OYIIO XON0OAHE TAJXOK HANYCTHIA,

A JiTAM Hapilo B CTENY oafana.

(lines 26—31)

(And I, the holy fool, vainly shed tears on your ruins;/ the Ukraine
has fallen asleep,/ covered herself with weeds, bloomed with a mould./
let her heart rot in the mire and mud/ and let in the snakes into her cold
hollow tree,/ and for her children, she let hope loose in the steppe. ) In
the other poems of “Try lita,” however, the idea of the curse becomes
refined and qualified. In the “mystery” “Velykyj 'ox,” the evil that
befalls the Ukraine results, on the one hand, from her very nature,
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her weakness, innocence, gullibility and passivity (compare the section
“Try dusi” [The Three Sculs]) and on the other from the workings of
external and internal malefactors, by and large the upper classes
{compare the section “Try vorony” [The Three Ravens]). In the long
poem “Son (Komedija),” the Ukraine is a victim of Russian despotism
and imperialism, as epitomized by Peter I and Catherine 1I (**Ce toj
pervyj, séo rozpynav/ Nasu Ukrajinu,/ a vioraja—dokonala/ Vdovu
syrotynu” [He is that first one who crucified/ our Ukraine,/ and she
the second one who finished off/ the orphan widow]). This is reiterated
with reference to Peter I in “IrZavec’” and with reference to the
Poles in **Sée jak buly my kozakamy. . . ,”* *‘Buvaje v nevoli,” and
Hajdamaky.

But as clear and terrible as the evidence is of oppression by
external enemies, the poet’s accusation falis most directly on the
country’s own false and evil sons. The first charge in the indictment is
given with high pathos—reinforced by the fact that it is voiced by
Mother Ukraine herself—in “Rozryta mohyla,” chronologically the
first of the “Try lita” poems. The condemnation is subsequently
developed in a number of poems, and, as in “Rozryta mohyla,” it is
focused on Bohdan Xmel'nyc’kyj who stands for the Cossack leader-
ship. His policies (here specifically alliance with Muscovy) made
Ukraine’s enslavement inevitable (cf. “Velykyj I'ox," *‘Stojit’ v seli
Subotovi,” “Za &0 my ljubymo Bohdana,” and “Jakby to ty Bohdane
p”’janyj”). Condemnation of the Cossack hetman, which is, of course,
also a conscious rejection of the officially favored cult of Xmel'nyc'kyj
(as reflected, for example, in Maksymovy<¢’s epic poem in six cantos,
Bogdan Xmel'nickij [1833]), must necessarily lead to a rejection of
the entire framework of official—and, for Sevéenko, quintessentially
false—history. Thus, in “Poslanije” (whose highly significant full
title 1s “'I mertvym i Zyvym, i nenarodzenym zemljakam mojim v
Ukrajini i ne v Ukrajini moje druznjeje poslanije” [To My Dead, and
Living, and Yet Unborm Countrymen, in the Ukraine and Qutside
the Ukraine, My Friendly Epistle]), a work that ushers in modern
Ukrainian national consciousness, his meditation on the tragic fate of
his country culminates with the bitter understanding that the root of
evil is internal. The problem is not merely that of oppositions in the
body politic, of “class conflict,” but that of a flawed consciousness, in
effect a lack of national memory and of national dignity, leading to
massive self-deception. He mocks the typical self-congratulatory
paeans to the past:
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A icTopis! . . noema
BosbHOro Hapopa!

o Ti pumane yoori!
Yopr3Ha-o — He bBpytu!
Y Hac Bpym! | Koknecu!
CnagRi, He3abyTi!

(lines t35-140)

(And what a history! . . . a poem/ of a free people!/ What are these
poor Romans!/ The devil only knows—Brutuses?/ We had Brutuses!
and Cocleses!/ Famous and unforgotten!) and excoriates the actual
reality (both past and present) behind this false pride:

OCh UIO
Bawi cnasni BpytH:

Patu, moaHoxkku, rpsa3s Mocken,

BapiuaBceKe CMITTA — Ballli TTAHH,

HAcHOBENbMOMXHIT re TbMAHH.

Yoro » BH YBAHATECH, BH!

Cuan ceppremigol Yxpadinu!

lilo nobpe xoguTe B APMI,

Ille ny4iue, AK GaThkH XOQWH,

(lines 159—-167)

(. . .here are your famous Brutuses:/ slaves, footstools, Moscow dirt,/
Warsaw trash—your Lordships,/ your Excellencies the hetmans./
Why do you boast/ you sons of a destitute Ukraine?!/ That you walk
well in a yoke,/ even better than your fathers did?)

The final stage of Sevienko’s “historicity” is the cluster of themes
dealing with the rebirth of freedom. In the early poem “Xolodnyj
Jar,” the past becomes a model for the future, and the peasant
vengeance against the new oppressors. In the middle, and especially
the late period, Sevéenko’s reflections on the past are not only
radically opposed to the existing, official historiography, but pushed
into the realm of sacred knowledge (note the repeated references to
“svjatyj zakon” [holy law] and “‘svjataja pravda-volja” [holy justice-
freedom]) and prophetic vision. Such warnings, injunctions, and
visions, fortelling a future order can only marginally be connected to
Sevéenko’s “historical” poems. At the same time this mental set
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toward the future, the confidence in elaborating a whole vision of the
future indicates mythical and not rational or historical thought. The
contiguity of this to Sevéenko’s treatment of the past again reinforces
our sense that his *‘historicism™ is fundamentally mythical.

It seems clear that any discussion of history and historical conscious-
ness in Sevéenko’s poetry must recognize at the outset the symbolic
system, the code that governs it. As do all codes, this one qualifies its
constituent elements and give them meaning only in terms of its laws
or structures. To ignore this, to take any element in isolation, at face
value, is, at best, to phrase the question obliquely, and, most often,
to distort the meaning.

Even before examining the deep structures of Sevéenko’s thinking
about the Ukraine, its past, present and future, one can establish, on
the surface, non-symbolic, sign level, the basic features of his “his-
toriosophy.” The first of these is metahistory.?® Sevéenko’s concern
is seldom if ever an account of what happened, and certainly not
an account purporting to tell all that happened (hence the radical

*% In the course of a wide-ranging discussion of poetry, history and myth, Northrop
Frye also rouches upon metahistory (“New Directions from Oid,” in Myth and Myth-
making, ed. Henry A. Murray [Boston, 1960Q], pp. 115-131). Echoing the Canadian
historian F. H. Underhill, he uses the term "*metahistory™ to signify a historian’s uni-
versal scheme, vision, or insight. Moreover, he stresses the resultant accessibility of
such a construct: ““'We notice that metahistory, though it usnally tends to very long and
erudite books, is far more popular than regular history: in fact metahistory is really the
form in which most history reaches the general public. 1t is only the metahistorian,
whether Spengler, Toynbee or H. G. Wells or a religious writer using history as his
source of exermpla, who has much chance of becoming a best-seller” (p. 117). Taking
the matter very liberally, one could perhaps see a certain analogy between Sevéenko
and the metahistorians Frye mentions insofar as they all express overarching visions
and evoke a significant popular response. The differences are crucial, however. In
contrast to the historian {regardless of whether he writes “regular history™" or “meta-
history”’} Sevienko’s sense of the past is totally emotive and, as we shall see helow,
couched—on the level of both the small and large semantic units—in the structures of
mythical thought. Ultimately, his concern is not at all with history but with a social
model. As I have used it here, “*metahistory” refers not so much 1o a universal schema
of hisiory (although Sevienko's mythical thought will be seen to have a universal cast

1o it} as 10 the persistent transformation of ostensibly historical coment into the
symbolic and the mythical.
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selectivity of focus as well as the telescoping of events and characters),
but rather a focus on why something happened, and “what it all
meant."" His interest is not in history as such (for example, the genesis
and ramification of various important events, the deeds and thoughts
of key individuals, processes and transformations, and so on), but its
deep, true (and now largely forgotten or misconstrued) concealed
meaning. One cannot but notice how often the movements and
images in a given poem stress this revealing of the concealed. The key
metaphor {or symbol) for this is the burial mound or crypt, as we see
in the conclusion of “Rozryta mohyla™:

Yoro BoHH TaM mykKand?

Mo Tam ¢xopoHWIH

Crapi 6atbxn? — Ex, sxbu 1o,
HAkBH TO HAMULUTH Te, O TAM CXOPOHKAH —
He onakanu 6 iTH, MATH He XYpHIach.

(lines 50—53)

(What did they seek there?/ What did the old fathers bury there?—
Ah, if they,/ if they found what was buried there/ the children would
not <ry, the mother would net grieve)—or in the extended “mystery
play” “Velykyj I'ox,” which concludes in an identical manner:

Tax manai mox B CyGoTosi
Mockpa poikonana!
BeAnKoro *x TOTO ALOXY
Ille #i He pOWIYKANACK.

{lines 496—499)

(Thus did Moscow unearth the small crypt in Subotiv!/ But the great
crypt—/ it has not even found yet.} It is also signaled by the fact that
the Cossack who appears to tell his story in **Za bajrakom bajrak”
and “Buvaje v nevoli inodi zhadaju™ rises from the burial mound
(and in the latter poem actually carries the boy back into the
mohyla); it is expressly stated by the poet-narrator in the opening
part (the dedication) of Hajdamaky, where the process of composing
the poem-to-be in his mind’s eye begins precisely with the image of a
mohyla opening up for him:
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3acnipal0, — po3BEPHYIACh
Bucoka Moruna,

ASK FO MOpH 3aHopoKIi
CTen WHPOKKIR KPHIK.

(lines 113-116)

(I sing—the tall burial mound opens up,/ the zaporozhians cover the
broad steppe to the very sea.) In a word, as he puts it in “IrZavec’,”
history is meaningful for Sevéenko only as istorija-pravda (history-
truth), in other words, as sacred history.

The second basic feature, as we have seen, is that Sevéenko’s
perception of the past is invariably cast in the collective mold; it is
geared to and meshed with the popular experience. The vehicle for
depicting the past is collective memory—songs, dumy, legends, and
s0 on, and its object of interest and empathy are the semi-legendary
and popular heroes. Though Sevéenko’s poetry does not, as Soviet
critics would have it, make the people, the narod, the sole agent in
the historical process, it is clear that it is the collective ethos—fre-
quently identified with the Cossack, that is, zaporozhian perspective—
that animates his vision of the past.

The emphasis on metahistory and the popular ethos conforms, one
might note, with the premises and desiderata of Romantic historicism.
An analogous concern with the “full texture” of the past, with the
experience and the “soul” of the people, is found in the theory and
practice of various contemporaries.2® But the much greater intensity
and selectivity of Sevéenko’s approach makes this more a matter of
proximity or analogy than of true similarity. For beyond them lies the
third and central feature of Sevéenko’s historicism which strongly
distinguishes him from ail his contemporaries who turn to the Ukrai-
nian past, be they Polish, Russian or Ukrainian Romantics. And this
is the function of his ostensibly historicist concern. In contrast to
these writers, the historical knowledge recovered by Sevienko is
intended for a unique and sublime role—to revive, to heal, and to
liberate his people, to be the very medium of their spiritual rebirth.
In this he transcends the parameters of Romantic historicism. In the
works of the Polish writers of the *“Ukrainian school,” or Slowacki,
or Puskin, or even the early Ukrainian Romantics, such as Metlyns'kyj,

 See, for example, Goszczynski’s postscript to his Zamek kaniowski.
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works which focus on a hidden, mysterious, perhaps even “cursed"’
past, the events they present may be colorful and vibrant, tragic and
terrifying, but also, invariably, to some degree exotic and distant; in
all of these works (even in those of so ardent a Cossackophile as
Czajkowski) there is a clear sense of the writer’s separateness from
the world he depicts; he may be wholly sympathetic, but he is still an
observer who sees it from an outside perspective, an individual artist
working with literary material. Sevéenko, however, is the very oppo-
site of an observer—he is both a spokesman for the entire group and
its past and a mediator between that past and the future. He knows
the past totally and deeply—not as a Romantic who has come into
possession of interesting material or archives (for example, Grabow-
ski and the Scottian device of the discovered manuscript), but as one
who is attuned to the sacred truth, istorija-pravda. His knowledge of
the past may draw on various moments or “events”’—some from
historical sources, some from oral lore and collective representations
—but in the poetry, in conjunction with his sense of the present and
the future, it is synthesized into and articulated exclusively in terms of
mythical structures. His symbolic code, moreover, attains special
resonance by being conflated with his autobiography in a process that
intimately links personal and national destiny.*® Like the shaman
who mediates between the earth and sky, or the minstrel-kobzar, the
poet is chosen by transcendent forces, by “fate,” for a task that is
both *‘cursed” and **holy.”

30 It is quite evident that his most sympathetic Cossack heroes, Polubotok in “Son.”
Palij in “Cernec’,” DoroSenko in “Zastupyla éorna xmara,” are cast in his own like-
ness, that is, with special emphasis on their exile or imprisonment in a foreign land, on
their suffering and expiation for the tragedy that befell their people, and on the

apparent fact that they ended their days forgotten by their countrymen.



CHAPTER THREE

The Myth: Structures and
Paradigmatic Relations

IN A BROAD and figurative sense myth is often understood as
communication with, or a “peering into,” another, profound and
mysterious reality. In a narrowly conventional and ‘“‘thematic” sense
myth may be considered, as it is by Northrop Frye, “a story in which
some of the chief characters are gods or other beings larger in power
than humanity.”! Myth is also generally seen as a communication
that is held to be momentous and true, but by its very nature unveri-
fiable; as part of the category of beliefs it has thus become equated, in
popular usage (the “myth’” of male menopause) and in the parlance
of the political scientist (the “myth”™ of the master race), with mischie-
vous falsehood or mere misconception—on a massive scale. In the
framework of the study of religion, for Mircea Eliade above all,
myths are concerned with origins: ““. . .myth is always related to a
‘creation,’ it tells us how something came into existence, or how a
pattern of behavior, an institution, a manner of working were estab-
lished.””? In contrast, our concern is with the specific, structural
aspects of myth, most importantly, with myth as a multi-tracked
narrative constituting a coherent and closed symbolic system. We are
concerned as well with the fact that mythical thought, as Lévi-Strauss
has observed, is essentially different from rational or scientific thought.
(It is parallel to the latter, but not antecedent to it in an evolutionary
sense: it is neither “pre-scientific”” nor *“pre-rational.”) The analysis
that follows, however, requires a fuller and optimalty rigorous deter-
mination of myth, not in the sense of an all-encompassing definition

! Northrop Frye, Fables of Identity (New York, 1963), p. 30,
2 Mircea Elidate, Myth and Reality (New York, 1963), p. 18.
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of what myth is or what the category “myth” may contain, but in the
particular sense of a model of the structural properties of myth and of
mythical thougl}t as such. This is dictated by the subject at hand, for
however much Sevcenko is attuned to his culture and to that culture's
perceptions of reality, his myth is still an individual construct. While
conveying “universal truths,” his myth also reflects his psyche and his
culture as perceived through it, and in this it differs profoundly from
myth sensu stricto {especially in its ritual version), which can be taken
as an icon of social structure. Even more decisive is the fact that in
Sevéenko we have mythical thought and mythical structures but no
myth in the sense of an ordered sequence of events, or of the kind of
reconstructed unified narrative that we find, for example, in the
Kalevala. Instead, his poetic texts present the myth in “fragments,”
as it were, and it is the cnitic’s task to “reassemble” them. In doing
this, however, he must be an “engineer,” not a ‘‘bricoleur.”

The model proposed here draws on the structural-anthropological
approach to myth, and particularly on the analyses of Lévi-Strauss
and Victor Tumner. In brief, it postulates five fundamental properties
of myth taken as the product of mythical thought: 1} In terms of its
constructive principle, myth is highly redundant or multi-tracked in
that it is a continual working out of a structure (a “sense™ or an
“idea’)} through a heterogeneous, but finite body of “events” or
constituent structural units (“themes” or “motifs”). In terms of
concrete texts, a given structure, for example the poet’s sense of the
Ukraine as “victim” (specifically, a female victim), can produce a
seemingly infinite set of variants, each with a different plot and cast
of characters, but each expressing the same basic relations, or struc-
ture. 2) En terms of its dynamics, both of the narrative development
and the interrelation of elements, myth proceeds through a series of
binary oppositions and mediations; an opposition on a lower level of
structure is resolved by a mediation on a higher one. As we shall see,
this dynamics of opposition and mediation (transformation) is pre-
sented in Sevéenko in manifold variations. One striking example is
given in Hajdamaky where Gonta’s sons, children of a Polish Catholic
mother and a Cossack Orthodox father and hence on the surface
appropriate mediators are, in fact, killed, precisely to signal, in the
deep structural sense, that on that—polish/Cossack—level no simple
mediation is possible; the mediation that will occur, as is intimated by
the poem’s postscript, but developed only in the context of the later
poetry, will be on a higher and universal level, in the future, when the
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very distinction of Pole and Cossack will disappear and only people
will inhabit the world. 3) Myth, as already noted, communicates
“universal truths’'; within its culture its message almost always carries
great importance and becomes part of the given group’s sacred
knowledge. Finally, it necessarily follows from the above that the
world represented in myth is not contingent and is 4) transcendent to
time and 5) place. Sevéenko’s poetic world is, in fact, remarkably
congruent with this model.

Sevéenko’s mythical thinking is not confined, of course, solely to
his “historical” poems, but is expressed by the whole of his poetry.
Those works that have traditionally been called “social” {suspil'no-
pobutovi), “‘ideological” or “political,” and also “fantastic” (or “bal-
ladic™), all articulate the same mythical structures, though in varying
degrees and from different formal or narrative vantage points. In this
regard, many critics have been substantially correct in perceiving a
unified, core “message” in his poetry—even while perceiving it only
in terms of surface elements and largely on the basis of intuition,
essentially in a kind of mythic resonance with the message. This
maximal or universal presence of the myth also distinguishes Sevéenko
from his counterparts in Polish and Russian literature: in Slowacki
the Ukraine is strictly speaking presented in terms of myth only in the
later cantos of Beniowski and in Sen srebrny Salomei, and in Gogol’
only in his early collections Vecera na xutore bliz Dikan’ki and Mirgo-
rod. And whereas both Slowacki and Gogol’ effect through their
mythic treatment of the Ukrainian theme a personal, psychological
rite of passage, that is, exorcise, by expressing their sense of the
Ukraine in myth, a deep conflict in their psyches, such a transforma-
tion and release does not exhaust Sevienko’s dynamics. For in a
dramatic further step he not only works out in the course of telling his
myth a reconciliation of opposites and thus also a form of psychic
release, but takes this resolution to construct nothing less than a
mythic program for his nation. Thus, although all three are undeniably
mythmakers, only Sevéenko came to perceive himself and to be
perceived by the broadest consensus of his countrymen as a “prophet,”
in fact, a myth-carrier.

Sevienko’s mythical thought, while clearly different from the
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rational, intellectually distanced mode that we find in his Russian
novellas and his Digry, must also be distinguished from what has
been generally and quite nebulously called his “national character,”
his narodnist’. At its most cogent, the by now traditional argument
holds that Sevéenko is a “national” (or “people’s”) poet (narodnyj
poer) not simply because of his peasant origins and not merely by
virtue of the massive presence in his poetry of folk themes, tropes,
formulae, and subtexts, but especially by the fact that he is so deeply
and accurately attuned to the feelings and aspirations of his people.
Whether the formulation is quasi-mystical, or, as it is in Soviet usage,
that and normative tco, the point of the argument is clear: Sevéenko,
consciously and intuitively, speaks with the power and the mandate
of the people, or, as Kostomarov put it as garly as 1843, “it is the
entire nation speaking with the lips of the poet.”* Implicitly, his
message, in its form and content, is the collective voice of the people.
As with so much of Sevéenko criticism, however, this argument is
based on a misconception which has at its root an entirely fallacious
understanding of ‘‘collective,” characteristically confusing the meta-
phor with reality. In fact, the truly collective work of art is rather
uncommon, and when it does occur it is likely to be conditioned by
very special circumstances (for example, a Stalinist directive to
twenty or so Ukrainian poets telling them to produce a collective
epic). Indeed even in folklore, where it is most commonly perceived,

3 See his “Obzor sofinenij, pisannyx na malorossijskom jazyke” Molodyk (Xarkiv,
1842 [1843]), no. 3, p. 177 and M. L. Kostomarov, Tvory v dvox tomax (Kiev, 1967),
vol. 2, p. 388, Kostomarov elaborates this notion at length in an article published a few
months after Sevéenko's death. “As a poet,™ he says, “Sevéenko was the nation [narod|
itsetf, continuing its poetic creativity. Sevéenko’s song was in its very essence the song
of the people [narednaja pesnjal, but a new one, the kind of song that could be sung by
the whole nation, a song which should have poured forth from the nation’s soul in the
course of its recent history. In this regard, Sevéenko was chosen by the pation in the
direct sense of the word: it was as if the nation chose him to sing in its stead. The forms
of folk poetry entered Seviéenko’s verse not as a result of study, not by contrivance
— where what fits, where one should place what—but by the natural development in
his soul of the whole endless web of folk poetry [narodnoj poeziil. . . Sevéenko said
what anyone from the common people [narodnyj éelovek) would say if his national
substance [rarodnoe sustestvo] could rise to the task of expressing what lay at the
bottom of his soul.” “¥ospominanija o dvux maljarax,” Osrova (St. Petersburg, 1861),
no. 4, pp. 44—56; see also M. 1. Kostomarov, Tvory v dvox tomax, vol, 2, pp. 403—
406.
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the actual authorship is individual, and the collective tenor of an
individual work, or folkloric creativity as such, is imparted by the set
of common, shared constructive principles, and the parameters of the
repertoire. But the issue of Sevienko's narodnist’ is not illusory. And
while that quality of seeming to speak with a “collective™ voice can
hardly be said to constitute a distinct mode of thought, it does deter-
mine a particular level of expression, one which stands somewhere
between the mythical and the rational. In the broadest sense, of
course, Sevienko’s “‘national character” subsumes the whole pheno-
menon of his work and his legacy, including prominently the mythic
aspects of his creativity; in the narrower and most frequently implied
sense, however, his narodnist’ actually devolves on his refraction of
the peasant ethos and folklore, and on his specific use of popular or
collective representations.

As setting and as basic frame of reference, the Ukrainian peasant
world is predominant in Sevéenko’s poetry;* in its frequency of
appearance—if not in innate importance—it clearly overshadows the
other major frame, the Cossack world. Indeed it seems to model a
milieu that is far removed from it, for example, the Biblical world, as
we see in “Saul” and especially “Marija.” In general, in its tendency
to become a universal model Sevéenko’s peasant world diverges
significantly from any veristic depiction of the actual world of the
peasants. Far from attempting a broad and encompassing picture of
peasant and country life in its manifold rhythms and variety (which
we later find in the large canvases of Zola, Verga, and Rejmont, and
which is already present to a large extent in Turgenev’s Hunting
Sketches), Sevéenko gives a highly selective representation of this
world; rather than concern himself with showing it in its plenitude,
with its bright as well as its dark colors and with a range of activities,
concerms, and experiences, he depicts it, as we shall see in the follow-
ing sections, in terms of a rigorously circumscribed model. This

* A polemical, ideologically constricted, self-avowedly publicistic. and yet at times
interesting and provocative study of Sevéenko as an exponent of the peasant ethos is
piven in A. Riéye'kyj, Taras Sevéenko v svitli epoxy (Xarkiv, 1923); an English transla-
tion of the book’s central chapter, “ Muzhik Philosophy™ is included in Shevcherko and
the Critics, 1861—1980, pp. 145-167. Riéyc'kyj is particularly sensitive to Sevéenko's
rootedness in this “philosophy” as well as his “vevolt against official society™ {the title

of another chapter), but his insights are greatly weakened by his crudely Marxist
premises and criteria.
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model, the systematics of his mythical thinking, differs not only from
objective reality as we have come to know it, but also from the
totality of the “collective’ version of that reality.

The latter difference is well illustrated by Sevéenko’s selective use
of folklore. Even within the confines of the folk song, the most rele-
vant genre in the context of his lyrical poetry, his choice of models
hardly reflects that genre’s range of moods and themes. With perhaps
the major exception of Hajdamaky, where the depicted kobzar plays
a traditionally varied repertoire, balancing the gay and the sad, and
such poems as “Mar”jana-cernycja™ or “Slipyj”/“Nevol'nyk™ each
with an inserted merry song, Sevéenko’s poetry is strongly focused in
its use of folklonc elements on the melancholy end of the emotional
spectrum, formally on the lament and the elegy. The few other reflec-
tions of the gaiety or humor of folk song are no more than a handful.
The thematic range of the whole set of folkloric moments in the
lyrical poetry is well summaried by Filaret Kolessa who lists what he
calls the motifs of Sevéenko’s early poetry (and in a deeper sense they
characterize the poetry as a whole, not just the early period) and then
proceeds to use these motifs as the grid by which to organize Sev-
cenko’s manifold echoes, paraphrases and variations, and citations of
folk songs. The key, as we see, is exclusively minor:

a) orphanage and loneliness; b) a foreign land and enemies; ¢} nostalgia
and longing for one’s native land; d) forebodings of death in a foreign
land; e) grief over one’s lost youth; and, dominating over all, f) the
motif of fate.®

While Sevéenko clearly imposes his own model on the world and
the emoticnal life of the common pecple, or the collective, it is also
clear that that world provides him with a repertoire and a surface grid
of structural units (or ‘‘themes” and “motifs”) to be used in accor-
dance with the underlying deep structures of his mythical code; this is
precisely the meaning of his selectivity. Just as a moment from a
duma is used as an event in a “‘historical” poem, so too a folkloric
motif can be used to “fill out” a given structure. At the same time,
folklore—for Sevéenko, and generally, as a system—is not merely a
surface grid of motifs. It also expresses underlying, collective feelings
and perceptions. In their articulated form they appear most often as

5 Filaret Kolessa, Studiji nad poetyénoju tvoréistju T. Sevienka (L viv-Kiev, 1939),
p- 18; see also pp. 19-41.
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types (the brave but tragic Cossack, the love-lorn girl, the poor
orphan}, or as stereotypes (the cruel landlord, the fanatical Jesuit,
the avaricious Jew),® or as topoi, for example the image of the idyllic
cottage with its surrounding orchard. As images, types, or stereo-
types, as well as typical scenes or situations, or even moods, these
representations are emotionally charged, and express the culture’s
values and beliefs. As presented by folklore, that is, apart from social
action, they form a loosely connected system, precisely a repertoire,
not a grammar or language. In themselves, they are not part of his
system of oppositions, mediations, and transformations. In Sevéenko's
poetry these representations exist on a deeper and more general level
than do personal moments (feelings and experiences) and individual
characters and events, and as such serve as a matrix for them, but
they are in turn selectively integrated into and animated by the still
deeper mythical structures of his thought. Sevéenko’s narodnist’,
taken as a reflection of such forms of “collective thinking,” is thus
distinct from his mythical thought and subordinate to it—even while
being more apparent and accessible to the reader and the critic.

A central, salient feature of Sevéenko’s, as of all mythical thought,
is the imposition of synchrony on the represented world. In his mind's
eye the distinctions between past, present, and future are often
blurred or even obviated. The past, as seen from his various “histori-
cal” poems, is frequently coextensive with the present, it is alive in
the present, as in the just cited characteristic statement of Hajdamaky

® Stereotypes, as I am suggesting, are as a rule applied to those ouside the group. [
must add also that while stereotypes reflect the collective tenor of his poetry, they can
hardly be said to characterize the attitudes of $evienko the man. Thus while Lejba, the
Jew in Hajdamaky, is depicted negatively (if not with utter hostility), Sevienko in real
life is on record as protesting against anti-Semitic attitudes: note his collective letter
{with, among others, Kulig, Kostomarov, Marko Vovéok and Nomys) to the editor of
Russkif vestnik (Tvory, vol. 6, pp. 355—-356 and 354—355). In a similar vein, although
Germans are at various times depicted negatively in his poetry, we know from his
biography and the autobiographical Xudoznik that in the St. Petersburg period the
apparent majority of his friends and acquaintances were of German background. The

same can be said of Sevéenko’s relations with Poles, especially regarding various close
friendships made during exile; cf. “Poljakam."
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{‘Zaspivaju—rozvernulas’/ Vysoka mohyla,/ Az do morja zaporoZci/
Step Syrokyj kryly”). Similarly, in the prophetic later poetry, the
future is made real and present. The suspension and manipulation of
time is best illustrated by the device of telescoping chronologically
distant events into one overarching present (“Slipyj”/*Nevol’'nyk™).
To be sure, a general distinction between time past and present does
obtain and the very idea of the passing of freedom, of valja, is predi-
cated on it. It is evident, however, that there is no real, rational
objective periodization of the past: analogously to Gogol''s treatment
of historical time in Taras Bui'ba, the past of the early seventeenth
century is not at all different from that of the late eighteenth; ulti-
mately the past of the times of Hus (‘‘Jeretyk™), of Nero’s Rome
(“‘Neofity”), and the Biblical prophets (for example, ‘“Cari") is all
part of one frame. But the issue, in fact, is not the manifest, surface
indication of a time frame (*'bulo kolys’,” “‘mynulos’,” ‘‘ne vemet’sja,”
and so on), or even, as noted, the sense of the poet’s mind ranging
freely over the past, present, and future. It is instead the fact that in
the modality, in the very essence of Sevienko's poetry, chronological
distinctions are decidely secondary. The determining, true core of his
poetic world are the structures—expressed in various patterns, move-
ments and configurations, oppositions and mediations—into which
various events, such as ostensibly historical events, are fitted, or
more precisely, which generate such events. Thus, while Sevéenko’s
mythical thinking can be called pan-topical in the sense that it
informs all the manifold themes and subjects of his world, it is also
synchronic in that it implicitly transcends time. Quite frequently,
even when passage of time is indicated, it is subsequently denied (for
example, most overtly, in “Cemec’,” where the thrice repeated “'ne
vernet'sja’" is rebutted by the poet’s act of will—'*a ja brate taky budu
spodivatys’’—and his act of creation, the poem itself, which resur-
rects a time supposedly irrevocably lost). Such manifest references to
time’s passing may be seen as a concession, so to speak, to the real
world, but the laws and logic of that world are at most secondary to
the structures of the mythical world. There is, of course, an aware-
ness and presence of stages, the “before” and ‘‘after,” that inheres in
narrative as such, but the categories of historical time are not thereby
made absolute and autonomous. In short, events are governed not by
chronology or historical time but by the structures of myth; the very
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sense of time itself is determined by these structures.” Ultimately,
Sevéenko’s myth, like all myths, is about the “deep truths” of his
society, and his focus is on the innermost dynamics of that society, a
dynamics which from the mythical (and affective) perspective is quite
independent of objective time or history.

In a similar vein, the world depicted in Sevcenko’s poetry is also
largely not determined by place. The great majority of his poems, not
just the lyrical, but the narrative, **historical”” and “political” as well,
either do not specify the setting at all, or, if they do, refer to it by the
most general topoi, literally common places, such as the Ukraine,
Muscovy, Poland, the Dnieper {(or the Don, or Danube), St. Peters-
burg, the Sié. There are, to be sure a number of more focused
references. A few poems, like “Sotnyk,” or “Son (Hory moji vyso-
kiji),” seem to establish geographical concreteness by naming one or
more specific, but not “historical” or “important” localities. In this
respect, the most detailed and concrete sense of place is given in
Hajdamaky which names twenty or more towns, villages and other
locations—in sum, considerably more than all such specific references
in all the other poems combined. (It is on this basis, and on its rela-
tive historical-chronological concreteness, and beyond that still on its
much greater reliance on literary conventions and its greater literary
self-consciousness that one can distingeish Hajdamaky from the rest of
the poetic corpus.) All the other specific references to places, how-
ever, especially those within the Ukraine, have a markedly symbolic
character.

Like the natural sites or phenomena—the Dnieper, the territories
around the Si¢, ZaporiZija and Velykyj Luh, Xolodnyj Jar (the
ravine where the 1768 hajdamak uprising began)—the various cities,
towns, and village that Sevéenko names, such as Cyhyryn, Perejaslay,
Hluxiv, Baturyn, Subotiv, Kiev and the Podil district, Poltava, Bere-
stecko, IrZavec’, and others, do not stand for concrete, physical
entities but designate a different dimension (which on the manifest,
or “event” level refers to the Cossack world, its glory and tragedy).
As symbols they are laden with emotional value and raised to the
level of the sacred, and this, apart from the context, is often signaled

7 “Time in myth is not really Time at all, but the eternal present of primordial Time
which is, in effect, ‘articulated atemporality’ or ‘intemporal Time. . .a moment without
duration, as certain mystics and philosophers conceive of eternity.” " John G. Gunnell.
Political Philosophy and Time (Middletown, Conn. . 1968), p. 25.



The Myth: Structures and Paradigmatic Relations 53

by epithet (“‘xolodnojars’ka svjatynja'—the temple of Xolodnyj Jar)
or formula (“Velykyj Luh i Matir Si¢”—The Great Meadow and
Mother Sic); they clearly exist in a separate time-space, and the
actual, concrete here and now which evokes them is only a shadow
between the poet and that other reality. What is most significant, is
that they all are part of one undifferentiated set, with perhaps the only
exception being the town of Cyhyryn, the old Cossack capital, which
Sevéenko variously singles out as an especially “holy’’ and “famous™
place; compare, for example, Hajdamaky and *U nedilen’ku u svja-
tuju.” With that one exception, this set of places or locations is
entirely non-hierarchical: the Si¢ and the Velykyj Luh are as impor-
tant as Kiev and its Podil (“Cernec’); the village of Irzavec’ with its
legendary miraculous icon is as important as Baturyn, Hetman Maze-
pa’s capital; Subotiv, the village where Xmel'nyc'kyj was buried, is
no less important than the city of Perejaslav. Furthermore, it is
apparent that Sevéenko seldom if ever depicts a particular place as
something concrete and unique in itself. While some poems (for
example, “Sotnyk,” “Son [Hory meji vysokijil,” or “Knjazna”) do
contain descriptions of place, that description invariably moves into a
generalized or “universal” mode. One of the most striking instances
of this occurs at the beginning of **KnjaZna' as the poet starts to tell
his story of a quintessential perversion of family relationships. He
opens the story with the setting, which he sketches in a short passage
that because of its ostensible sentiment and piety has become standard
fare for recitation by young children at countless commemorations of
Sevéenko (these innocents, one may assume, and probably their
schoolmarms as well, were oblivious to the fact that the passage is
taken from a poem about incestuous rape):

Ceno! — i ceplie ofmouune.
Ceno Ha Hawil Ykpaini —
HeHaue¢ mucaHka ceno,
3eNeHHM raeM [nopocno,
LIpiTyTh cagn; GinifOTh XaTH,
A Ha ropi CTONTb IIANATH,
Henrade queo, A Kpyrom
apoxoaucTii Tonoxi,

A TaM i nic, i fic, i none,

[ cHHi ropH 3a JIHINpoM.

Cam Bor BHTaE Ban cenom.
(lines 33—43)
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(A village! And the heart will rest./ A village in our Ukraine—/ a
village like an Easter egg,/ covered in green groves./ The orchards
bloom,/ the houses shine in their whiteness,/ and on the hill stands
the palace,/ like some wonder. And round—/ the broad-leafed pop-
lars,/ and then the forest, and more forest, and field,/ and the blue
mountains beyond the Dnieper./ God Himself watches over the
village.)

The description, of course, is not so much setting as set piece. It
illustrates quite effectively how Sevéenko’s imagination shifts from
the experiential to the universal, to the model itself. Here the village
described is not only “‘universal” in that it can stand for any village
in the Ukraine, and it is not only an expression of the idea (that is, the
ideal) of a Ukrainian village, it is an expression, a modeling, of the
Ukraine as such. This, in fact, is made explicit in the lines preceding
this passage as the poet concludes his prefatory discourse with his
muse with a rhetorical question, and its answer:

I XTO 3HaE, IO RiCThCA
B nac Ha YkpaiHhi?

A 2 3Ha10. | po3kamky
Tobi; i cnate He JIAKY.
A TH 33BTpa THXECEHBKOD
Boromi po3kaxem.

(tines 27-32)

{And who knows what is happening/ in our Ukraine?/ But I know.
And I will tell/ you. And not go to sleep./ And tomorrow you will
quietly/ relate it to God.) The story that follows, therefore, is not an
example or illustration, but an encapsulation of the essential meaning;
in terms of Sevéenko’s poetic code it is a standardized symbol, and
hence an icon of the meaning he seeks to convey.® A very similar case
is presented in the short lyric “Sadok vySnevyj kolo xaty” (A Cherry
Orchard by the House), an uncharacteristically unqualified idyllic
vision which also depicts the setting—a village scene at evening time—
in entirely universal terms, as a utopian ideal. And here again, the
whole poem is an icon of that ideal.

It may of course be argued that since the great majority of Sevéenko’s

* See Edmund Leach, Culiure and Communication: The Logic by which Symbuois are
Connected (Cambridge, Eng., 1976), p. 15,
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poems were written when he was forcibly separated from his native
Ukraine, either by prison or exile (where respectively “Sadok vyinevyj
kolo xaty” and “Knjazna” were written) or more generally the
circumstances that kept him in St. Petersburg, his depictions of his
homeland, being tinged by nostaigia and longing, would tend to
idyllic and idealized depictions. But as we see so eloquently from
Mickiewicz’s Pan Tadeusz, neither a longing for one’s homeland—and
one’s childhood—nor, indeed, an idyllic mode, need militate against
fully concrete and specific depictions of time and place. In contrast,
what we continually encounter in Sevéenko is the dominance, the
assertion, of the mythic code, manifesting itself, among other things,
in this rapid shift from the level of the sensory, of the immediately
experienced, to the level of the model itself. This is the teleology, so
to speak, of Sevienko’s metaphoric system. At times it is quite
apparent, as in “Son {Hory moji vysokiji),” where the poem proper
(coming after the long, digressive invocation: lines 1—60) begins with
this setting:

Hap TpaxTeMHpOBUM BHCOKO
Ha xpyui, Hifu cupoTta
Tpuifliina ToMRTHCA. . . B [NIHGOKIM,
B [JRinpi WHpoKoMy. . . 0Tak
CToiTh OIHHM-OIHA XaTHHA. . .
3 XaTHHH BHAHO YKpainy
I BCio eTbMABIHHY KPYTOM.
ITig xaTo NiTYCh CHBEHLKHIH
CugMTe. . .

(lines 61 —69; emphasis mine)

(High over [the village of] Traxtemyriv,/ on a cliff, like an orphan/
that has come to drown herself in the deep,/ the broad Dnieper, thus/
stands a single, solitary cabin. . ./ From this cabin one can see the
Ukraine/ and all around the entire/ Hetman state./ Beside the cabin
a grey, old man/ is sitting. . . .) Thus, again, while a seemingly con-
crete place is implied (the reference to Traxtemyriv, and before that
to the village of Monastyrysce), and though a striking visual image is
given (the cabin on the cliff, solitary like a would-be suicide), the
setting becomes symbolic and immediately keyed into the mythical
code: precisely because the old man will proceed to meditate on the
meaning of Cossackdom, and more generally on the meaning of the
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Ukraine as such, his cabin focuses the mythic statement and becomes
the central vantage-point from which the poet can see the entire
Ukraine, in both its temporal and spatial extension. A total baring of
this operation comes in the late poem *“Saul” (1860), which deals with
the origins of structure in society—which for Sevéenko is tantamount
to the origins of evil in this world. Here, too, the presentation of the
setting follows the same pattemn:

B nenpobynuMomy Kurai,
B €rumTi TeMHOMY, ¥ Hac,
I nonan Iupom i EsdpaTom
Cpoi srusaTa i Tenara
Ha moni BOMBAIM BONLHC NAC
YabaH, Oyno, 8 cBOEMy pai.
I ragKH-rajoHBEKE HE Mae,
Mace, i poirs, i cTpHKeE
Crow xynoly Ta criBae. . .

(lines 1-9)

(In unawakable China,/ in dark Egypt, in our country,/ and on the
Indus and the Euphrates/ the shepherd in his paradise freely grazed
his lambs and calves on the free fields./ And no worries cross his
mind./He grazes, milks, and shears/ his cattle, and he sings. . .} But
now the universality of the setting is stressed maximally (and, in keep-
ing with the poemn’s tone, with no little irony), and the spatial-geo-
graphical aspects are entirely subordinated to the mythic model. The
actual country where this happens, the poet is telling us, is immaterial
—his concern is with the existential (and social and moral) dimension.
His stress on this is signalled by the abruptness of his shift from the
metonymic chain of “China,” “Egypt,” [Russia], [India] and [Bab-
ylonl, to the metaphoric *‘paradise” of the shepherd’s fields.

Myth, in short, transcends both space and time, and, as we see
here, the mythical model or code can be superimposed on the experi-
entially given sense of place as well as time. Within the poetic text the
effect throughout is one of intense highlighting. Because of this “shift”
into the code, any given setting, however minor or obscure—the
ruins of a village church where Xmel'nyc'kyj was buried, a cliff-top
perspective on the Dnieper and its environs, a ravine where the
hajdamaks once gathered—can become the basis for an epiphany
that reveals nothing less than the total meaning of the mythically
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perceived Ukraine. In this, the poet too is sharply illuminated, and as
the myth is highlighted, so also is his role as active myth-carrier. The
fundamental import of this transcendence of space, however, is that it
shows that in Sevienko’s myth the Ukraine is ultimately not a place,
a territory, or a country, but a state of being, or, more precisely, an
existential category in the present and in the future, after the final
transformation, a state of ideal existence.

Like Gogol’ and Slowacki, like Malczewski, Czajkowski and Puskin,
Sevéenko also sees at the heart of the world he depicts a deep and
pervasive disharmony and conflict. By “conflict,” however, I do not
simply mean an actual, dynamic struggle between two forces or
entities (although it may be that), but more generally an opposition, a
clash that determines an abnormal state of existence. More generally
still, this is the sense of a “‘curse™ that so many Romantics perceived
in the Ukraine and its past. This, too, is the initial set in Sevienko's
myth—but that it is initial must be stressed, for Sevéenko’s myth of
the Ukraine, in contrast to the writers just named, for whom it is
largely coextensive with the conflict-curse that they intuit, is consider-
ably more complex. His depiction of conflict, of society’s abnormality,
is remarkably elaborate and subtle, appearing as it does on three
paradigmatic levels: on the level of the individual protagonist and his
or her fate, on the level of the family, the basic unit of social organi-
zation, and finally in the social macrocosm, with a focus on the dyna-
mics and tensions of the collective as such. Though it is many-leveled
and many-faceted, the conflict that Sevienko perceives in the Ukrai-
nian world issues from one basic source—the violation of an original
ideal state whose existence he posits both explicitly and implicitly.
This state or mode of existence is defined by his vision of ideal
equality, of communitas, and this serves as the very touchstone of
Sevéenko’s mythical perception of the Ukraine. In turn, both com-
munitas and its antipode flow from the emotionally absolutized,
manichean division of the world into good and evil that typifies the
creative mode and perspective of his “unadjusted” self.

1. “Unfortunate Lovers”

The first level of the conflict, then, is reflected in the pattern of
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movements that define the fate of the individual protagonist who in
the narrative poems is characteristically, if not exclusively, an unfortu-
nate lover. Typically, also, there is a general equivalence of male and
female protagonists, and hence the significant presence of a dual
male and female perspective. As in Gogol”s Ukrainian stories and
Slowacki’s Sen srebrmy Salomei, the love itself, the erotic plot,
remains a largely surface or manipulative element, for the underlying
structure revealed in the movements shows 2 world divided against
itself, a fixed assymetry, with no hope of mediation. The unresolved
tension between the male and female sides, their inability to come
together, to reproduce and develop, is the curse of this world. From
the perspective of the woman this is conveyed by the pattern of love
(or seduction) followed first by desertion or separation, and then by
transformation, either by death or as a change into the non-human
realm, or into nature. This pattern appears in “Prycynna” (The
Bewitched Girl) where the death of the girl, and her lover, is seem-
ingly unmotivated—or, in fact, motivated precisely by her ill fortune
of being in love (“*Taka jiji dolja. . . O BoZe mij mylyjV/ Za §¢o Z Ty
karajes jiji molodu? Za te $to tak $¢yro vona poljubyla/ Kozackiji
o€i? . . . Prosty syrotu!” [Such is her fate. . . Dear God!/ Why do
You punish her youth? Because she so sincerely loved a Cossack’s
eyes?/ Forgive the orphan!), or “Topolja” (The Poplar) where, as in
a typical etiological tale, the girl grieving over a lost lover turns into a
poplar tree, or in “Kateryna” where the girl, seduced and abandoned
by an officer and banished from home by her parents, leaves her illegi-
timate son to his fate and drowns herself, or, perhaps most strikingly
in “Utoplena” (The Drowned Girl), where the mother kills her
daughter to prevent her union, her symbolic marriage, with a young
fisherman, A plausible “social” interpretation is given in the unfin-
ished “Mar”jana-Cernycja” (Marianna the Nun), where the mother
prevents her daughter from marrying her true love and insists that she
accept an old, unlovable, but rich official; it is repeated in various
non-narrative’ poems, such as the expressive lyric that begins “I
bahata ja,/ I vrodlyva ja./ Tz ne maju sobi pary,/ Beztalanna ja.” (I
am rich./ I am beautiful./ But I have no mate,/ I am ill-fated). This
poem, in fact, summarizes the “social” or *“class” or *‘economic”
basis that may at first appear to be the underlying cause for the recur-
ring impossibility of love and marriage. As seen from the earlier
examples, however, and from others too, even if the ill will of the
people (Cuzi ljudy) who characteristically mock the poor orphan is
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mentioned in each instance, the rational, “‘sociological” explanation
is neither stressed nor clearly articulated at this juncture: the misfor-
tune is invariably caused by the workings of impersonal ill fate (“taka
jiji dolja™), in effect, a curse. Symbolically, the feminine Ukrainian
world projected in these poems is not dead—it survives either as
nature, as the girl in “Topolja” who turns into a poplar, or as a
preternatural being such as a rusalka (in “Pryynna” and other
poems)—but it is not full, normal life; it is life constricted and op-
pressed, the synecdoche for which is a loveless marriage. The feminine
world that is revealed in this pattern (a pattern that builds on the
same fundamental division of the Ukraine into a feminine, settled
and peaceful half opposed by a masculine, nomadic, and warlike one
that we find in Gogol'), is precisely the Ukraine of Sevienko’s time: a
suspended, helpless “‘feminine” Ukraine of serfs, a world peopled
primarily by fallen women and their illegitimate children; its victimized
state of existence is further stressed by the recurring motifs of incest
and rape.

The pattern of movements of the male protagonist is virtually
identical. In such poems as “Mar”jana-Cemycja,” “Varnak” (The
Convict), “Tytarivna™ (The Sexton’s Daughter), “U tijeji Kateryny”
(At Catherine’s), “Maryna’ and various non-narrative poems begin-
ning with the early “Dumka” (“Tjazko, vazko v sviti Zyty. . .”; It is
hard and burdensome to live in this world), the man is also fated to be
separated from his love, to be a vagabond and wanderer, and never
to marry. In the duma-like “U tijeji Kateryny,” where at the end the
surviving Cossack suitor kills Kateryna for deceiving him and rides
off into the steppe with her lover-brother whom he had freed from
Turkish captivity, the pattern is given in a stylized “pure” form: the
male world is shown as self-sufficient and the woman is killed. (The
implicit misogyny and homosexual nature of the solution is not the
structural core, however, That core, as we shall see, is the conflation
of lover, the symbolic “husband,” and brother.) In some poems, for
example, “Mar”"jana-¢ernycja,” *‘Tytarivna” and others, the impedi-
ment to the union is social (economic) inequality. (In “Tytarivna™ the
movement is symmetrically reversed and the poem merges two differ-
ent variations on the same theme, that is, of “Kateryna” and “Ma-
ryna.” At first the poor young man in love is a victim of the rich girl's
scom; later, after he becomes a panyé, she becomes the victim as he
seduces her and subsequently kills their illegitimate child.) In other
poems, for example, “Vamak” or “Mez skalamy nenate slodij. . 2
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{Between crags, like a thief. . ), marriage is frustrated by the willful
lust of the local nobleman—in the first poem as he abducts the
woman before the marriage, and in the second (by all appearances)
soon after the marriage. Indeed, the apparent exceptions to the
pattern of frustrated love and marriage are most revealing. In Hajda-
maky the orphan Jarema does succeed in recapturing his love,
Oksana, from the Poles who had abducted and (apparently) ravished
her, and they do marry. But their marriage remains unconsummated.
He departs for battle straight from the wedding feast and Oksana is
left in her monastery cell to wait in vain for his return and for a true
married life:

Bosua auraspae, —
Burnsgae, 4u He ifie
3 GostpaMH B rocti —
Iepereatw i3 kenil

B xaTy Ha DOMOCTI,

(tlines 2112—2116)

(She awaits,/ waiting to see if he does not come/ with his best men,/
to take her from the cell/ to a well-built house.) In the long poem
“Slipyj”/“Nevol'nyk” a marriage does take place. The hero, Stepan,
learns that his sister Jaryna is not really his sister because he is only an
adopted son. Her father, however, requires that he, like Taras
Bul’ba’s sons, attain manhood by first going to the Si¢ and becoming
a Cossack. He does that and more as he becomes a valiant otaman;
but he is captured by the Turks. He returns after many years—as a

cripple, however, having been blinded in captivity. Despite his
protestations,

«Hi, e Tp[e)6a, Miil TaTOUKY,
He tpeba, ApuHo!
TToguBiTHCA: A 3ATHHYE,
HapikH 3aruHyB.

3a 1o XK crOi MOMOaIT

Ty niTa noryGHi

3 KaJIiKoio. . .»

(lines 553—-55%9)

{No, there’s no need, father,/ there’s no need, Jaryna./ Look: I have
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died,/ died forever./ Why should you lose your years/ with a crip-
ple. . .), Jaryna marries him, but he, even though a witness to the
whole history of Cossackdom (as noted above), is not a full man; he is
insistently depicted as a cripple. On the other hand, and T return to
this in the following section, their future married life is cast in expli-
citly regressed terms, as a retum to childhood. While the very fact of
their attaining marriage and a kind of happiness is in itself rare in
Sevcenko’s world, its qualification is also revealing: this vision of
happiness, which Sevéenko explicitly calls idyllic, comes after severe
tribulation and remains inherently flawed. Finally, in *‘Moskaleva
krynycja” (The Soldier’s Well; 1847 redaction), a work that in its
introduction strongly signals that it is to be taken as a fypical story,
the possibility of any such idyll is brutally denied. Here too there is a
marriage, but the very fact that both are poor, Maksym an orphan and
she a widow’s daughter (and also an orphan), and that they are hard-
working and generous and at first modestly successful, seems of itself
to presage the inevitably calamitous turn: envious neighbors bum
down their house, killing their children. Maksym and his wife are
permanently separated and he ends his days as a war invalid doing
good deeds. {In the 1857 version it is the narrator-protagonist himseif
who sets the fire in which Maksym's wife and children die, and who
later kills Maksym.}

The pattern in these poems is two-planed. On the manifest level
this is frustrated marriage and unhappiness, with the constituent
motifs of seduction and abandonment, separation and wandering,
and death or unfulfilled “suspension.” The underlying causal rela-
tionship is one of the victimization (which is occasionally simply the
ill fate) of the poor and the powerless. Most expressively this is the
victimization of women by men, particularly peasant women by
noblemen and officers (for example, “Kateryna,” “Vid’ma,” “Var-
nak™), and generally the oppression of serfs by their masters. It may
also simply be the suffering of the poor at the hands of the well-off,
which may occur within the village community itself. At its most
elemental, the “cause” is the cold malice of people as such, of the
“Cuzi ljudy,” with the implicit conflict quite divorced from any class
oppositions. The opposition is simply “syrota” (orphan)/*‘¢uzi {judy.”
Thus in the earliest poem, “Pryéynna,” the poor love-crazed girl
is called a “syrota,” and ranged against her are the people who
mock. “‘Posly Z jiji dolju,”” the poet invokes God, *‘bo ljude CuZiji
jiji zasmijut’” (Send her good fortune. . . for strangers will mock
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her.)® In “Kateryna” this is elaborated to show an absolute, perverse
Schadenfreude:

CHpOTHHI COHIE CBiTHTL
(CriTaTD, T He Ipic) —
Jrone 6 coHne 3acTYIANK,
SAKOH MR CHIY,

ol cupoti He CBITHNO,
Cmuo3m He CYIIAIO.

A 3a pilno, Boxe munui!
3a mo CBITOM RYIHTL?
Hlo 3pofua BOHA JHOMAM,
Yoro xoTaTh moae?

Illo6 nnaxana! . .

(lines 438-448)

® This, of course, also projects Sevéenko’s own psychological state, and the belief
that goodness, and good people, existed only in early childhood: compare also “Ka-
teryna,” lines 289—304:

OTake-TO ua ciM CBITI
PobnaTe moasm mofe!
Toro B’ SXKYThL, TOrO piKYTh,
Toli cam cele TyO6HTS. . .

A 32 Bilno? Cearull aHac.
Cait, Savca, umpoxull,

Ta Bema, ¢ TPUXHATHCE
B criti omHOKHM.

Temy pona aanpojana

On xparo a0 Kpawo,

A apyromy ocrasina

Te, Ae 3ax0ROTE.

He x Ti jope, ae x Ti gobpi,
lilo cepue 30Hpanocs

3 HHMH XHTH, iX mobaTH?
[ponanu, mponamm!

(Thus do people treat people/ in this world!/ This one they bind, that one they slaugh-
ter,/ and that one kills himself. . .} And for what? God only knows./ The world, it
seems, is wide/ but be who is alone has no refuge. To this one fate has given every-
thing./ from horizon to horizon./ but for that one has left only a plot tw be buried in./
Where are those people, those good people/ that the heart intended! to live with. to
love?/ They are gone, they are gonel)
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(The sun shines for the orphary {it shines but gives no warmth]—/
{and] people would block out the sun/ if they had the strength,/ so
that it would not shine on the orphan/ and dry her tears./ And for
what, dear God!/ Why does she suffer?/ What did she do to them/
what do they want? They want her to weep! . . .) And in “Moska-
leva krynycja” (1847) the malice of the village neighbors after the
calamity that befalls the young couple is again explicit, and explicitly
negates any ‘‘class” interpretation:

Jo cTebni see noropino,
I piTa 3ropim,

A cycimm, i 6ararti

1 sbori, pagimm.

Bbararii, Ga4, pajainmu,

Illo HaraTme cTamH,

A pborii ToMy papi,

lilo 3 AMMA 3piBEANHCE!
TTocxomIRCh XANKyBaTH,
Kamo 3aBpasaTH.

{lines 101—-110)

(Everything burned to the ground,/ and the children burned too,/
and the neighbors, both the rich/ and the poor rejoiced./ The rich,
you see, rejoiced because they became richer/ and the poor rejoiced/
because they were leveled with them!/ They came to commiserate,/
to give grief.) '

2. The Family

While the conflict just described is certainly not the conventional
“class conflict,” it is very much rooted in social reality and social
structures, and this is made manifest in the poems of the second level,
that is, those dealing with the family.'® Where the fates of the various
male and female protagonists almost invariably signal the impossibility

10 Despite the fact that this “theme” is so central to Sevéenko’s work, it has not
received adequate critical attention—most likely because it is symbolically complex.
An interesting but quite impressionistic step in this direction is M, Shlemkevych’s *“The
Substratum of Sevienko’s View of Life,” in Taras Sevéenko, 1814— 1861: A Symposium
(The Hague, 1962). George S. N. Luckyj's “The Archetype of the Bastard in Sevéenko’s
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of harmonious union, the inability to marry and reproduce (a con-
cern, note bene, also amply reflected in the overt, personal, and auto-
biographical statement of the lyrical poetry), the poems here, with
equal consistency, show the family as a unit that does not function.
Like the positive hero, the good man Stepan in “Slipyj”'/*‘Nevol'nyk™
or Maksym in““Moskaleva krynycja” or indeed the archetypical kob-
zar, the family is crippled and shows in microcosm a crippled and
abnormal society.!! Its dysfunction is dramatically presented in terms
of “crimes against nature” and illegitimacy.

The most dramatic violation of natural law within the family circle
is murder itself, and most often this is the muorder of children by
parents. The poem where this receives greatest stress is Hajdamaky,
in which Gonta, in accordance with legend, kills his two young sons.
In “Utoplena” the mother kills her daughter in an apparent fit of
jealous rage. In “Tytarivna” Mykyta drowns his illegitimate infant
son, and in “Rusalka” the mother drowns her illegitimate daughter.
The killing of children, of course, amplifies the curse, for not only is
marital union largely unattainable, but the issue of those unions that
do occur, the mediating element that stands for the vitality of the
community, is also destroyed. Hajdamaky presents this starkly and
with much pathos. Behind the manifest “ideological” explanation
that the murder of Gonta’s sons because their mother was a Pole and
a Catholic is a form of “holy vengeance” against the Poles, there is,
still on the surface, ideological (that is, Slavophile) level, the tragic
sense that this also kills any hope for reconciliation. (On the deeper

Poetry,” The Slavic and East European Journal, vol, 14, no, 3 (Urbana, IiL., 1970),
pp. 277—283, is basically focused on several surface elements and not on the under-
lying structures. Soviet scholarship is de facto prohibited from dealing with this issue
since the only perspective permitted is social verism and class conflict and consciousness,

' In symbolic thinking, as Mary Douglas argues (following Marcel Mauss), “the
human body is always treated as an image of society”; conversely, "the physical experi-
ence of the body, always modified by the social categories through which it is known.
sustains a particular view of society.” Mary Douglas, Natural Symbols (London, 1970),
pp. 70 and 65. This, of course, has great relevance in Sevienko’s case for it explains not
only the correlations of the individual-family-society continuum, but also the specific
projection of his personal misfortune on the Ukraine as a whole. Explicitly in
numerous poemns, and implicitly in the very structure of the symbolic code. the poct is
cast as the true emanation of her essence: his suffering and fall is her suffering and tall,
his expiation is her’s, and his apotheosis is her promised salvation. See p. 145 below;
compare also “The Nexus of the Wake. . ™ pp. 339--340.
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symbolic level, however, the killing of Gonta's sons is a purification
which must be performed in view of the fact that they exist between
two worlds, the Polish Catholic and the Cossack Orthodox, and, like
all such in-between beings, are polluted; on this level, as T have
already noted, no mediation is possible. Once they are dead, however,
they can be reincorporated into the Cossack world. As Gonta buries
them, their bodies are called Cossack bodies [*‘kozac’ke male tilo™]
and their death becomes meaningful and sacred for in his own words
they, like he, die for the Ukraine [*. . .vy za neji/ J ja za neji hynu"].)

As the hajdamaks bring up Gonta’s sons, and before he begins to
explain the bloody course he is set on (“. . .ne ja vbyvaju/ a prysjaha”
[it is not I who kills/ but the vow]) the Jesuit priest who is brought
with them says: “Poky nevelyki,/ Zariz i jix, bo vyrostut’,/ To tebe
zarizut’” (While they are still small/ butcher them too, for they will
grow up/ and butcher you). In Sevéenko’s manichean depiction of
the Polish-Cossack past, especially as seen in “Poljakam™ (To the
Poles), the Jesuits and priests, as in popular tradition, are unequive-
cally evil—carriers of absolute, fratricidal intolerance. But the curse
voiced by the Jesuit in Hajdamaky—kill your children or be killed by
them—is not the mere figment of his malice. In fact, it informs the
world of Sevéenko’s narrative poems, where patricide or matricide is
the second, if somewhat less pronounced, variant of the family torn by
extreme conflict. It occurs in “Rusalka’ where the daughter drowned
by her mother returns, now as a rusalka, to help drown her. In *'U
Vil'ni horodi preslavnim” (In Vilnius, the Famous Town) the young
Jewess kills her father with the same axe with which he had just slain
her lover. In “Maryna” the ravished, illegitimate daughter kills her
father and then, gory knife in hand, recounts it in a mad scene. In
“Petrus’”’ the murder is twice removed: the wife who poisons her
husband is not really the mother of the bastard peasant child, Petrus’
(though in the course of the poem she does call him her son and child),
and he only assumes the blame, without having performed the deed.
But symbolically, and in keeping with the pattern established in the
poetry, it is indeed he, the hero, who kills the evil father. “Petrus’,”
in fact, bares an essential structure for in its movemments and identifi-
cations it shows that being loved by the mother—and then defending
her—is symbolically tantamount to killing the father. Finally there is
“Knjazna.” As the evil father approaches his daughter’s bed to rape
her the poet-narrator addresses an impassioned plea to the sleeping
girl:
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Ilpoxunbch!
Ipoxunbcd, yacTas! Cxonucs,
Y6Hit rafioky, nokycae!
¥ouil, 1| Bor Be nokapae!
Ax tan Yenyio konuch
Yiouna 6aTbKa KapaHHANa
I Capaoda He 318KaNACh.

(lines 354—359)

(Awakel/ Awake you who are pure! Rise up,/ kill the snake, for it will
bite!/ Kill and God will not punish!/ Like that Cenci who once/ killed
her father, the cardinal,/ and did not fear the Lord of Sabaoth.) Here
the patricide does not actually take place, but it is invoked and given
moral and “historical” justification, and as such it is symbolically
asserted.'?

Murder of a speuse is also committed or attempted in several
poems. The husband is killed in “Petrus’” and a plan for his murder
laid in “Rusalka.”” A wife is almost killed in ‘‘MeZ skalamy. . . and
the bride-to-be is killed in “U tijeji Kateryny. . .”

The poem “Knjazna,” paradigmatically, points to another, even
more prevalent violation of the natural law—the sin of incest. Here,
as well as in “Slepaja” (The Blind Woman) and “Vid'ma,” it is
accompanied by rape; in other poems the seduction is more or less
directly associated with physical violence.'* Most significantly, the
preponderance of incestuous relations are those between father and
daughter, Besides the three thematically developed instances of
“*KnjaZna,” **Slepaja’ and **Vid’ma,"" it is found in “*Lileja’ (The Lily)
and implied in “Rusalka” (hence, supposedly, the mother’s wish for
revenge}; it is intended but unconsummated in “Sotnyk” where the
old Cossack plans to marry his ward (his “daughter”). A mother’s

'* Those (primarily the Soviet critics} who are particularly artuned 1o the manifest
level, that is, that of signs and not of symbols, will consider it significant that two of the
most drastic instances of parricide occur in the gentry milieu {in *Petrus’™” and
“Knjazna"}; they would thus be seen as reflecting Sevéenko’s moral condemnation of
this sphere, and not constituting a judgment on the **Ukrainian world as such.”” The
observation is true; however. the gentry sphere is an integral part of Sevéenko's Ukraine,
and not to be separated from it. and further, the determining level is still that of symbol
and structure and not that of overt events.

i Incestuous rape also eccurs in “Cari” (The Tsars), which, however, is set in Biblical
times and offered as a general illustration of the depravity of monarchs.
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incestuous love for a son is developed at length in “‘Petrus’,” although
here it is not actualized and is also the only instance of such an attrac-
tion that is given more commiseration than condemnation. Incestuous
love between a brother and a sister is shown or implied in four
poems. In “Cari,” in the case of Amnon, the son of the Bib-
lical David, and his [half-] sister Tamar, it is coupled with rape and
portrayed in the darkest colors; in “U tijeji Kateryny. . . it is
implied when we see that Kateryna's lover is also called her brother
and she in turn is killed for this. In both “Slipyj”/* ‘Nevol'nyk™ and
“Sotnyk,” however, a functionally incestuous love is justified and
**decriminalized’ by the plot device of making in the first instance the
brother and in the second the sister an adopted child. Taken together
with “Petrus’,” these treatments, by the very fact of this strong quali-
fication, point to a new dimension in Sevéenko’s depiction of the
family,

Incest and murder in the family, especially parricide, as violations
of the most fundamental of human taboos, have been taken by vir-
tually all the major writers dealing with the Ukrainian past, from
Malczewski, Goszczyriski, Czajkowski and Sfowacki to Pudkin and
Gogol', as epitomizing the curse of this land. In Sfowacki (in “Wa-
claw™ and Beniowski) and Gogol' (in “Strasnaja mest’”) these sins
are given a subtle and powerful evocation, but even here they pale
before the intensity and the seemingly inexhaustible variations that
Sevéenko conjures up, variations, of course, which only reveal the
complexity of the generating structures. And yet, as heinous, as fre-
quent and as intensely highlighted as these “crimes against nature”
are, they are still only symptoms of a more fundamental malaise. The
crux of the matter is illegitimacy. This issue, with its objective mani-
festation of the bastard {(bajstrjuk) and the unwed mother (pokrytka)
is so pervasive that Sevéenko himself ironizes over its obsessiveness:
«, . .duze vie j meni samomu/ Obrydly tiji muzyky,/ Ta panyci, ta
pokrytky” (I myself am heartily bored/ with these muzhiks/ and
young gentlemen and unwed mothers). The irony, in actuality, is
deceptive for the poem where this is said, “Cari,” turns precisely to
these same issues, only now on the sublime level of tsars and saints.
Indeed, full half of the narrative poems, twelve in all, focus on illegi-
timate children, and most of them also present the pokrytka. The
bastard son appears in “Kateryna,” “Vid’'ma,” “Najmycka,” “Tyta-
rivna,” and “Petrus’” and culminates, in what to many seemed
nothing short of blasphemous, with the depictions of Christ and the
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Virgin Mary in “Marija.” The bastard daughter appears in “Uteplena,”
“Slepaja,” “Rusalka,” *Vid’ma” and in “Sotnyk."” In “Maryna” the
sex of the bastard child is not given. In Hajdamaky the hero, Jarema,
is an orphan and, according to tradition (as Sevéenko tells us in a
footnote), his surname was Bajstrjuk and only later was changed to
Halajda. But what is equally significant in Hajdamaky is that in terms
of the manifest (national, religious, and class) oppositions of the
work, the children of Gonta are also illegitimate, having been baptised
as Catholics by their mother. They belong only to her and are cut off
from the world of their father. Typically of bastards, they both are
and are not his sons and thus in the violent either/or situation of the
uprising they must die; his hand is only the agency of the fatally
circumscribed choice. The bastard and the pokrytka also appear in
non-narrative poems, most clearly, for example, in ‘U nasim raji na
zemli” (In Our Earthly Paradise). Finally, when we consider that
functionally and symbolically the orphan is equivalent to the bastard,'*
and that the orphan, as even a cursory reading shows, is the central
figure in Sevéenko’s poetic universe, then it becomes clear that the
issue of illegitimacy is literally everpresent.

Much more than the luckless, unmarried person, the bastard is a
marginal and suspended figure in society, the object of its scorn and
abuse, and at the same time a mirror of its inhumanity. The pathetic
figures of the unwed mother with her bastard child or the solitary
bastard-orphan (who is also, of course, a projection of the poet him-
self) wander, accompanied by mocking laughter or cold indifference,

'* Compare p. 71 below. For the moment one can illustrate it with this eloquent
example of conflation from “Sotnyk™ (The Captain; lines 18—24);

A coTHHK Byn coli GaraTwif,

To B #ioro, 3HAETE, POCTO

Ha Gosxii Xapii 3a [MTHRY
Yuech GadcTpa. A MoXe B Tak |
¥3sm cobi cTapult kozax

YHIO CHPITKY 33 RUTHHY

Ta i JOTAAZAE B 2aTHILKY. . .

(. . .the captain was rich,/ and, you know, at his place someone’s little bastard was
growing up as his child,/ or, perhaps, the old Cossack/ had taken someone’s little

orphan for a child/ and was quietly rearing it. . .) See also “Kateryna,” where the child
is both orphan and bastard.
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through all of Sevéenko'’s poetry, from “Kateryna” (1838) to “Marija”
(1857), from “Dumka’(1838) which begins *“Tjazko, vazko v sviti
zyty/ Syroti bez rodu. . .” (It is hard and difficult to live in this world/
for an orphan without kin), to “Jakby z kym sisty xliba z"jisty” (If
There Were Someone with Whom to Sit down and Break Bread) (1860),
where the poet, a few months before his death, recapitulates his life:

CBiT 1IHpOKNH,
Jropeil unMano Ha zemni. . .
A N0BEAETHLCH OHHOKHM
B xonopuift xaTi kpHBoSoKiit,
ABO i THHOM NPOCTATTHCE.

{lines 5-9)

(The world is wide,/ there are many people on this earth. . ./ And
still one will have to stretch out, alone/ in a cold leaning house/ or
under a fence.) Perhaps the most radical apotheosis of the bastard
occurs in an ultimately rejected draft of “*Vo Iudeji vo dni oni” (In
Judea in Those Days), a poem originally intended as a prologue to
“Marija,” in which the poet addresses Christ three times as “bajstrjuce
pravednyj” (godly bastard) and directly refers to Mary as a pokrytka.
Plainly, these designations, as later the tone and setting of *‘Marija,”
have nothing of the blasphemous in them and are instead an ultimate
statement of human commiseration and piety.'s

To say, however, that “‘an agony of cosmic proportions is symbol-
ized by Sevéenko in the figure of the bastard” is to overstate the
case.'s Or, perhaps, not so much to overstate it as to miss something
very specific and altogether concrete, and thereby all the more
painful. For instead of a nebular cosmic agony the bastard in fact
actualizes a sharp conflict between two different modalities, two
different social and family structures. And this conflict is the root of
evil in Sevéenko’s world. The first is the family structure or system in
which descent, legal rights, and inheritance, and, in general, one’s
standing in society is traced from the father to the son or daughter; in
a word, patriliny. The other is that sytem where descent and the

'S Compare Tvory, vol. 2, pp. 578—579. What is also highly revealing is the paraltel
that Sevéenko draws between Christ the “godly bastard™ and himself, a sintul one:
“Bajstrjuce pravednyj! Prosty/ Mene ne pravednoho.™ fbid., p. 579.

15 Luckyj, "The Archetype of the Bastard in Sevéenko’s Poetry,” p. 281
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attendant rights and identity are traced from the mother, that is,
matriliny. 7 In Sevéenko’s Ukraine, both the real world of the Russian
Empire of the nineteenth century and the poeticaily projected world
of the present, the operant system is clearly patrilineal. In this the
Ukraine is like the rest of Europe and the whole “civilized™" world of
the nineteenth century. And yet in his poetry there are echoes of an
earlier matrilineal order, and an intense emotional attachment to it.
The historical chronology is murky and unreconstructable, but the
existence of such an order can be deduced from folklore and folk
customs and traditions, especially wedding rites.!® For Sevéenko, to
be sure, the “‘collective memory” of a matrilineal order, as strongly as
it is conveyed by folklore, is still secondary to the fact that for him the
preeminence of the mother and the structuring of the family around
her reflects a profound and many-faceted psychological need and
orientation. It is on this basis that he will posit an ideal, just order,
and it is with this model in mind that he will highlight and internalize
folk tradition.

Now, in terms of these two family systems, the one actual and pre-
scribed {patriliny) and the other remembered and idealized (matriliny),
the very existence of the bastard assumes crucial importance; here he
becomes the synecdoche for the conflict—the abnormality and inig-
uity—in this society, For in matrilineal descent there are no bastards.
Legitimacy is conferred by the blood tie as such and legal fatherhood
is assumed by the mother’s brother (or some other close kinsman)
and the husband is only a sexual partner. For this reason, too, matri-
lineal society (for example, in Polynesia) has no taboo on pre-marital

'" A thorough discussion of both forms of descent is given in David M. Schneider's
*“The Distinctive Features of Matrilineal Descent Groups,” in Matrilineal Kinship, ed.
David M. Schneider and Kathleen Gough (Berkeley, 1962), pp. 1-29.

18 Tt is pritnarily on this basis that earlier ethnographers— and contemporary Sovier
ones—mistakenly speak of “matriarchy.” Since the time of Bachofen (Das Musterrechr,
1891), and the evolutionist theories of Morgan and Taylor, modern anthropology has
demonstrated that matriarchy (where total political and economic power would reside
only in women) has not existed, nor does exist, in any known soéiety. The existence of
matriliny in Ukrainian society is evidenced in the “‘grid” (the rites and the accompany-
ing songs} of the wedding ritual, which includes, for example, “the “buying’ of the
bride by the groom from the mother, not the father, . . .the greeting of the wedding
t'rain by the bride’s brother or mother, not the father, etc.”” See the review of M. M.
Subravs'ka and O. A. Pravdjuk, eds., Vesiflja (Kiev, 1970), by Oksana 1. Horodyska-
Grabowicz, in Recenzija, vol, 2, no, 1 (Cambridge, Mass., 1971), pp. 3- 14,
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sex. In patrilineal descent, however, physical motherhood, the uterine
connection, confers no rights, no social status, and no identity on the
child; all the mother can give is love.’® Without a legal father the
child is a bastard, an outcast, indeed no different from an orphan.
Hence the equation of orphan and bastard noted earlier is not a
“mere” poetic formula but an unflinchingly accurate statement about
a harsh social reality.

A sense of these two different social orders—again, one actual and
the other ideal—gives Sevienko’s Ukrainian world a remarkable
coherence, and the opposition between them becomes the deep struc-
ture that models the reality of this world. The fate of the unwed
mother, for example, can now be seen as coalescing into a regular,
most inevitable pattern. When the title heroine of “Kateryna' bears
an illegitimate child she is banished from her parental home in what,
as various critics noted, is a standard social sanction. Similarly,
various other pokrytky, especially in *“Vid'ma,” bear the taunts and
abuse of social opprobrium. Rather more indicative of the underlying
structure is the story of “Najmyé&ka” (which Sevéenko also elaborates
in a novella by the same name). Here the pokrytka secretly leaves her
bastard son at the homestead of an old childless couple, who under-
standably adopt him, and then for the rest of her life serves as a
servant in the family and reveals her identity to her son only on her
death-bed. The poem surely displays a distinct psychological coding,
that is, the concealing/revealing of true parentage and the punish-
ment of the “sinful” mother (an explicit theme in various poems).
But it is also a quintessential statement of the mother’s lack of “title”
to her illegitimate son and her inability to do anything for him. Thus,
Kateryna’s suicide can be seen as merely an actualization of an
already existing state of affairs, for when the father rejects his bastard
son her parentage becomes superflucus; at the end it is a blind kobzar
who becomes the surrogate father. In “‘Petrus’” the real mother is
neither named nor mentioned and it is the surrogate mother, the
general’s wife, who raises Petrus’ from the status of a “pohanyj
bajstrjuk” to that of a gentleman. An illegitimate son, as Sevéenko
shows in the sublime case of Christ in “Marija,” may give status and
dignity to his mother, but when his presence is removed his pokrytka

19 This is true in an unqualified sense only in a pure type—or in a poetic, ideal type
such as Sevienko's. In Europe, historically, especially among the upper classes, a mixed
type of descent system in which the mother could indeed confer status was the rule.
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mother must inevitably suffer the fate of the outcast—and this indeed
occurs, in what for many seemed an arbitrarily harsh end to the
poem, as Marija dies alone and forgotten in a ditch. This end also
epitomizes the cruelty of the world of existing social structures and
the corresponding helplessness of the legally unsanctioned bond
between mother and child.

The workings of an intuited matrilineal order is most evident in
Sevéenko’s depiction of the brother-sister relationship. In a matri-
lineal society the brother is legal husband to his sister, but he is
emphatically not a sexual partner.?® The prevention of a possible
confusion of these roles is assured by a strict incest taboo. It is indica-
tive, therefore, that in “*U tijeji Kateryny™' the woman is immediately
killed when she reveals that her brother is in fact her lover. On the other
hand, in *‘Slipy)"’/*‘Nevol'nyk’" and in ‘‘Sotnyk’ the confusion is
removed as in each case, to make the marriage possible, one of the
siblings is shown to have been adopted. At the same time these poems
present an unmistakable incest fantasy—which is, however, legiti-
mized and in ‘‘Slipyj”’/**Nevol'nyk’" given social approval by the
father himself, who tells Stepan that he is not really his son, and later
urges him to marry his daughter.2' “‘Slipyj’’/ **Nevol'nyk,”” which is
closest to presenting a developed picture of an ideal Ukraine, shows,
quite clearly, two distinct echoes of a matrilineal order. One is the
paramount value put on the brother-sister relationship (which we also
know from such autobiographical moments in the poetry as the poem
“*Sestri”’ [To My Sister] or the lyric that begins ‘‘Dobro, u koho je
hospoda/ A v tij hospodi je sestra/ Cy maty dobraja” [Happy is he who
has a home,/ and in this home there is a sister/ or a good mother)); the
other is the passionate desire to avoid separation. Here this is achieved
by the plot device of Stepan’s adoption, but even after this is duly
announced, and a betrothal made, Stepan and Jaryna are still depicted
as brother and sister. After it is decided that Stepan is to go off 10 the

Si¢, both he and Jaryna fall into a tearful embrace, losing all sense of
time:

20 Compare §chneider, “Distinctive Features of Matrilineal Descent Groups. ™
2 Although Sevéenko introduced a number of changes between “Slipyj™ (1845) and
“Nevol'nyk™ (1858—59), the important elements are quite untouched.
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He3uyamHca, K i cMepKo.

I cecTpy i GpaTa,

MoOB cKOBaHHX, OOHABILIMCA,
3actae GaTeKO B XaTi!

(“Slipyj,” lines 280—283)

(They were unaware that it had grown dark./ The father found
brother and sister/ embraced, as if chained together,/ in the house.)
When Stepan returns a blind and wasted man and voices his reluc-
tance to burden Jaryna with his state, her reply is most revealing:

«OcTapaiica, CTenanouky!
Koau He X094 OpaTHCE,

To Tax 6ynem. A cecTporo,
A Th MeHi GpaTowm,

A mITEMH Homy 060€,
BaTeKOBI cTapoMy. . .»

(lines 573578}

(Stay, Stepan!/ If you do not want to marry/ we will stay as we are. [
your sister/ and you a brother to me, and both of us children/ to our
old father.) This, of course, leads to a second major element, which is
the de-sexualization (or more precisely the infantilization) of love. In
“Slipyj” we see this in the above scene, and still more plainly when
Jaryna learns that Stepan is not her brother:

«boxe TH Mmiit,
YoM xe a1 He 3nana?
Byna 6 tebe He mobuna
1 He ninorana.
Oii, ofi, copom! T'eTh of Mene!
TlycTu Moi pykn!
Tu de OpaT Miik! TH He Opat miii!
Myko mos! Myko!»

(lines 260—268)

{0, My God/ why did I not know?/ I would not have loved you/ or
kissed you./ O shame, shame! Away from me!/ Let go my hands!/
You are not my brother! You are not my brother!/ O woe! Woe!)
Later, this is repeated in “Marija” where the relationship of Josyp to
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Marija is quite asexual, as that of father to daughter. In fact, how-
ever, one should not see here so much a de-sexualization of love as a
“de-criminalization” of sex. This is suggested most strongly in “Pe-
trus’’’ where the description of the “mother’s” sinful passion for
Petrus’, her “madness” {*Nestalo syly/ Serdeha razom odurila’ [She
had no strength left,/ the poor woman went quite mad]),?? is followed
by this digression:

Moudite I"ocmona, piBuaTa,
Moanite Nocnona, wob matu
I Bac OTAK He 3aBIATA
3a rencpana, 3a manaTu
I Bac oTak He npoaana.
JIobitech, NiTOYKH, BECHOMD.
Ha cpiti € Koro mobuTs
I 6e3 xopucti, Mononow,
IIperenopoUHOI0, CBATOK
B maniit xatani Gyne sKeTh
Jlio6o8 T2 ymcTan. I 6yae
CraTuit noxoil sam creperti
I B nOMOBHHI.

{lines 157—169)

(Pray to God, girls,/ pray to God that your mother/ does not give you
away/ for a general,/ that she not sell you in this way for palaces./
Make love, children, in the springtime./ There are people you can
love in this world/ without gain. Young/ and immaculate and holy/
this pure love will live in a small hut./ And it will guard your holy
peace even in the grave.) The opposition here is not simply that of
innocent young love and sinful passion. It is rather the opposition of
an ideal framework or social setting with the present cruel social
reality, the contrast between the holy love of Marija and the wander-
ing apostle,”® and the interpretation that people put on it. It is for

#2 In some respects the “mother™ is more like an older sister; and this ambiguity is
not an iselated instance in Sevéenko's poetry—see, for example, **Vid'ma™: “$¢0 % se
take? Se ne mara./ Moja se maty i sestra./ Moja se vid'ma, $¢ab vy znaly” (What is it?
It's not a phantom./ It is my mother and my sister./ It is my witch, don't you know),
Compare p. 155, below.

I* Here, (00, there is some ambivalence. For as righteous and holy as the prophet is,
when he leaves Marija he is still associated with a seducer; see lines 238—263:
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saving Marija from the bitter fate of a pokrytka {which fate she does
after all meet at the end) that the poet thanks Josyp:

AxGH
IIpeuucTiii T HE JaB THW pyKY,
Pabamu 6 Oigane pabu
I poci mMepns Gu. O myko!
O TsxKan gyui nedans'

(lines 245—249)

(If you/ had not given your hand to the immaculate one/ we slaves
would still die as slaves./ O woe!/ O heavy agony of the soul!) and
then turns to Marija herself:

Mapie
TH, OGe3TanaHnas, Joro
1 3kpewn i xaaTuMern oa Bora
I on nwonei #oro? Hizoro,
Hixe anocTona tord
Tenep He sxgm. Tecnsap yGorHi
Tebe noBiHYaHy Befe
B ceoc yGOryio xarusy.
Momuca i aakyi, Mo Be KHAYB,
Illo Ha po3NyTTA HE NPOTHAB.
A 10 6 HermmHoK YOKIH —
SxOH He BKpHE, HE 3aXOBaB!

(lines 265—276)
(Marija! You unfortunate one, what/ do you expect and what will

you expect from God/ and his people? Nothing,/ await nothing other
than the apostle./ The poor carpenter/ now leads you a bride/ into

He » nogisck
uBoaHnil rocrs oTOH JyKasHii?
Xou 6 NpHIILOE T4 MOMUBHECH
Ha 6pak Tolt cnasumii i npecnasHmil!
Ha Gpak oxpaneumit!

(And where/ did that wondrous and cunning guest go to?/ He should, at least, have
come to see/ that famous, that most famous marriage!/ The despoiled marriage!)
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his poor hut./ Pray and give thanks that he did not leave you,/ that he
did not send you away to the crossroads./ For they would have killed
you with a brick/ had he not concealed and protected you!)

Illustration of this stance, and the underlying social and family
order, is the very substance of Sevéenko’s poetry. It is the reality of
the squire or soldier seducing peasant girls, of the pokrytka and her
bastard, and it is also, as the above digression from “Petrus’ " makes
clear (and which such poems as “Knjazna,” “Mar”jana-Cemycja,”
“Tytarivna™ and others repeat again and again), the brutal fact that
in this society the woman must always be guided by considerations of
wealth and status and not by emotions and love. In Sevéenko's expres-
sive and pathetic formulation, this is precisely the conflict between
love, the language of the heart, and the prescriptions of a system,
epitomized by the cold calculations of parents who sell their daughter
to the highest bidder. All are features of a male-dominated, patri-
lineal society. It is only in a society where the woman herself, and not
only her husband, has status that she can be guided by her heart, or,
specifically, marry under her status.?* Only in such a society is the
family bond—of brother and sister, of mother and child—inviolable,
and only here are there no bastards.

The existence of these two different orders is, by all appearances,
only intuited by Sevéenko and neither named nor explicitly analyzed.
Still, they are perceived and conveyed with great consistency. The
issue, of course, is not merely one of matriliny vs. patriliny. These
are, so to speak, simply the preliminary and, in terms of the basic
structures and conflicts that Sevéenko is so manifestly concerned
with, the most apparent terms of identification. Beyond them lies a
more fundamental dichotomy which builds on the opposition of the
“world of the father” and the “world of the mother,” but which
encompasses considerably more. This, the opposition of communitas
and structure, lies at the heart of his mythical thought.

** A number of Sevéenko’s short lyrical poems (particularly of the Kos-Aral, 1848,
period), frequently considered “'simple™ paraphrases of folk songs. deal with this very
problem. The fine lyric “{ bahata ja” (Although 1 Am Rich), is precisely the lament of a
woman who is handsome and rich—but who has no mate: she is the victim of an
unlgending structure. Characteristically, this is the fate of the very poor (the majority
of Sevéenko’s heroines), or, as here, the rich; it is not the case of the middle, averape
group, and the focus is not on them.
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3. Communitas and Structure

The concepts of communitas and structure were first formulated by
Victer Turner in the course of his discussion of the central role of
rites of passage in the study of culture and society. Here he notes that
“liminality,” that is, the state of transition, brings to the fore

two major “models™ for human interrelatedness, juxtaposed and alter-
nating. The first is of society as a structured, differentiated, and often
hierarchical system of politico-legal-economic positions with many
types of evaluation, separating men in terms of “more” or “less.” The
second, which emerges recognizably in the liminal period, is of soci-
ety as an unstructured or rudimentarily structured and relatively un-
differentiated comitatus, community, or even communion of equal
individuals. . .

“I prefer,” he continues, “'the Latin term ‘communitas’ to ‘commu-
nity,' to distinguish this modality of social relationship from an ‘area
of common living.” "% In a later work Tumer elaborates on the basic
division:

Implicitly or explicitly, in societies of all levels of complexity, a con-
trast is posited between the notion of society as a differentiated,
segmented system of structural positions (which may or may not be
arranged in a hierarchy), and society as a homogeneous, undifferenti-
ated whole. The first model approximates to the preliminary picture I
have presented of “social structure.” Here the units are statuses and
roles, not concrete human individuals. The individual is segmentalized
into roles he plays. Here the unit is what Radcliffe-Brown has called
the persona, the role-mask, not the unique individual. The second
model, communitas, often appears culturally in the guise of an Edenic,
paradisiacal, utopian, or millennial state of affairs, to the attainment
of which religious or political action, personal or collective, should be
directed. Society is pictured as a communitas of free and equal com-
rades—of total persons. “Societas,” or “‘soctety,” as we all experience
it, is a process involving both social structure and communitas, sepa-
rately and united in varying proportions.

Even where there is no mythical or pseudohistorical account of such
a state of affairs, ritual may be performed in which egalitarian and
cooperative behavior is characteristic, and in which secular distinctions

2% Victor Turner, The Rimal Process (Chicago, 1969), p. %6.
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of rank, office, and status are temporarily in abeyance or regarded as
irrelevant.2®

For us, the focus is precisely on such mythical and pseudo-historical
accounts. Turner finds himself in agreement with Martin Buber’s
ideas when he speaks of the “‘spontaneous, immediate, concrete
nature of communitas, as opposed to the norm-governed, institu-
tionalized, abstract nature of social structure.”?? But his stress is on
the dialectical nature of the relationship: “‘communitas emerges
where social structure is not.” Specifically,

communitas breaks in through the interstices of structure, in liminality;
at the edges of structure, in marginality; and from beneath structure,
in inferiority. It is almost everywhere held to be sacred or “holy,”
possibly because it transgresses or dissolves the norms that govern
structured and institutionalized relationships and is accompanied by
experniences of unprecedented potency.?®

For Sevéenko, as for virtually all the Romantics who treat the
Ukraine in mythical terms, be it Malczewski or Slowacki, Puskin or
Gogol', the focus is on liminality, that is on her “ordeal” and her
passage into a different state of being. Uniquely for Sevéenko, how-
ever, the depicted world is also determined precisely by oppression
and marginality.??

As one reviews the manifest content of Sevienko’s poetry it is
more than evident that it is primarily concerned with communitas.
The moment of inferiority is of course implicit in the very fact that his
attention is all but exclusively devoted to the Ukrainian world (which
is discernable even under the surface of his Imperial Rome or Biblical
Nazareth) and which is characterized, on the one hand, by its social
oppression, specifically the enserfment of the great majority of its
people, and on the other, its loss of political and national indepen-
dence. (The latter aspect, to be sure, is complex and ambiguous in its
formulation and highly susceptible to misconstruction.) Both aspects
are continually reflected in the theme of freedom (volja), with its

* Victor Tumer, Dramas, Fields and Metaphors (Utica, 1974), pp. 237-38.

7 The Ritual Process, p. 127.

¥ Ibid., pp. 126 and 128.

#* In this, to be sure, he is not unique, for, as Tumer notes, “'Liminality, marginality
and structural inferiority are conditions in which are frequently generated myths,
symbols, rituals, philosophical systems, and works of art,” ibid., p. 125.
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central motifs of lamentation over its passing and hope for its return.
Like all of his major themes, moreover, this one, too, is continually
adumbrated by his personal fate. Marginality is no less manifest, The
heroes and protagonists, the thematic and plot lines of Sevéenko's
poetry provide an exhaustive catalogue of the margins of society:
bastards and unwed mothers, orphans and young children (cf. the
autobiographical poem “A. O. Kozatkovs'komu''}, widows, beggars,
wanderers and blind minstrels, servants (the various ngjmyty and
najmycky), criminals and convicts (compare, for example, ““Varnak,”
*Mez skalamy, nenacé zlodij,” “Jurodyvyj’ [The Fool], “Moskaleva
krynycja,” “Jakby tobi dovelosja. . .”" [If You Ever]), unfortunate
lovers and loveless older women and men (for example, “Sotnyk™),
seduced and raped girls, abused wives, the poor and the crippled. In
all, this is a remarkable evocation of the disenfranchised and status-
less, of common humanity, of communitas in its purest form.

Sevéenko's communitas, however, is not simply implicit in various
figures, themes and motifs, it is also explicit in numerous scenes,
patterns of movement, and actual formulations. Perhaps the best
known formulation, presented in the “ideological’” mode (and hence
seldom if ever recognized as a formulation of communitas itself), is
the final injunction of “Poslanije” where the poet, speaking to the
upper classes, begs them to embrace their oppressed younger brother,
the peasant, under the aegis of Mother Ukraine:

QO6niMiTe K, GpaTh Moi,
HaiiMeHmoro GpaTa, —
Hexail MATH YCMIXHETLCH,
3amnakaHa MaTH.
BaarocaosATE OiTel cBOIX
TaepmHMH pyKaMH

I AITOYOK OOUUTYE
BonLHUMM YCTaMH.

(lines 246-253)

(Embrace, then, my brothers,/ the littlest brother—/ so that the
mother may smile,/ the weeping mother,/ and that she may bless her
children/ with her hard hands/ and kiss her children with free lips.)
The idea of communitas as a rejection of status, wealth, rank, privi-
lege, false learning, and false philosophy for the goal of an egalitarian,
emotional, and immanent bond is repeatedly stated in this poem. Its
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major image is the microcosm of the family:

HoGoponace YkpaiHa
[o caMoTo Kpaio.
Tipie nsAxa cpoi giTH
Ti po3nHEAIOTE,

{**Poslanije,” lines 194197}

(The Ukraine in her struggle has reached the final end./ Her children
crucify her worse than the Poles); or again:

CxamMeHiTbCA, HEAOMIONH,
it opomsi!
IMogmBiThcy Ha pail THXKHE,
Ha cBolo Kpaiky,
TMomoBiTe IUHPHAM cepLeM
Benuky pyiny,

Poikyiitecs, Gparaitrecs’

(““Postanije,” lings 19-25)

(Stop! You who have not attained your humanity,/ you mad children!/
Look at the peaceful paradise,/ at your land,/ love with a sincere
heart/ the great ruin./ Break your chains, be brothers!} Most of all,
the oneness and the absence of differentiation in communitas is
captured by the image of the nation as one home; and this, in turn,
also establishes a radical distinction between one’s own, deeply intu-
ited, common knowledge (or national memory) and alien wisdom,
which is nothing more than “z éuzoho polja. . .Velykyx slov, velyk[a},
sylla],/ Ta j bil's ni€oho™ (from a foreign field/ a great lot of great
words,/ and nothing more):

Y qyyKOoMY Kpalo

He wykaiiTe, HE IHTAHTE
Toro, WO HEMaE

I na Bedi, a He TinbKO

Ha gyxomy momi.

B ceoiit xari cBos { npasja.
I chna, 1 BOJNA.

(lines 26-32)
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(In a foreign land/ do not seek, do not ask for/ what does not exist/
even in heaven, let alone/ in a foreign land./ In one’s own house, is
one’s own justice/ and power and freedom.) And, *Jakby vy véylys’
tak, jak treba,/ To j mudrist’ by bula svoja” (If you would study as
you should/ then the wisdom too would be one’s own); and, finally,
the injunction that in innumerable repetitions has been reduced to
trite pedagogy:

YdiTech YATalTE,

[ gyxoMy HayualTecs,
H ceoro He nypaiiTech.
Bo xTo maTip 3abynac,
Toro Bor kapae,

Toro piTH UyparoTLCA,

B xaty He NYCKaloTE.
YyxkKi JIOAM NPOTAHAOTD,
I Hemae 3sioMy

Ha BCii 3eMii Beskoneuniit
Becenoro gpomy.

(lines 219—-229)

(Study, read,/ learn what is foreign,/ but do not reject your own./
For he who forgets his mother/ is punished by God,/ his children
reject him/ and shut him out of the house./ Strangers send him on his
way,/ and on this whole boundless earth/ the wicked one has no
joyful home.)

As formulated in the “Epistle,” however, communitas is not
simply a pious goal, or an ideal, hoped-for state of egalitarian unity.
It is also a latent but powerful social ferce that may appear in a
bloody reckoning. References to an imminent retribution against the
wicked and the oppressors animate a number of Sevéenko’s poems,
beginning with “‘Poslanije” and “Xolodnyj Jar,”3® and as such have
been taken as the principal evidence for his supposedly quintessentially
revolutionary world view. This notion, as we shall see, requires basic
rethinking. What is readily apparent at this point, however, is that a

M «Xpolodnyj Jar” repeatedly equates the common cause, the ideal of communitas,
with the sacred; thus: “*Ne xovajte, ne top{ite/ Svjatoho zakona™ (Do not bury, do not
trample/ the holy law), or “Za svjatuju pravdu-velju/ Rozbojnyk ne stane™ (The
robber will not rise up for holy justice-freedom).
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sense of a coming resolution and new order, as Tumer suggests by
referring to a “‘utopian or millenial state of affairs,” is implicit in the
very idea of communitas.

Communitas is also portrayed by Sevienko as a “historical,” in
effect, pseudo-historical or, still more accurately, edenic state of
existence. Some of these embodiments are generated by his early
espousal of Slavophile ideas, as reflected, for example, in the “Pro-
logue” (actually the epilogue) to Hajdamaky, and even more in
“Jeretyk.” In the latter, Slavdom is not only cast as one great family
that is subverted by the Germans (compare the opening image of a
“good new house’ set on fire by evil neighbors), but the hero, Jan
Hus, himself becomes an archetypal defender-representative of com-
munitas, as reflected in his opening monologue (which in its imagery
and rhetoric closely prefigures “Poslanije” and “Xolodnyj Jar™):

HebGecnnit Llapw! cya Teiil Bcye,
I Bcye napcreie Teoe.
PoaGoitamku, aoaoion
Ilpasgy moSoponx,
Ocwmisina Teolo cnasy,
I cany, i BOJO.
Jemils mnave y Kaiiganax,
Ak 32 QiTEMH MaTH.
Hema xoMy poakysartu,
OmHocTaiiHe cTaTH
3a epanrecnic NpaemH,
3a Temnii moae!

(lines 94—105)

(O heavenly Tsar! Your judgment is in vain/ and Your kingdom is in
vain./ The brigands and cannibals/ have conquered justice,/ and
mocked Your glory/ and power and will./ The earth weeps in her
chains/ as a mother for her children./ There is no one to unchain her./
to stand up, as one,/ for the Gospel of justice,/ for the ignorant
people.) In “Poljakam™ {To the Poles; 1847), Sevéenko is no longer
working within an explicitly Slavophile frame, but rather with a more
circumscribed, and, of course, utopian vision of a Polish-Cossack
amity that had once existed, but that had been subsequently destroyed
by priests and magnates.

Most emphatic, however, are those images of communitas that are
cast exclusively in the mold of the Ukrainian past. One that is quite



Communitas and Structure 83

traditional, and which has drawn the attention of vanious ethnogra-
phers, antiquarians, and writers, is that of a Cossack bidding farewell
to the world in one last fling before entering a monastery to spend his
last days in prayer and penance. This is the subject of “Cernec’,” also
written in exile (1847). Here, the protagonist, the Cossack colonel
Palij, is one of Sevienko’s quintessential popular heroes, a man of
the people who incarnates their ethos of freedom, equality, expan-
siveness, and spontaneous emotion, and shares in their suffering. He
is not only typical but also representative of this ethos, and this is
underscored by the fact that Palij is shown as recapturing in his
memories a whole epoch of a turbulent and vibrant Cossack past (“I v
keliji, nanaée v Sici,/ Braterstvo slavne oZyva. . ."” {And in the cell,
as if it were the Si¢,/ the famous Brotherhood comes to life]; compare
lines 88—113) and that his “‘task’ is to pray for all of the Ukraine. (As
already noted, these and other features, make Palij, like Polubotok
and DoroSenko, a symbolic projection of the poet himself.) As does
the protagonist, the setting also stresses the ethos of communitas:

¥ Kuesi na [Moponi
BpaTepcbkan Hallla BOLA
Bes xonona i 63 naHa
Cama cobi y xynani
Po3pepHynacs Becena,
AKCaMHTOM LUISAXH CTene,
A enpabHOM 3aCTHIaAE
I HiKOMY He 3BEpTaE.

(lines 9—16)

(In Kiev, in the Podil,/ our brotherly freedom,/ without serf or lord,/
alone in her Zupan,/ stretched herself joyfully./ She covers the roads
with velvet,/ and spreads the silk/ and makes way for nobody.)
Two other poems, Hajdamaky and “U nedilen’ku u svjatuju,” are
more expressive of communitas in action in that they depict, at some
length, the group itself, the people.’' In Hajdamaky the centerpicce
of this depiction is the section “Svjato v Cyhyryni,” where “all”” the

31 Mass or group scenes do appear in various poems (“‘Perebendja,” “Tyvarivna,”
and others), but they are not the center of focus; in “Son (Komedija)™ there is a depic-
tion of a large gathering (the Tsar's ball), but it is basically presented in a fragmentary
manner.
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people are gathered for the momentous occasion—the blessing of the
knives that will sanctify the bloodletting and turn the uprising against
the Poles into holy vengeance:

A e x moge? . . Hap Tacvurom.
Y TeMHOMY raio,

JibpamcA; cTapui, Manwit,
VYoornit, Gararuit

IMNoempankck, — BOKHAAKTH
Bea®Koro cBATa.

(lines 868—873)

(And where are the people? Above the Tjasmyn,/ in a dark grove,/
they have gathered; old and young,/ poor and rich/ have united and
are waiting/ for a great holy day.) They represent an unstoppable
force, as one Cossack leader says, “Cym spynys narod i¢ob ne homo-
niv? Ne desjat’ dus, a slava Bohu, vsja Smiljani¢yna, koly ne vsja
Ukrajina” (How will you stop the people from murmuring? Gathered
here are not ten souls, but, praise God, all of Smiljanstyna if not all
of the Ukraine). Its will is actualized not in structured authority but
through the will and person of one charismatic leader; A $¢o nam
vasa starSyna?. . . .” asks one Zaporozhian, U nas odyn star§yj—
bat’ko Maksym™ (What are your elders to us? We have one elder—
father Maksym). Perhaps most important, as we finally see from the
words of the Archimandrite who officiates at the ceremony, is the
direct tie that is postulated between the will and goals of the collec-
tive and that of heaven:

Kpyrom cearore Hurpeana
CTopoxa cTane 3 TOTO CBiTY,
He pacTh cBATOrO pO3nMHaTh.
A BH YKpaidy xosaiite:

He gafire maTepi, He gadTe

B pyKax y KaTa mponajaTh.

(lines 1115—1120)

(Around holy Cyhyryn/ will stand guardians from the other world;/
they will not allow the holy city to be crucified./ And you, you must
protect the Ukraine:/ do not let the mother, do not let her/ perish in
the hands of the executioner.) In the short poem “U nedilen’ku u
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svjatuju” Sevienko presents—now in a “‘constructive” rather than
apocalyptic frame—a solemn picture of the election of Nalyvajko as
Cossack hetman. The event, of course, is fictional, and the whole is
an iconic set piece and its constituent elements are all chosen so as to
highlight an ideal, or, as Tumer calls it, “existential”’ communitas.
These are the sacrality of time and place (*‘U nedilen’ku u svjatuju. . .
U slavnomu-preslavnomu/ Misti Cyhyryni”” [On holy Sunday. . .in
the glorious, most glorious city of Cyhyryn]), the solemnity of the
gathering (“Z svjatymy korohvamy/ Ta z preéestnymy obrazamy/
Narod z popamy/ Z usix cerkov na horu jde” [With holy banners/
and with scared icons,/ the people with the priests/ from all the
churches, ascend the mountain}), the presence of all the various
strata (clergy, Cossack officers, the Cossack army itself, the common
people), and above all their blending into one coliective body. In this
feast of national unity the community (fromada) exists and speaks
and acts as one:

[ rpoMana noknanae
3eMHHE NOKJICHH. . .

I oHornacue, ogHocTaiiHe
I'pomMana pHbpana reTeMaHa —

TpH 1OKNOHH NOKIANAE
Benuxiii rpomani. . .

I'pomana YMeNeM 3aryna. . .

(tines 3031, 37138, 49-50, and 77)

(The community bows to the ground. . . With one voice, as one man/
the community elected a hetman. . . . He bows three times to the
great community. . . The community buzzed as a bee. . .) This apo-
theosis of communitas is effected in the course of establishing authority
—but there is no paradox here, for the authority is not structured, it
rests not in the office nor in procedure (of which there is no mention),
but in the expresion of a single will.*? This unity is actually reinforced

12 14 is instructive to compare this scene from Sevienko’s poem with the corresponding
scenes of Cossack elections in Gogol™s Taras Bul'ba or Kulii's Corng rada. What is
shown by Sevienko as an exercise in ideal unity, a manifestation of an “existential”
communitas (as Turner calls it in The Ritual Process, p. 132) is, for the two novelists,
the expression, at best, of an anarchic “Cossack republic.”
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by the introduction of a utopian, pseudo-historical “fact”: after
unanimously electing the old Cossack Loboda, the gathering, at his
urging, unanimously chooses the young Nalyvajko as hetman. Like
“Svijato v Cyhyryni,” “U nedilen’ku u svjatuju” reaffirms the mythical
syllogism that the very presence of unity and harmony indicates the
sacred nature of the phenomenon; the sacred, therefore, is not
merely a component of the iconic depiction but is rather an ontological
basis, the very mode of existence, of ideal communitas.

The essential context for communitas is its relation to society as a
structured body. In the functicning of various socieites and cultures
this relationship is dialectical and complementary. Typically, the
individual or group moves from the framework of structure, with its
ranks, statuses, and so forth, to the state of communitas where ail
such distinctions are absent, and while there is purified and regener-
ated through symbolic nakedness, as it were, and immersion in
common humanity, and, thus revitalized, reenters social structure.
This is the basic pattern of rites of passage and of the general symbolic
regneration of society. Such an interplay of communitas and structure
defines the “normal’ case, that is, the functioning of stable systems.*?
The idea of an ideal (*existential™) communitas, however, and the
postulation of a sharp dichotomous opposition between communitas
and structure arises when the group, or individuals within it, perceive
their existence as inferior or subjugated or threatened. This is pre-
cisely the context of Sevéenko’s thought and of the more or less
symbolically coded thought of a number of his Ukrainian contempo-
raries.’* And this, in turn, leads to mythical and providentialist
solutions,

' See The Ritual Process, pp. 94 and 97 and chap. 3, “‘Liminality and Communitas,”
passim.

3 1t is reflected, for example, in the pessimistic tone and melanchaly motifs of the
poetry of Metlyns'kyj and Kostomarov and such specific expressions as Metlyns'kyj's
*Smert’ bandyrysta.” [n general. the nostalgia for the past in early Ukrainian Roman-
ticism (or pre-Romanticism) often tends to assertions about the imminent “*death™ of
the Ukrainian language and culture, or even of the Ukraine itself. Thus, Kostomarov,
in what is one of the first nineteenth-century overviews of Ukrainian literature, his
**Obzor solinenij pisannyx na malorossijskom jazyke'™ (1843}, argues (in connection
with Kvitka's “Marusja™) that the Ukraine of traditional values and customs is fated o
die (*'on the nation in which she [that is, Marusja] lives there lies the stamp of a sickly
decrepitude; she is a girl of dying Little Russia.” (M. I. Kostomarov, Tvory v dvox
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In Sevéenko’s poetry (but, significantly, not in his prose) society’s
structure and hierarchy is essentially the realm of evil. By definition it
is the world of authority and rank, of law and order, and the fruit of
rational inquiry—and none of this is ever given even a neutral, let
alone a positive value. On the highest or broadest level, structure is
incarnate in the despotism of large autocratic and bureaucratic sys-
tems—of the Russian Empire, as seen in many poems, but especially
in “Son (Komedija)' and “‘Kavkaz,” of the Roman Catholic Church,
especiaily as portrayed in “Jeretyk,” or of Imperial Rome persecuting
the Christians (*‘Neofity”). On the more specific and proximate level
this is the despotism of the local landlord, squire or general and the
institutionalized system of exploitation and oppression—economic,
political, moral and sexual—that Sevienko sees ail around him.
Instances and excoriations of these depradations are to be found in
the great majority of Sevéenko's poems and virtually every depiction
of the poor and the weak, be it an individual pokrytka or the ravished
Mother Ukraine, also refers to the guilt that is born by the system and
its representatives.

Fundamentally, the world of social structure is the worid of pro-
perty. And since the poet’s perspective is exactly that of communitas,
with its radical egalitarianism, this property is nothing more than
theft and greed. Its corollary in the domain of sexual relations is
lechery and rape. The whole of “Kavkaz” is one great philippic
against structure in its various guises, from false religion, to false
Enlightenment, to finally, above all, the boundless, imperial lust to
aggrandize. In “Stojit’ v seli Subotovi,” in a sardonic variation on
this, Sevienko paraphrases the imperial Russian historians as saying
of the Ukraine that it was “only leased to the Tartars and Poles for

tomax, vol. 2 [Kiev, 1967), p. 387). In his early Mixajlo Carnysenko ili Malorossija 80
let nazad, vol. 1 (Kiev, 1843}, pp. 4950, Kulis, whose ideas were to undergo complex
evolution, ascribes to Sotnyk Carnys, the father of his hero, an identical opinion; “*He
loved Little Russia, he knew that she had lived out her allotted age, that she had grown
old and prematurely decrepit in spirit; he felt that she will soon expire.” Two things
must be stressed, however: (1) these views largely reflect the thinking {including
perhaps a sense of guilt} of an educated or upper class, whose members project their
own subjective state on the group as a whole; and (2) these are, above all, statements
of feeling not of analysis. While objectively the culture was indeed undergoing change.
that change, rather than pointing to the group's death, was in fact (that is, in retro-
spect) signaling its revival. The whole question of this “‘pessimism” ctearly requires
further analysis.
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grazing” and in “‘Son (Komedija)}" he perceives Peter I, the bronze
horseman of Falconet’s monument, as stretching out his hand to rake
in the whole world (. . .ruku prostjahaje,/ Mov svit uves™ xoce/
Zaharbaty'). This boundless greed, however, is not simply the
property of Russian imperialism. In the ‘‘mystery” **Velykyj I'ox,”
for example, the three ravens of the second section portray the evil
(“black™)} spirits of, respectively, the Ukraine, Poland, and Russia,
and the Ukrainian raven is by far the most central (its lines are more
than three times that of the other two combined); its very first state-
ment, setting the tone for the whole section, is directed at the figure
and the deeds of the paradigmatic Ukrainian representative of autho-
rity, Bohdan Xmel'nyc'kyi:

KpaB! kpar! kpas'
Kpas Bornan xpaM,
Ta noeiz y Kuis,
Ta npogae 3nomiam
To# kpaMm, mo Bakpas,

(lines 175—-179)

(He stole! He stole! He stole!/ Bohdan stole the stuff/ and carried it
to Kiev/ and sold it to thieves,/ the stuff that he stole.) Similarly, with
respect to lechery, in the treatment of women as property, the
national provenance of the culprit is quite secondary: he may be a
Russian general, a Polish nobleman, or a descendant of a Ukrainian
hetman, as Petro Skoropads’kyj in “P.S.”

Another basic feature of structure is status and rank. The opening
of the poem ‘“‘Jurodyvyj” gives a condensed (and of course satiric)
picture of social structure as the pecking order of a military hierarchy:

Bo mHi denbadebenn-uapa
Kanpan Iaspanoedy Bespyxai
Ta yutep n'auni Jonropyxnil
Ykpaitny npaprum. Jobpa
Taxkn YMMalIo HATBOPHIH,
Yumano ANAY OTONHIIH

Cui caTpatm-yaaipa,

A HafTO CTpHXeHHH [MaBpunny
3 cBoim edpeitrepom MamuM
Ta KBaBHM, HA NHXO JHXHM,
o Toro mog aoMylTposam,
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o cam densadebens IHBYBATHCH
I MApILIHPOBKOK) i BCIM,

I «Bnarocknonsi npeGuBann
Bcerna K edpeitTopaM cBoiM»

(lines 1-15)

(In the days of the sergeant tsar [Nicholas I], Havrylovyé, the one-
armed corporal [Dimitrij Gavrilovié Bibikov, governor-general of
Kiev, Volhynia and Podolial/ and Dolgorukij, the drunk noncom
[Prince Nicholas Andreevi¢ Dolgorukov, governor-general of Xarkiv,
Cemihiv and Poltava) ruled the Ukraine./ They did much good,/
they shaved many people,/ these noncom satraps,/ especially the
close-cropped Havrylyé/ with his little corporal [that is, M. Je. Pisarev
in charge of Bibikov’s chancery] spry and more vicious than any./
They mustered the people so well/ that the sergeant himself wondered/
at the marching and all./ and *“remained ever gracious/ to his corpo-
rals.””) Man’s willingness to allow himself to be transformed from his
state of original “holy” equality and dignity into “liveried slavery”
brings the poet to the brink of despair:

A MH OHBHIHCH TA MOBYAMH
Ta MOBYKK uyXxany 4yOH.
Himii, mognii pafn,
IMigei>&xn napekkii, nakei
Kanpana n'sxoro! He nam,
He pam, B Mepexaniil nippei
Jouowmmks i gaprcei,

3a npasly NPecBATYK) CTATh
I 3a crobony. Po3nMBHATE,

A He NOOHTh BH BURTHCH Gpara!
O pone CYETHHI, MPOKJIATHI,
KoaH TH BHOOXHeI?

(lines 16—27)

(And we looked and remained silent/ and silently scratched our
heads./ Mute, miserable slaves,/ footstools of the tsar, lackeys/ of
the drunken corporal! It is not you,/ not you, informers and pharisees
in embroidered livery,/ who will rise for holy justice/ and for free-
dom. You learned/ to crucify not to love your brother!/ O vain,
cursed people/ when will you die out?) It is inevitable that in the face
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of such total acquiescence to slavery the one man who dares strike
out against such an order is deemed a madman, a jurodyvyj. (And he
too, of course, is a projection of Sevienko himself.) In various other
poems, society’s slavery in and oppression through rank is given by
metonymy, through references to dress. In **Velykyj I’ox™" the Ukrai-
nian raven boasts of having spawned hosts of gentry in uniform, like
lice (“I dvorjanstva stra$nu sylu/ U mundyrax rozplodyla,/ Jak tyx
vosej rozvela”); in “Son (Komedija)" the officious bureaucrat, a
fellow Ukrainian, who offers to guide the newly arrived narrator
around St. Petersburg, is described not even by his uniform, but by
his shiny buttons, and the conclusion of **Vo ludeji vo dni ony™’ (In
Judea in Those Days) is a small tour de force of metonymy, where the
poet’s outrage at his fellow man’s moral enserfment is given in fleet-
ing impressions of his gaze measuring the imagined figure from head
to toe:

MHu cepiem roni gorosa!
Paln 3 Koxapnow Ha nobi!
Jlakei B 30m0Till 0300GI. . .
Ony4a, CMITTA 3 oMena
€ro rermyecTsa. Ta # roai.

(lines 41—45)

(We are uatterly naked of heart!/ Slaves with a cockade on our headl/
Lackeys in golden ornaments. . ./ foot-clouts, trash from the broom/
of his highness. That is all.)

As the above exampies of Xmel'nyc'kyj and Skoropads’kyj suggest,
structure for Sevcenko is more than just the Russian imperial system;
the later poems, particularly those drawing on the Bible, show that
the opposition is not merely national (the Ukraine vs. Russia), but
universal, that is, the opposition of communitas and structure. The
first, and mockingly “programmatic” reference to his expanded frame
of reference is made in *“Cari”’ (1848), where, as we have just seen, he
says to the muse,

. . . ByAe BKe H MeHi camomy

QOGPHUITH Til MYKHKH,

Ta naHuyi, Ta NOKPHTKH.

XoTinocs 6§ 30rHaTh OCKOMY

Ha KXOpoROBasmMX rnasax,

Ha THX noMa3sanmxax Goxux. , .
{lines 10-15)
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(. . .for I myself have become/ quite tired of these muzhiks,/ and
young gentlemen and pokrytky./ Should we not sate our appetite/
with crowned heads,/ with those ancinted by God?) The poem itself
examines the morals of the “tsars” of antiquity—of David and his
criminal lust {the story of Uriah and Bathsheba), of his son’s mecestu-
ous relations with his own half-sister (Amnon and Tamar), and
Vladimir the Great’s lechery and brutality (the story of Rohnida and
Rohvolod). The unmasking is all the more pointed in that the two
royal miscreants, David and Vladimir, have both become official
saints for the Orthodox Church: “Tak otakiji-to svjatiji/ Oti cani.”
Both in the beginning of his summation (“Bodaj katy jix postynaly,/
Otyx cariv, kativ ljuds’kyx.” [Would that the executioners take off
the heads/ of these tsars, executioners of men]} and in its conclusion
the antithesis of communitas and structure is unqualified and stark:
“Xodimo v selys¢a, tam ljude,/ A tam de ljude, dobre bude,/ Tam
budem zyt’, ljudej ljubyt’,/ Svjatocho Hospoda xvalyt'” (Let us go into
the villages. There are people there./ And where there are people
things will be alright./ We will live there, love people,/ and praise
holy God). In fact, however, Sevéenko does not confine himself to
the “villages,” and his search for the origins of man’s injustice toward
man repeatedly draw him back to the tsars. The poem that culminates
this search, one of Sevéenko’s last, is “Saul.” Here the focus on the
Hebrews is shown to be arbitrary, for the setting is intentionally
universal:

B uwenpobymumomy Knrai,
B €runti TeMHOMY, ¥ Hac,
1 norag Inpom i €esdpaTom
CBOi ATHATA | TENATA
Ha néni BoAbLHIM BOJALHO 11ac
Yabas, Gya0, B CBOEMY pai,

(lines 1-6)

(In unawakable China,/ in dark Egypt, in our country,/ and on the Indus
and the Euphrates,/ on a free field, in his paradise,/ a shepherd
freely grazed his lambs and calves.) Into this paradise the devil brings
the tsar, who is now a fully bared metaphor of structure, with its basic
features:
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AX OCb IMXHMH LapA HEce
3 3aKoHAMH, 3 MeYeM, 3 KaTaMH,
3 KHA3AMH, TEMHMMH pabaMH.

(lines 10—12)

(And lo the evil one brings a tsar,/ with laws, with the sword, with
executioners,/ with princes, and ignorant slaves.) Though the treat-
ment of Saul’s story is both ironic and at times buffo, the concluding
vision is dark: “Hore! Hore!/ Dribnijut’ ljude na zemli,/ Rostut’ i
vysjatsja cari!” (Woe! Woe!/ People grow ever smaller on this earth;/
the tsars grow and loom large!). This darkness is all the more terrible
in that God’s visage has been obscured from man by official religion:

PaGH mosuanm,
Llapi n"ynamMca, pociy
I BaBiloHH MypoBasiH.
A MarH, GOH3R i Xepui
(Henave Hallli naHOTLL)
B xpamdx, B narogax rogyBaiHCk,
Mo kalaHn HapsAM Ha cafio
Ta na kosbach.

(lines 22-29)

(The slaves were mute./ The tsars fleeced each other, grew/ and built
Babylons./ And the magi, bonzes, and druids/ (just like our priests)/
fed themselves in the temples and pagodas/ like hogs for bacon and
sausages for the tsars.) More than simply questioning official reli-
gion,* Sevéenko questions God the Father, God the Creator, who
allows man to make a hell of paradise, and who may indeed conspire
with the nobles, in effect, be part and parcel of structure:

A Moxe il caM Ha HeDecn
Cwmicuica, GaTeqKky, Ha\ HAMH
Ta MOXe pamMILICH 3 Manamm,
SIK PaBHTE MEPOM!

(“Jakby vy znaly panyéi,” lines 57—60)

¥ See D. Cyzevs'kyj's “Sevéenko j religija,” Povne vydannja tvoriv Tarusa Sevienka
(Chicago, 1960). vol. 9, pp. 329-347.
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(Or maybe You, in Your heaven,/ are laughing, Papa, at us/ and
maybe counciling with the lords/ on how to rule the world!) In Sev-
Zenko’s poetic world this is largely the case: God the Father is
mostly distant and unresponsive, and even accused of being deceptive
(“Zbresut’ ljude,/ I vizantijs'kyj savaof/ Oduryt’” [People will lie,/
and the Byzantine [Lord of] Sabaoth will fool you/]; “Lykeri” [To
Lykeria)). True godhood and solace is found in Christ, the crucified
God of the poor and the humble, the God of communitas.

If Sevienko’s sense of communitas depends on his perception of
society as a structured entity, the actual role both play in his Ukrai-
nian world is found not just in their simple juxtaposition, but in the
symbolically coded movement between them. In “‘normal,” stable
societies, as noted, the movement is from structure to communitas
and back to structure; this is the pattern of purification and then
reaffirmation of social structure. In Sevéenko this is reversed. In those
poems in which movement between the modes is present it is always
either from structure to communitas or from communitas to structure
and back to communitas. It is always, without exception, communitas,
not structure, that is reaffirmed. One rather clear example is given in
“Petrus’.” Here the hero begins as a small, “ugly” bastard child
tending pigs in a village. He is taken by the bride of the general as
part of her dowry. She raises him and sends him to school. He is freed
from serfdom and becomes a young gentleman. But his protectress-
“mother" falls in love with him, and in her uncontrollable passion for
Petrus’ rids herself of her husband by poisening him, To protect her,
Petrus’ takes the blame on himself, and at the end, shaven and in
shakies, shorn of all vestiges of status and privilege and dressed in
chains (1), he sets off for Siberia. He reenters communitas. In Hajda-
maky, Jarema Halajda begins as an archetypal exponent of communi-
tas—he is an orphan and a bastard and a servant. For a brief time,
during the uprising he “spreads his wings” as a hajdamak leader, as
an “‘adopted son’’ of Maksym Zaliznjak (see lines 2166—2171), but in
the end he shares the fate of all the hajdamaks—if not to be caught
and executed then to become a brigand and wanderer. Similarly, the
pattern can be perceived in those poems where the woman moves
from the world of privilege to share the fate of suffering humanity,
either by being abandoned (“Knjazna”) or by her own volition
(**Jakby tobi dovelosja”). A more complex variation on this pattern is
found in “Tytarivna” where the movement involves two protagonists,
the sexton’s daughter and Mykyta, her seducer. In the beginning
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Tytarivna publicly scorns and humiliates Mykyta (“‘najkrascyj xlopec’,
ta bajstrjuk. . .ta 5¢ej ubohyj” [the most handsome boy, but a bas-
tard. . .and poor to boot]). When he leaves on a long journey, how-
ever, she finds that she has fallen in love with him. Mykyta returns
after four years as a dashing, rich Cossack who bullies the young men
and makes all the girls lose their hearts. Hardly anyone recognizes
him, except for Tytarivna, who now readily gives herself to pan (!}
Mykyta. One winter day, after her child has been borm, Tytarivna,
humiliated and cast out by her family, brings her infant son to a well;
she cannot bring herself to drown him, however, and merely leaves
him at the well's edge and runs off. Mykyta (still called a “bajstrjuk™),
who had been spying on her, now throws the child, his bastard son,
into the well and goes off to the village to report that Tytarivna had
done the deed. In punishment she is buried alive with her dead chiid,
as a lesson to others. Mykyta disappears; later he is seen in Poland
and heard asking whether Tytarivna is still alive and whether she still
laughs at the poor. And it is this offense (which the narrator stresses
three times), and not her sexual laxity that is the cause of her punish-
ment. But Mykyta is also punished—not by death but by being
cursed te walk the world as a devil-man and seduce girls.
“Tytarivna” is symbolically polysemous. It is on the one hand a
condensed fantasy of punishment—of the girl who scomns the poor or
local boy but gives herself to an outsider (a *‘moskal’”’; compare the
early “Kateryna™ or the late “Tytarivna-Nemyrivna™), of the mother
who kills or wants to kill her child (compare the poems discussed
above), and of the evil seducer, who appears in a number of poems,
from “Kateryna” to “Marija.” It is also, as the various ironic asides
and the telescoping of narrative and motifs seems to indicate, a case
of Sevienko consciously playing with the recurring themes of his
poetry. In terms of our immediate concern, it is a radical reassertion
of communitas. The sexton’s daughter, implicitly the first girl in the
village, is brought low, in fact cruelly punished, for scorning the
lowly. “Sterezites’ divéatocka,/ Smijatys’ z nerivni”’ (Beware little
girls/ of laughing at the lowly) the narrator intones. But Mykyta's
corresponding rise from his low status to that of a Cossack and pan is
also not an affirmation of structure: he is still called a “bajstrjuk” and
his upward mobility is to the status of a monster. To become a gentle-
man, a “pany<,” is thus equivalent to falling into depravity. And, as
witnessed so powerfully by the poem *“Cy to nedolja ta nevolja” (Is It
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Il Luck and Captivity), this is a central, tormenting concern of Sev-
cenko's own symbolic autobiography.

This continuing affirmation of communitas and rejection of social
structure, as reflected both in the above discussed movements and in
the fact that all of Sevéenko’s positive heroes and heroines are, or
become—principally by suffering—part of the set of communitas,
defines his world and constitutes the paramount structure of his
mythical thought. It is a structure quite distinct from the amorphous
and aimost always crudely applied notion of his “national character,”
his narodnist’. In fact, Sevéenko’s sense of communitas is not only
not congruent with, but is in various respects opposed to the popular,
peasant ethos that is generally intended by narodnist’. For in contrast
to the fiction so strenuously promulgated by Soviet critics, the Ukrai-
nian peasant ethos and its system of values, like that of any peasantry,
predicates a very structured society. Indeed this, the society’s sanc-
tions, its enforcement of its law, its harshness, and its hierarchy, is
portrayed by Sevienko himself—in ‘Kateryna,” “Sova,” “Tytarivna,”
“Moskaleva krynycja,” and many other poems. Bur this is not com-
munitas. Communitas (which Tumer also terms “anti-structure”)
intends, in the ideal or utopian mode, a structure-less, free and equal
society; in terms of the real world it reflects society’s margins, the
“down and out,” the “'insulted and injured.” And it is they, the poor
widows and the pokrytky, the illegitimate and abandoned, the abused
and the unfortunate, who become Sevéenko's special charges, as he
so eloquently puts it in a reflective digression in “Maryna’:

Heraue popoH ToH NeTsun
[Ipo Henoroay JWAAM Kpaue,
Tak A 0po CNbO3H, Ta NeYan.,
Ta npo GalicTpAT OTHX Jlefatnx,
XoTh i HIKOMY iX H¢ XNk,
Po3ka3ylo Ta Iavy.
Meni ix xans! . . Miii boxe mamiii,
Hapyét cnoBam cBATYIO cHay —
JhionceKee cepie npobHBATE,
JIopaceKiil CABO3H HPOTHBATE,
1llof MHAGCTE TYIIY OCiHHNA,
o6 cnana Texas nevyanb
Ha oui ix, wod ctano xaie
Moix giBd9aTox, mod HasvIMCh
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TMyTsamd GoOpHME XOJHTD,
Caatoro F'ocnoga nobHTE
I OpaTa MHIOBATS. . .

(lines 116—-132)

(Like that raven that flies/ cawing to people about foul weather,/ so [
tell and weep/ about tears and woe/ and those good-for-nothing ille-
gitimate children/ whom no one pities./ I pity them! My dear God,/
give the words a holy power/ to pierce the human heart,/ to shed
human tears,/ so that love would protect the soul,/ that a quiet grief
would descend/ on their eyes, that they would take pity on my little
girls, that they learn to walk true paths,/ to love the Holy Lord/ and
love their brother. . )

The poet’s sense of his task also determines his self-image. Thus
the minstrel-kobzar, who symbolizes for Sevéenko the living native
culture and its traditions and who stands, as illustrated above all in
“Perebendja,” as the prime image and model of the poet, is also
emblematic of communitas. Historically, these singers were drawn
from the margins of society (and hence frequently called “‘the brother-
hood of beggars” [nyS¢a bratijal); almost without exception they
were physically afflicted, most often by blindness.*® For this very
reason the kobzar, a quintessential representative of “‘common hu-
manity,” can function in Sevéenko’s poetry as a witness and a carrier
of the collective experience, an experience that must be true and holy
precisely because it was felt, and then retold, without the “interfer-
ence” of the false criteria of social structure and authority. Only the
kobzars (compare “Irfavec’") and the poet who models himself on
them can genuinely feel the truth of the past, the istorija-pravda. Sev-
¢enko’s identification with the kobzars, however, is psychological as
well as functional: he not only shares with them the same mythical
mode of apprehending and retelling reality but also sees himself as
sharing their fate, Whether by symbolic identification, or overtly

% See P. Zytec'kyj, Mysfi 0 narodnyx malorusskix dumax (Kiev, 1893), p. 170 and
passim, K. Hrulevs'ka, Ukrajins'ki narodni dumy (Kiev, 1927), vol. L, pp. cxlili—exdix
and passim, and F. M. Kolessa, Myzykoznavéi praci (Kiev, 1970), p. 348.
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(as in Trizna), he too views himself both as a marginal, a perpetual
ocutsider, and as one cursed by a profound affliction, in a word as a
crippie in the spiritual if not the physical sense. Such poems as “Zavo-
rozy meni volxve” (Soothsayer, Tell My Fortune; 1844), or “Buvaje v
nevoli inodi zhadaju™ (1850), or “Kolys’ durnoju holovoju” (Once, in
My Stupidity; 1854), or especially “Cy to nedolja ta nevolja”
(1850), show the poet confessing that his heart is a blasted desert
and his once pure soul demeaned and dragged through the mire;
by his own reckoning he is more than an outsider, he is an out-
cast. This self-definition through alienation and affliction may seem
to be part of a Romantic poetics, and indeed it is, but primar-
ily in the sense that Sevienko partakes of the general Romantic
openness to the life of the unconscious and to what lies on the other
side of “normal,” everyday existence. Here, as in other aspects of the
poetry, however, specific Romantic literary conventions are hardly
determinant: his identification with a kobzar follows not from a
literary model drawn on Ossian or Scott, but from a deep cultural and
personal paradigm involving function and status. Hence, tco, his
distance toward the kobzars {or lirnyks), which is shown most drama-
tically in “‘Velykyj I'ox,” is more than just a function of Romantic
irony. For in terms of the ultimate function of serving as myth-carriers
the kobzars exist on a lower level. They perform the ritual narrative
and they retell the myth; they are wholly emotionally attuned to it,
both past and present. But they neither fully comprehend it, nor fully
know it; they recreate, but they cannot create a new vision. Thus,
even if Sevéenko’s poetic corpus, and he himself, came to be called
the Kobzar, he must necessarily transcend this model, for the func-
tion of creating a new vision and a new resolution of conflicts is
exclusively the domain of the poet as prophet.

4, Communitas and Structure as a Universal Model

The relations founded on the binary opposition of communitas and
structure can be seen as marking out the dimensions and providing
the very framework for Sevéenko’s world. But while this world is so
intensely and all but exclusively focused on the human condition, on
people and their fates, and, of course, on the poet himself, the under-
lying model of human relations is not in any sense ‘‘analytical’”’ or
“realistic,” let alone *‘socio-economic.” Communitas and structure
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do constitute a model, but one that is universal, and ultimately meta-
physical and visionary.

The universality of this model is confirmed by its all-encompassing
hor:izontal and vertical extension. By “horizontal” I simply mean that
in Sevcenko's poetry every portrayal of an actual (that is, post-Edenic
and pre-millennial) human society, whatever its time and place, is
determined by this opposition; this we see in the Ukraine of the
present and the “historical” past, the Bohemia and the Holy Roman
Empire of the times of Hus, the Biblical world (the paraphrases of
the prophets, “Cari,” “Saul,” “Marija™), ancient Rome (‘‘Neofity,”
“*Kolys’-to i¢e, vo vremja ono’’ [Once, in Those Olden Days]) and
finally the present-day Russian Empire viewed from the vantage point
of its capital, St. Petersburg (from the early “Son [Komedija]” to
such late poems as ‘O ljudy! ljudy neboraky™ [O People, Wretched
People] or “Jakos’-to jducy unoti” [Somehow, Walking at Night]}.
Even a bref evocation of the Kievan Rus’ of Grand Duke Vladimir,
in “Cari,” is built around this opposition, which here is perforce dis-
tilled to its central feature—the merciless lust and greed of the
“tsars.” To be sure, this universal cast becomes most pronounced in
the poetry of the post-exile period (1857—1861), but it is not a ques-
tion of chronological development. Thus, while in the pre-exile and
exile poetry the Ukraine is very much at center stage, even here the
clash of communitas and structure—as witnessed by the programma-
tic “Kavkaz™ (1845), which apotheizes the struggle of the Caucasian
peoples against Russian imperialism—is shown as something more
than simply a “Ukrainian problem.”

The horizontal or trans-historical and trans-cultural aspects of the
model are quite manifest, and the universality they intend, the fact
that regardless of time and place Sevienko always perceives the
oppressed and empathizes with them, can be used (as is the case in
Soviet criticism) to attribute to Sevéenko a revolutionary ideology.3’

** Ivakin, for example, speaking of “Kavkaz,” says that ““this was a new word in the
development of the revolutionary poetry of the world. It seems that in no poetic work of
world literature of the late eighteenth to the mid-nineteenth century (with the exception
perhaps of Bums' ‘The Tree of Liberty’) had the idea of the international brotherhood
of nations in battle against oppressors been raised with such fire.” Komentar do
‘Kobzarja' Sevéenka [1964), p. 284, At this point Ivakin also cites Franko, who, while
not using the term “revolutionary,” does stress Sevéenko's universal opposition to
oppression: " *Son’ [is} a great indictment of the *dark kingdom® for all its present and
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But while the empathy is unmistakable, its object (let alone the
system of thought involved) is considerably more complex. It is thus
essential to look at the actual constitution of the communitas/struc-
ture opposition, that is, precisely at the “‘vertical” dimension of the
model. The content presented here is less obvious than that of the
horizontal dimension (precisely because patterns of relations are less
obvious than an overt, physical setting, a Kiev or St. Petersburg or
Rome), but it is here that we see the full extent to which Sevienko’s
poetic world is modeled by this opposition, the degree to which com-
munitas/structure is a pure model, and, beyond that, the striking
consistency of Sevienko’s mythical thought. In short, in its vertical
aspect the model projects another, more immanent and more pro-
found universality as it reveals that the dialectic of communitas and
structure exists on and applies to all levels of human existence, from
the highest to the lowest.

As projected by Sevéenko’s poetry, the most fundamental common
feature of communitas is victimization. More precisely, it is the state
of marginality which subtends lack of status, suffering and victimiza-
tion, weakness and dependence, isolation, generally the fate of a
woman in a male society, and most generally misfortune (nedolja). If
we now establish the pattern of relations in the narrative poems (one
which is made overt and explicit in the lyrical and “political” poems),
it becomes evident that such marginality can determine every walk of
life. The great majority of the victims (the objects of rape, seduction,
unfeeling parents, unrequited love, and so forth) are women, and
these are for the most part peasant girls (beginning with “Pryéynna,”
“Kateryna,” and “Topolja™) who may (as in “Vid’'ma” and “Moskaleva

past violations of the Ukraine, an indictment which is raised from a largely if not
exclusively Ukrainian standpoint. ‘Kavkaz,’ on the other hand, is built on a broader,
one might say universally human foundation. Every struggle for freedom, every batile
against the ‘dark kingdom' finds an ally in our poet.” 1. Franko, Tvory v dvadciaty
tomax, vo. 17 (Kiev, 1955), p. 14.

Ivakin's reference to “The Tree of Liberty” serves to illustrate the problem with
some of the traditional comparisons made between $evéenko and other poets, the
comparison with Bumns being the most time-honored. As we see here, they tend 1o be
mechanical and based on ignorance. *“The Tree of Liberty,” a patenily inferior poem,
is not included in most full editions of Bums' works; the 1897 Cambridge edition
includes it among the “Improbables™ and the editors conclude that “Burns neither
made the trash nor copied it"; The Complete Poems of Robert Burns, vol. 5 (Boston
and New York, 1926}, p. 309,
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krynycja” [1857]) be specifically designated as being poor; the victim,
however, may be a rich peasant girl, as we see in “Najmycka,”
“Mar”’jana-¢emycja,” and ‘“Tytarivna™; indeed she may be of the
gentry class—as seen paradigmatically in “Knjazna” (and later, with
some qualification, in “Petrus’”). Beyond that, she may even belong
to the royalty, as King David’s daughter, Tamar, who is raped and
then cast off by her half-brother Amnon, or the Polockian Princess
Rohnida, also ravished and then cast off by Viladimir. Ultimately, she
may be the most exalted of women—Mary, the mother of God
(“Marija”). The treatment of Marija, moreover, is particularly reveal-
ing, for in making her not only a peasant girl, and then a pokrytka,
but in the end an outcast who dies forgotten and in utter misery (see
“Slepaja,” “Vid’'ma” and “Sova™), Sevéenko harshly challenges the
accepted Christian traditions concerning Mary. Yet the pattern of her
end, as we shall see in a moment, is far from arbitrary, and is, in fact,
as revealing of the workings of the model as is Sevéenko’s readiness
—with all of history to choose from—to illustrate the essence of
royalty (or “tsardom™) by the darkest incidents from David’s and
Vladimir's lives,

The world of communitas is also represented by male characters, of
course. The various orphans and bastard sons, kobzars and cripples,
prisoners and convicts do reflect, for the most part, the lower reaches
of society. Still, in the male world as well, marginality has a clear
vertical extension. Moreover, as a specific male counterpart to femi-
nine victimization, and as an elaboration on it, so to speak, the margi-
nality here assumes the form of martyrdom and of self-sacrifice for a
holy cause, and it does so over the whole gamut of social levels. Not
entirely on this scale, but approaching it, are such figures as the
convict in “Vamak,” who was once a great sinner, who became a
hajdamak and killed the gentry in revenge for their ravishing of his
fiancée (see also Jarema in Hajdamaky), but who later repents and
asks for the punishment due him (“Mez skalamy nenace slodij”), and
Maksym, the good, meek and “holy” man of both versions of
““Moskaleva krynycja,” who is animated by his own misfortunes and
suffering to do good in the community (and in the second version is
killed for his goodness, like Abel by Cain). In the poem *“Jakby tobi
dovelosja” (If You Should Ever) the peasant boy who kills the young
squire who was raping a peasant girl (a situation parallel to **Varnak,”
“Buvaje v nevoli inodi zhadaju,” and, by extension, to Hajdamaky),
is from the beginning seen as a just and “holy” avenger, and his exile
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to Siberia as a form of martyrdom. In “Jurodyvyj” the act is more
symbolic than violent (that is, publically slapping the face of the
“satrap,” the local governor) and the perpetrator is not named, nor
his status defined; he is described as “‘some individual/ some stupid
eccentric” (jakyjs’ projava/ Jakyjs’ durnyj oryhinal), but also called a
*Cossack” among “millions of swineherds’; his act of defiance and
protest, and his subsequent punishment, however, make him a
martyr for the cause of the millions of silent and suffering—and
unappreciative—countrymen. In “*Petrus’” the hero who takes on
himself the sin of his “mother” (in effect, foster-mother) who had
poisoned her husband, and who goes in chains to expiate it in Siberia,
was once an illegitimate peasant child, but at the moment of his self-
sacrifice is part of the upper class, the adopted son of a general. In
fact, martyrs for the holy cause do come from the upper class, and
this is attested in all three of the poetry’s formal modes: in the narra-
tive poems it is the Roman Alkid in “Neofity,” in the personal and
lyrical, or, more precisely, elegiac conclusion of “Kavkaz” it is Sev-
cenko’s friend Count Jakiv de Bal'men, who is seen as shedding his
blood for freedom (* ‘Dovelos’ zapyt'/ Z moskovs 'koji &adi moskovs’ku
otrutu!” [In the end you drank Muscovite poison from a Muscovite
cup]) even though he dies while serving in Russian ranks. (In the
poem “Meni zdajetsja, ja ne znaju” [It Seems to Me, [ Don’t Really
Know] Sevéenko also calls Lermontov, whose pecems he has just
received in exile, a “holy martyr” for his sympathy for suffering
humanity and his opposition to despotism.)*® Above all, in the “poli-
tical” mode, especially in the extended allusion of “Son (Komedija),”
and in a direct reference in “Velykyj 'ox,” it is the Decembrists who
become exemplary martyrs.’® Sevienko’s most eloquent statement
on the role these and other martyrs like them play in his poetry comes
in the conclusion of *“Jurodyvyj,” in what begins as an impassioned
questioning of God:

¥ | ermontov, as we see from the Diary, from references in letters and echoes in the
poetry, was one of Sevéenko's favarite poets. Compare Ivakin (who gives a short
bibliography of the subject), Komentar do *Kebzarja’. . . [1964], pp, 142144,

19 Gee, for example, 1. Pilhuk, Sevéenko i dekabrysty (Kiev, 1958), and the entry in
Sevéenkivs'kyj slovayk, vol. 1, pp. 184—186.
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A TH, BCERHIEE OKO!
YU TH INBWIOCH 3BHCOKA,
SIx COTHSMH B KaWHL4aHAX FHANH
B Cubip HeBOJbHHKIB CBATHX,
Sk MopOoBaH, pO3INHHAIH
I i, A Tv He 3nano?
I TH IMBHNOCA HA HHX
I He ocninno. OKo, oko!
He nyxe Gauum T rmu6oko!
TH cnHil B KiOTi, a napi. . .
Ta uyp iM, THM LapAM NoraHHm!
Hexali pepayThca M Kaiinanu,
A A noanay Ha Cubip
A 3a bafikan; 3ar/iaHy B TOpH,
B BepTens TeMHii | B HOPH
Be3 gHa rasbokil, i Bac —
CnoQopHUKH CBATO! BONi —
I3 ThMH, 13 cMpafa i 3 HeBoi
Ilapam i nopAM Ha MOKa3
Ha cBiT Bac, BHBEAY HATAMI
PsnaMy JOBrHMH B KaHJaHax. . .

(lines 7696}

(And you, all-seeing eye!/ Did you look from above/ as they drove
the holy prisoners, by hundreds, in chains, to Siberia?/ How they
tortured and crucified/ and hanged them? And you did not know?/
And you looked on them/ and did not go blind? O eye, eye,/ you do
not see very deeply!/ You sleep in the ciborium, and the tsars. . ./
But to hell with them, these vile tsars!/ Let them dream of shackles,/
but 1 will fly off to Siberia,/ even beyond Baikal; I will look into the
mountains,/ into dark dens and into caves/ so deep as to be bottom-
less, and you—/ fellow-champions of holy freedom—/ 1 will lead,
from darkness, stench, and captivity/ into the bright day, to show the
tsars and the people/ in long columns, in chains. . .)

The two distinct parts of this passage dramatically convey the two
essential aspects of martyrdom-marginality as conceived by Sevienko.
The first, culminating here in the poet’s questioning of God’s justice,
and indeed in an accusation on His complicity in injustice, is Sevien-
ko’s awareness, expressed in manifold ways in the poetry, that people
are indifferent, that unless their icy souls are melted by a prophet
speaking the Holy Word (see “Prorok”), they will remain blind, deaf,
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and dumb, and championing them will not only entail self-immolation,
but will be the act of a madman, a jurodovyj, who will ultimately be
quietly disposed of on a rubbish heap—in distant exile, forgotten by
God and man, as Sevéenko says in “Jurodyvyj”: “Bil’s ni¢oho/ Ne
vykrojilosja, i dramu/ Hluxymy, temnymy rjadamy/ Na smitnyk
vynesly. . .”” The second part answers the first—it is the articulation
of the poet-martyr's sacred task of disseminating truth, of leading it,
in the long columns of his poetry, out of “darkness, stench and capti-
vity,"” into the light of day and into the hearts of men. Up to that time
(1857), this is Sevéenko’s most explicit profession of faith, more
direct even than the allegorical {and autobiographical) *‘Prorok”
(1848), or the programmatic Trizna (1843). “Jurodyvyj,” of course, is
also eminently autobiographical and a statement explicitly placing the
poet among the company of holy martyrs, as one who has acted and
suffered in the cause of justice and freedom. In this role Sevéenko’s
supreme model is Chirst Himself, the Son who must act when the
Father will not. Like the Virgin Mary among women, He exemplifies
communitas—as martyrdom—on the highest level.

Given the universality of the model, structure, the antipode of
communitas, also appears in a vertical cross-section of society. Its
most general property, its common denominator, as it were, is author-
ity. But this, too, subtends a range of qualities, from coldness and
lack of human compassion to the overt victimization of the poor and
the weak. In its pure form it is immanent, not socially contingent,
status and power. Its supreme manifestation, as we have already
observed, is God the Father, the “Byzantine Sabaoth™ as Sevéenko
calls Him in “‘Lykeri” (1860), who represents ultimate authority and
law, rather than suffering, compassion and redemption, and who, as
the all-powerful, is responsible for the actual state of the world and its
injustice. Just beneath Him are the gods of this world, the tsars,
kings, nobles, and then their lackeys and minions—all those on
whom so much of Sevéenko’s explicit attention and anger is focused.
Structure, however, is also present on levels that are more immediate
to the depicted or implied narrator, that is, in the peasant miliew
itself, and most particularly in the family. Apart from the various
forms of conflict already discussed, the family is also not infrequently
charactenized by coercion, with the parents functioning as implacable
executors of social strictures; in such poems as “Kateryna,” where
they banish their erring daughter from their home, or in “Tapolja”
and ‘‘Mar”jana-Cemmycja,” where they (or specifically the mother)
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are intent on sealing a convenient, if loveless, marmiage, or in “U
Vil'ni horodi preslavnim,” where the father kills his daughter’s lover,
their defining quality is precisely deafness to the language of the
heart. The most drastic form of such authoritarianism, of structure-
power run amuck is when the father, the parental authority figure,
becomes a rapist, as he does in “Knjazna,” “Slepaja,” and “Vid'ma.”
Finally, it is people in general, the representatives of conventional
values, of the social system as it exists, who are cast by Sevéenko as
victimizers, as those who contribute to, or, at the very least, take
pleasure in the misfortune of the weak or luckless. In the narrative
poems, from “PryCynna” to “Marija,” the role of “bad people” is
remarkably prenounced and second only to that of the gentry (com-
pare “Pryéynna,” “Topolja,” *‘Slepaja,” “Sova,” “Moskaleva kry-
nycja,” “U Vil'ni horodi preslavnim,” ‘U nasim raji na zemli,” and
“Marija’’). This, of course, is also reinforced in the non-narrative
poems. Throughout, the frame of reference is moral not social: the
rich and poor villagers alike come to gloat at the misfortune of
Maksym’s family in “Moskaleva krynycja,” and in “Marija” the readi-
ness of people to stone the unwed mother is quite independent of
their social class.

In short, at its most basic, society and its laws, as constituted in the
present, is, for Sevéenko, merely a vehicle of rapacity and malice. A
quintessential picture of this, characteristically couched in universal
terms (and echoing the universal perspective of the ninth song of
Skovoroda’s Garden of Divine Songs). is given in the introduction
to ““Son (Komedija).” Here each human type is shown as a predator:

¥ BcaAkoro ceos nonA

I caiit uwsx wxpoxkni:
To# mypye, Toi pyilHye,
Toi HeCHTHM OKOM —

3a xpaii ceiTa 3a3Hpae,
Yu uema KpaiHg,

o6 3arapbate i 3 cobow
B3aTk ¥ JIOMOBHHY.

To#h Ty3amu obupac
(Crarta B HOro xari,

A TOH HMIIKOM Y KYTOMKY
[CocTpuTs Hix Ha Gpata.
A TOH, THXHIl Ta TRepeanii,
Boroboaluemit,
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Ak KiWeuka nifKpapeTses,
Buxpne RemacMeuia

Y Tebe vac Ta # 3anycTHTL
ITazypi B NEYiHKH, —

I He Gnarait: He BHMOJATH
Hi miTH, Hi #iHKa.

A TOit, eApHit Ta POIKOILMKI,
Bce xpaMR Mypye;

Ta oteuecTno Tak MoGHTE,
Tak 3a uum BigKye,

Tak i3 #toro, ceppemoro,
Kpoe, 5K Bogy, TOUHTB! . .

(lines 1-26)

(Each man has his fate/ and his broad path before him:/ this one
builds walls, and that one ruins them,/ this one looks with insatiable
eve/ beyond the world’s edge/ whether there is not a land/ that he
could seize/ and take with him into the grave./ This one fleeces with
aces/ his neighbor in his own house/ and this one, quietly, in the
comner,/ sharpens a knife for his brother./ And this one, meek and
sober,/ God-fearing,/ will creep up like a cat,/ await the moment/ of
your misfortune and sink/ his claws into your liver—/ and don't beg:
the pleading of your wife and children will not avail./ And this one,
generous and voluptuous,/ continually builds churches;/ and loves
his country so well,/ and worries so much over it/ that he draws blood
from it/ as if it were water. . .) It begs the question in the worst way,
of course, to argue that “‘these ‘fates’ are the fates of the enemies of
the human collective.”’*® The meaning here is unmistakable: in and
of itself, society is not a neutral network and system of relations,
tasks, obligations, and divisions of labor, but a mass of injustice. By
being structured it is inhuman. It can become humanized only when
moral criteria, in effect the values of communitas are imposed on it.
Until then, the rolq of that “human collective” is that of a mass of
passive victims, as Sevéenko’s very next lines make plain:

A Gpatis MOBYHTE cobi,
BuTpimsom oyil

40 Gae M. H. Vysoc'kyj, “Idejno-xudoznij analiz vstupu do poemy “Son,’ ™ Zbirnyk
prac’ iostoji naukovoji Sevéenkivs'koji konferenciji (Kiev, 1958), p. 141, See also
Ivakin, Komentar do ‘Kobzarja'. . . [1964], pp. 142-144.
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Sk srusra: «Hexall, kaxe,
Mosxe, Tak 1 Tpeba».

(lines 27-30)

(And the people [bratija] keep silent,/ their eyes bulging out!/ Like
sheep: “Let it be, they say./ perhaps it must be this way.”)

In short, the model of communitas and structure is prescriptive,
not analytical. It does not anatomize, it does not distinguish between
various kinds of social, let alone economic or political relations. On
the contrary, it unifies a host of disparate relations into a severe,
binary schema. It is nothing short of a first principle that makes for
absolute, unshaded oppositions. For Sevéenko, in other words, com-
munitas and structure are moral and existential categories. This,
however, presents a problem, and postulates the necessity for a
further step, for as such absolute oppositions, communitas and struc-
ture (whether within the narrower phenomena of Cossackdom and
the Ukraine, or more broadly, within mankind as such) cannot be
resolved by simple mediation. The task facing the poet is more
complex, and he resolves it in a two-fold strategy. His preliminary
step, so to speak, is to focus this conflict within the confines of a
single and emotionally immediate object, namely Cossackdom, and
on this basis to perceive and argue in symbolic constructs the deep
meaning of the whole of Ukrainian existence. From this, moving now
into a universal mode, he can postulate, in effect, prophecy, a funda-
mental transformation, and an ultimate resolution.

5. Cossackdom Between Communitas and Structure

The opposition of communitas and structure clearly models Sev-
¢enko's conception of the Ukraine of his day. As we have amply seen,
his metaphoric formulation in many poems is precisely that of a
weeping widow, indeed a blind cripple, abandoned and mistreated by
her ungrateful and avaricious sons. But because his vision is essentially
synchronic not historical, mythic and not analytic, the past is also
modeled by this opposition, and the Ukrainian body politic, specifi-
cally in Cossackdom itself, is split, like the Ukraine of the present,
between communitas and structure. The task of the poet as myth-
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carrier is to resolve the opposition by divining and expounding the
deep meaning of this conflict.

For Sevéenko, in short, the Cossacks are both communitas and
structure. Paradoxically, they exemplify for him both the “native”
values of freedom, equality, and emotional spontaneity and the
“foreign” features of authority, hierarchy, and power. In one sense,
as Soviet critics are quick to point out, this opposition is a function of
class stratification, of the tension between the poor rank and file, or
the sirjaky, and the propertied Cossack upper classes, the starfyna
and the karmazyny, and Sevcenko’s clear identification, as Kuli§ was
perhaps the first to observe, with the former.#! Mythical thought,
however, is not reducible to rational, socio-political distinctions: the
very fact that Cossackdom, which was for Sevienko a single object of
emotional apprehension, contained so profound a contradiction made
it essential that its resolution be posited on an emotional, that is,
symbolic, and not merely intellectual plane.

In their “purest” (both *‘holiest” and least ambivalent) form the
Cossacks are a nameless, undifferentiated collective. This is projected
consistently and in various contexts: in their fusion into a single agent
in scenes of battle, for example, in Hamalija or Hajdamaky, in overt
statements of unanimity of purpose and opinion, as in the election of
a hetman (*. . .I odnohlasne, odnostajne/ Hromada vybrala het’-
mana’’ {And with one voice, as one man,/ the community elected a
hetman], *U nedilen’ku u svajtuju’), in the common bond of suffer-
ing (**Son [Komedija]” or “Irzavec’), and above all in the ultimate

*! In an unsigned autobiographical article (“iizn‘ Kuli§a," Pravda, 1868, no. 24)
Kuli§ describes his first meeting with Sevéenko in the foltowing manner: “Kulis did not
quite like Sevéenko for his cynicism; he put up with his eccentricities for the sake of his
talent. Sevéenko, on the other hand, did not like Kulif's aristocratism. . . Kuli§ loved
cleanliness around his tidy person; he loved otder in things and time; his ear was like
that of a maiden, nobody ever heard him use foul language. It would be possible to say
that this was a meeting between the lowland Cossack from the Si¢ and a rich city
Cossack. Indeed they were representatives of both parts of Cossackdom. $evéenko
represented the Right-Bank Cossacks who after the treaty of Andrusove were left
without leadership and finding themselves under Polish domination, fled to the Si¢ and
from there returned to their landlords’ estates as rebellious hajdamaks. . .anxious 1o
smash the landlords completely. Kulis was a descendant of the Cossacks who sat in
council with the tsar’s boyars, formed for Tsar Peter the Little Russian Collegium,
helped Tsarina Catherine to write her Code and introduce schools in place of old
seminaries.” Quoted in George S. N. Luckyj, Between Gogol' and $evéenko, p. 146.
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equality, and anonymity, and indeed freedom of the commeon grave.
More than any other, the image of the mohyla, the burial mound
“tightly packed” with the dead, serves as Sevéenko's key metaphor
for the Cossacks and the past in general. Thus in “Poslanije” he
counters the self-congratulatory claims of the shallow enthusiasts of
the Ukrainian past by saying that the Cossack glory and freedom,
which to their mind overshadows the glories of the Roman heroes,
the Brutuses and Coccleses, in fact, slept on heaps of “free” and
looted Cossack corpses:

chana Ha Kymax,
Ha xo3alsKHX BONLEHX TPYNax,
OKpaeHHX Tpymax!

(lines 146—148)

In “Za bajrakom bajrak,” for all the complexity of their mythic status
(to which we shall return), the three hundred Cossacks in the
common grave are called “pure as glass” (“Nas tut trysta, jak sklo,/
Tovarystva ljahlo. . .”"). But the most explicit presentation of the
Cossack common grave as a holy sepulchre, virtually a temple of the
ideal of communitas, occurs in “Buvaje v nevoli inodi zhadaju”
where in his dream the poet, in the guise of a child, is instructed by
the Cossack who steps out of the mohyla and takes him in his arms:

~— luBHcA, TUTHHO, OLe KO3aKH

(HiGr meHi kaxe), Ha bcifi Yipaini
Bucoki MornH. [iupHca, TATHHO,

¥ei i momuma, yei oTaki.

Havyuseni Hatipm 67aropoiHHM TPYMOM,
Haumnneri Tyro. Oue BOAA CNHTE!
JIArna poHa CNABHO, JIACNA BOHA BKYII
3 HamH, KodakaMi! Baudn, sk pexuTh —
Heunaue cnoswta! . . TYT nana HeMae,
¥YCl MH OTHAKO Ha BOAL MHmm!

Yc¢i MH oHAKO 33 BOJIO NArNH,

¥ci mu i scTanem, ta Bor fioro 3uae,
Komn-To Te Gyne.

(lines 24—36)

(—Look, child, these are the Cossacks—/ he seems to say to me-—
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over all the Ukraine/ there are tall burial mounds. Look, child,/ all
these burial mounds are like this./ They are packed with our noble
corpses,/ tightly packed. This is freedom sleeping!/ She lay down
gloriously, she lay down together/ with us Cossacks! See how she
lies—/ as if in swaddling clothes! . . . Here there is no gentry./ We
all, as one, lived in freedom!/ We all, as one, died for freedom./ We
all shall rise together,/ but God only knows when this shall occur.)

Anonymity, however, is not absolutely essential, and there are
numerous instances where the positive Cossack heroes are named.
But these, as we have already observed, are without exception either
legendary heroes, such as Ivan Pidkova, or the entirely fictional
Hamalija, or the various leaders of Cossack uprisings, Taras Trjasylo,
Loboda, Nalyvajko, Ostrjanycja, Palij, or finally leaders of Hajdamak
uprisings—Gonta, Zaliznjak, Svaéka. All of them, rebels against
authority, defenders of the poor and oppressed, “holy avengers,” are
the very incamation of the ideal of communitas.*? Significantly, those
Cossack leaders who were not rebels or avengers but clearly repre-
sentative of structure and yet are presented favorably, are positive by
virtue of being perceived as opponents and victims of Russian imperial
designs—most clearly Hetman Polubotok in “Son,” and Dorosenko
in “Zastupyla corna xmara” (where he is called a “Zaporozhian
brother”), and implicitly, Colonel Cegel’ in “Velykyj I'ox™ and the
Zaporozhian otaman Hordienko in “Irzavec’.” Finally, the very fact
of seeking to continue Cossack institutions, that is, A. Holovatyj's
formation of the Black Sea Cossack Army (compare *‘Slipyj”'/*‘Nevol'’-
nyk™), suffices to give that figure a positive cast.*?

But Cossackdom as a structured system, specifically its figures of
power and authority present an entirely different picture. Apart from
Polubotok or Doroienko who become for Sevienko victims of stronger
external forces and martyrs for the common cause—and thus expiate
by their misfortune their high status, in a word, suffer status reversal—

*? Thus, too, the Cossack raids on Turkey (“Hamalija™ and “Ivan Pidkova'’) are
portrayed, as in the dumy, as motivated by the desire 1o free captive fellow Cossacks.
not by booty.

43 An oblique reference to Sahajdaényj in “Hamalija" also focuses only on his
legendary military prowess and the (erroneous) belief that at the end of his life he
entered a monastery; both moments, again, characterize Sahajdaényj as one with the
elemental Cossack ethos and not as a representative of structure. A passing reference
to Sahajdacnyj in Hajdamaky (line 1121) refers not to the man but to his time.
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the Cossack hetmans are invariably depicted in dark colors.* By far
the most attention is directed at Bohdan Xmelnyc’kyj who symbolizes
for Sevienko (as for so many of his contemporaries) the Cossack
state. The poet’s attitude to Xmel'nyc’kyj ranges from the invective
and derision of such poems as “Jakby to ty Bohdane p”janyj” and
“Za ito my ljubymo Bohdana™ to bitter reproaches for his folly of
accepting Muscovite sovereignty over the Ukraine. In “Rozryta
mohyla” Mother Ukraine herself calls him a foolish son and reproaches
herself for not killing him when he was still an infant. In “Slipyj” his
very memory is reviled in Cossack songs (the actual, real-life equiva-
lent of the pathetic personification of *“Rozryta mohyla™), songs that
contrast eloquently with the piety with which Gonta and Zaliznjak
are remembered:

[ cmiBann yopox cofi

ITpo Yanoro Casy,

IIpo Borpana HegoMynpa,
HMenavoro cHHa,

I npo T'ouTy mydeHnka,
H cnaBroro Makcema.

(lines 655 —660)

(And the two would sing/ about Sava Calyj,/ about the witless Boh-
dan,/ the goed-for-nothing son,/ and about Gonta the martyr,/ and
the famous Maksym. . .)

In “Velykyj I'ox” the songs themselves seem to carry a curse since
the three minstrels in the poem are thrashed by the Russian authori-
ties for singing about the “swindler” Bohdan. Finally, in the sequel to
this poem, in “Stojit’ v seli Subotovi,” the poet offers Xmel'nyc'kyj
partial forgiveness, but at the same time elaborates on what precisely
his *'sin” was: above all, betraying-deceiving the Ukraine (*‘Zana-
pastyv jesy vbohu/ Syrotu Ukrajnu”). Here, Xmel’'nyc'kyj's role is

*4 A partial exception is Mazepa, toward whom Sevéenko is reticent and somewhat
ambivalent (there is only one passing reference to him in the poetry m “Irzavec™ ™). On
the manifest level he is neither positive nor negative, but simply shown as {lecing with
the Swedes after the battte of Poltava. While clearly sympathizing with the Cossacks’
cause against Peter I, Sevienko does not make the hetman an incarnation of that anti-
imperial cause (as he does with Polubotok and Dorogenko) and implicitly charges him
with factionalism and self-interest {(see “lIrzavec’,” lines 9—12),
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one with many of Sevienko’s male characters who seduce and
abandon, or generally victimize their women; the structure of the
relationship precisely recapituiates the pattern of inequality and victi-
mization found earlier in Sevéenko’s depiction of the family. As so
many of his pokrytky, the Ukraine is not only used and abandoned,
but indeed left to suffer for the sins of the false husband-father; the
words the poet speaks to the title characters of “Knjazna""—"“Ty $ce
budes pokutovat’/ Hrixy na sim sviti,/ Hrixy bat’kovi. . . (You will
go on expiating/ for these sins in this world,/ the sins of the father)
—can equally characterize the fate of the Ukraine after Xmel'nyc'kyj,
popularly called “bat’ko Xmel'nyc'kyj.” The second aspect of the
hetman’s sin reflects just as directly the essential nature of structured
authority as it appears in Sevéenko’s mythic thought: it is destructive
of the national ethos (the metaphorical “nen’ka-Ukrajina’™) because
it is basically alien to it. Ultimately, therefore it is a form of existential
absurdity, or, in Sevienko’s earthier idiom, folly. His address to
Xmel'nyc'kyj brings this cut most clearly:

Otake-10, 3iHOBIIO,

QOnekciip apyxe!

TH Bce OAJAB MPHATEAAM.

A M i Gaitgyxe

KaxyTts, 6audin, wo Bce 1O Te
Taxy #i 6yno nae,

{llo BoHW TinbKO Halimank
Tarapam Ha maury —

Ta monsakam. . .

(lines 29-37)

{So it is, Zinovij,/ Friend of [Tsar] Alexis!/ You gave everything to
your friends./ And they do not care./ They say, you see, that this
[that is, the Ukraine] was ours anyway,/ that they only had let it out/
to the Tatars for grazing,/ and to the Poles, . .) The wages of being a
friend to someone so alien as the Muscovite despot is that one will
only become his, and history’s, fool, and the following generations
will become the laughing stock of nations: “Tak smijutsja z Ukrajiny/
Storonniji ljudy!”

The refrain of Xmel'nyc'kyj’s folly runs through Sevéenko’s depic-
tions of the hetman,*’ but it must be seen as part of a much broader

43 Thus, for example, the four-line poem “Za §o my ljubymo Bohdana™ (which,
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dialectical set of Wisdom/ Folly {or True Wisdom/ False Wisdom)
that constitutes the metaphysical essence, as it were, of the communi-
tas/structure opposition. For it is the nature of structured authority,
of hierarchy and rank, be it the Russian tsar and the imperial apolo-
gists, or the Biblical Saul, or Xmel'nyc’kyj with his plans, or indeed
SevCenko’s fellow Ukrainians, the gentleman-fanciers of German
Idealism and other fashionable theories,*® to place their faith in
reason and power and the existing order. But in the true, transcen-
dent, order of things this is mere folly, and it is in fact the apparent
folly of the Holy Fool (the jurodyvyj) and the prophet (indeed the
kobzar as well), of the untutored heart of the common man, in a word
the truth of communitas, that will ultimately be vindicated. The most
fervent expression of this occurs when the poet, echoing Isaiah and
Jeremiah, exhorts his noble countrymen to “Stop and become human:

along with “Jakby to ty Bohdane p”janyj,” is usually omitted in popular Soviet
editions of Sevéenko):

3a mo Mu mdnMo Borgana?

3a Te, w0 Mockani fioro 3abynmu,
¥ aypui viMunxn ofysm
BemxoMyIporo rereMaHa.

{Why do we love Bohdan?/ Because the Muscovites have forgotten him,/ [and] the
Germans [that is, Russian bureaucrats] made a fool/ of the all-wise hetman).
3¢ See "Poslanije” lines 91-99:

AxOGH BH puRMCH TakK, 8K Tpeba,
To t mygpocte 6 Gyna ceoA,

A 10 3anizete Ka HeGo:

«[ MH HE MH, 1 A HE A,

[ Bce Te Hauus, i BCE IHAIO,
Hema i nexna, aHi paio,

Hemae # Bora, Tulbko a!

Ta Kyuslf HiMelb yarosaTit,

A GUIBL HiKoro! . .»

(If you would study as you should,/ then you would have your own wisdom./ But you
climb up into the sky:/ *And we are not we, and I am not I/ and I've seen it ali, and I
know it all;/ there is no hell and no paradise,/ there is even no God. but only Il And
the short gnarled German,/ and nothing more. . .™)
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CxameHiThea! GyarTe momm,
Bo nmuxo saM Oyne.

Ywuuiiteca! obpas Goxcnii
BarHoMm He cCKBEDHITE.

He nypite piTeil Banmux,

1llo BOHH HA CBITI

Ha Te Tineko, mod nanyBats. . .
Bo HeBucHE OKO

3arnsne iM B caMy gyuy
I'maboxo! rmboxo!
HNoanawoTecs weboxkara,
Yua Ha Bac ILKYpa,

Ta H 3acyiATh, i MpeMyapHx
Hemyppi onypats!

{“Poslanije,” lines 63—64 and 79—90)

(Stop! Be human,/ for evil will befall you./ Wash yourself! Do not
befoul/ God's image with filth./ Do not fool your children/ [saying]
that they exist in this world only to rule. . ./ For the untutored eye/
will look deep, deep/ into their very soul,/ and the poor will learn in
whose skins you are clad,/ and they will judge you,/ and the ignorant
will fool the all-wise.)

As with Xmel’nyc’kyj, the structured system of Cossackdom over
the course of its history is depicted as both foolish and destructive.
Hetman Samojlovy¢ is simply called “‘stupid’’ and Kyrylo Rozu-
movs’kyj with his Council of Elders are referred to as powdered lack-
eyes, dogs licking the slippers of Catherine IT; Ivan Skoropads’kyj is
called a *‘stupid hetman” merely in passing, in the course of Sevéen-
ko’s excoriation of one of his “degenerate” descendants.*” The judg-
ments on the Cossack hierarchy as a collective entity are somewhat

47 Compare “Zastupyla coma xmara” (lines 7-8): “Iz-za Dnipra napyraje—/ Dumyj
Samojlovyt” (from beyond the Dnieper the stupid Samojlovyé presses on); or in
“Slipyj"” (lines 625—628): *Kyrylo z starSynamy/ Pudrom osypalys'/ [ v caryci, mov
sobaky,/ Patynky lyzaly.” (Kyrylo, with his elders,/ covered themselves with powder/
and, like dogs./ licked the empress’s slippers); or in “P.S."” {lines 12—14): Séyryj
pan,/ Potomok het'mana dumoho,/ I prezavzjatyj patriot” (a sincere Lord,/ a descen-
dant of a stupid hetman,/ and a most fierce patriot).
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more developed, but no less categorical. To be sure, in the first of
these, in the opening lines of “Svjato v Cyhyryni” in Hajdamaky, the
tone is one of lament at the passing of Cossack glory rather than of
condemnation of any agent of this decline. In “Poslanije,”” however,
as already noted, this condemnation becomes articulated in the
sharpest invective that modemn Ukrainian literature had yet seen:
“Slaves, footstools, Moscow dirt,/ Warsaw trash—your Lordships,/
your Excellencies, the hetmans.” Or, again, in one of the last poems,
“Buvaly vojny j vijs’koviji svary,” he enumerates the famous names
of the Cossack upper class in the plural, as so much worthless “stuff*:

bysamm BOWH# H BIHCRKORII cBRApH:
Tanaranu, i Kuceni, i Koaybei-Harai —
Byno go6pa Toro 4mmano.

(lines 13}

{There had been wars and military feuds:/ Halahans and Kysils and
Kocubej-Nahajs;/ there was a lot of that stuff. . .}

Although such estimations of the Cossack elite could hardly be
clearer, they become even more resonant when the poet observes the
historical consequences of their craveaness, as the Zaporozhian Si¢
and the Ukrainian steppe, drenched in Cossack blood, is now become
mere real estate to be exploited by German colonists for potato
production. In “*‘Son (Hory moji vysokiji})”” he again curses the het-
mans and the Cossack aristocracy (*‘sowers of discord, like the Poles”)
for “‘destroying God’s paradise.”“* But in the words of the old man,
the last eyewitness of the Cossack past, whom the poet sees in his

a8 Hi, wi. . .

He BH NPOKJIATI. . . 2 TETLMAHR,
YcoOuHKH, XM noraxil! | |
{lines 50-53)
and, «adt! rai! , . —
Crapnit npoMosue: «Hegoyma!
3anamacTiwiH GoxcHit pait! . .
CeTomamnuual! . .» 1 fymuec
Yono noxmapino. . .
MafyTs Iech TIOKKE, TIKKEE
BHMOBHTh X0TiTOCHL?
Ta He BHMOBHB. . .
{lines 72— 79)
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dream, he goes on to draw a parallel between the subversion of
Cossack and Christian ideals:

Hapobunr Th, Xpucre, auxa’
A nepeinaunp?!

Mrogei 6oxnx! — KoTunuca
I Haun xo3zaut

I¥DHi ronoBR, 3a Opangy,
3a Bipy XpHCTOBY,
YnuBaiuch i 4yixoi

I croel kposi! . .

A nonyuinanu? . . da ge 10!
lle ripummMn cTany,

Bes HOXa i aBTOmade
Mwope# 3aKyBaH

Ta # MOpayYKOTh. . . Oif, oii, nauu,
Ilany xpucTuaxe! . .

(lines 89—102)

(“. . .You, Christ, have caused misery!/ And did you transform
them?!/ God’s people?!—Our stupid Cossack heads also rotled/ for
truth,/ for Christ’s faith,/ [and] were drunk with foreign/ and their
own blood! . . ./ And did they become better for it—hardly!/ They
became even worse,/ without the knife and the auto-da-fé/ they have
chained man/ and continue to oppress him. . . Oh you Lords,/ Chris-
tian lords! . . .”)

The movement of this fragment of the soliloquy (and of the poem
as a whole) is to project the immanent communitas/structure conflict
within Cossackdom into the historical dimension. The process and its
consequences were painfully obvious to Sevéenko: after the dissolu-
tion of Cossackdom, the elite, the stariyna, became incorporated for
the most part into the Russian imperial serf-owning nobility, while
the rank and file Cossacks—their former brothers—were turned into
their serfs. Sevéenko's outrage at this obscene dissolution and perver-
sion of the original order, of the “golden age™ which invariably is postu-
lated in mythical thought, wells up in many of his poems, both in
conscious, polemical-ideological excoriations of the existing system
{(compare, for example, “‘Poslanie” or “P.S.”) and in various symbolic
constructions. And as the above passage referring to the perversion
of Christ’s teaching makes clear, the inversion of the Cossack ideal,
from freedom and equality to total power for some and slavery for
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others, is only the narrower case of a universal curse hanging over
mankind—the unbridled drive to control and oppress fellow man, to
establish structure over communitas. It is for this reason that “*Saul,”
which, as we have seen, traces the origins of hierarchy and authority
to the devil himself (**And lo, the evil one brings the tsar,/ with laws,
with the sword, with executioners, and blind slaves™), ends with such
bleak pessimism: “Woe! Woe!/ People grow ever smaller on this
earth;/ the tsars grow and loom large!™

The most pointed expression of this conflict in the Cossack world,
in the Ukrainian past as such, is the sin of fratricide, which stands as a
direct parallel to the ““crimes against nature™ —parricide, infanticide,
incest—that occur, as we have seen above, within the time-frame of
the present. The first intimation of this occurs in the above cited lines
from “*Son (Hory moji vysokiji)’": *‘{and they, the Cossacks] were
drunk with foreign/ and their own blood.” There is, however, a more
extensive elaboration, which is remarkable both for its power and
explicitness. In the prison cycle poem ““Za bajrakom bajrak™ (1847)
Sevéenko presents an old Cossack rising at night from the burial
mound to walk the steppe and sing a sorrowful song, and then, at the
cock’s third crow, to sink back into his grave. The setting, the direct
communjon with the mohyla, is already an unfailing sign of the
utmost seriousness of the passage, and the Cossack’s “song,” the
heart of the poem, is indeed a central statement:

— HanocHnH 3eMni,
Ta i pogoMy ninusm,

I HiXTO He 3rafae.
Hac TyT TpHcTa, K cKlo!
Tosapuctsa aarao!

I 3emn9 He npHHMae.
Ak 3anponas reTbMaH
¥ ApMO XpHCTHSH,
Hac nocnas noransaTy.
{To cBoiit no 3emni
CBOI0 KpOB PORJTHIH

[ zapizann GpaTa.
Kponi 6pata BninHch
] oTyT nonAaran

¥ Morumi 3aiUATii. —

{lines 8—22)
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(They heaped up the earth/ and they went home,/ and no one remem-
bers./ Three hundred of us, Cossacks pure as glass, fell here!/ And
the earth does not receive us./ When the hetman sold/ the Chnistians
into bondage/ he sent us to drive them along./ On our own land/ we
spilled our own blood/ and butchered our brother./ We were drunk
with our brothers’ blood/ and we fell here, in this spellbound grave.)
As a consequence of the sin of spilling their brothers’ blood, the Cos-
sacks are cursed by the very earth refusing to accept them and, even
more, by the fact that they will not live on in collective memory, that
“no one remembers.”” The tension, the contradiction in the Cossack
phenomenon is again evoked in the paradox that despite their sin and
the apparent consequent curse, they are still called “pure as glass.”
On one level this recapitulates and exemplifies the conflict of commu-
nitas and structure, for it is precisely the hetman who orders them to
this deed. Symbolically, the poem evokes again the social conflict in
the past, the “sinful” flaw in the social order, and as such parallels
Sevéenko’s rational and “ideological” imperative, stated in so many
earlier poems (particularly of the “Try lita™ period), to ponder and
discern the true meaning of the nation’s past. But the poem also leads
to a still deeper symbolic level, for it is at the same time an elabora-
tion of the Cossacks’ relationship to death, or, more specifically, to
their existential status on the borderline of life and death.
Throughout Sevéenko’s poetry the image of the Cossacks almost
invariably links up with the image of the grave, the mohyla. Most
obviously and generally, this signifies that they are now dead and in
the past, as we saw in the previously cited opening lines of “Ivan
Pidkova." Moreover, as the examples noted show, the common
grave of the mohyla exemplifies communitas and hence, for Sevéenko,
the sacredness inherent in Cossackdom. (In a more specific vein,
particularly in Hajdamaky where Gonta’s sons are called *‘Cossacks”
once they are dead, and similarly in the poem “Xustyna,” death
symbolizes initiation into the Cossack brotherhood; the symbolic
severance of ties with one's former existence is a characteristic struc-
ture of all rites of passage, and for Sevéenko the ready model of such
initiation is provided by the dumy.*®) But beyond this lies the question
of mythical function. As various references in the corpus indicate,
and the poems “'Za bajrakom bajrak™ and “Buvaje v nevoli inodi

M See Oksana 1. Grabowicz, “The Dumy: a Structural Approach,” Harvard Ukrari-
nign Studies, torthcoming.
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zhadaju” make eminently clear, the Cossacks and the Cossack grave
constitute one mythic-semantic unit, a unit whose primary function is
that of ritual revitalization. This is the ritual of the graves found in
practically all cultures, but particularly stressed in moments of depri-
vation and crisis, as in various millenarian movements: the turning to
the past to find the collective (or “national’) strength for continued
existence, the turning to the dead to insure life, in a word, the vitali-
zation of the future through the past. The Cossacks thus function as a
remarkably resonant mediator between the past and the future,
between life and death. Like all mythical mediations between opposing
categories, they assume a preternatural existence.’® They are the
living-dead. The demonic aspect of this mode is amply reflected in
various folkloric versions of Cossacks as sorcerers (xarakternyky)
who traffic with dark forces.3! It is also evident, of course, in various
literary-mythic expressions of the Cossack past, from the general
ambiance of Goszczynski’'s Zamek kaniowski to the distinct and
dramatic figures of Wernyhora in Slowacki’s Sen srebrny Salomei and
the koldun in Gogol’’s **Stradnaja mest’."’52 For Sevéenko the Cossack
rising from the grave may indeed carry eerie and ominous connota-
tions—he is, after all, along with the owls, rusalki {(drowned children
reincarnated as water nymphs), mad women (compare ‘“Vid’'ma,”
“Slepaja,” “Maryna”) and werewolfs (“Knjazna” and “Vid'ma”), a
creature of the night. As such, he imparts the special “dark™ or
“night time” knowledge, which, in effect, arises from the personal
and collective unconscious. {Just as Slowacki identifies with and casts
himself as Wernyhora—and a vampire—in Sen srebrny Salomei, so
here, on the personal and psychological level, the poet’s persona is
clearly part of this “night world™: he is the owl howling a message

50 - *‘Mediation’ (in this sense) is atways achieved by introducing a third category
which is ‘abnortnal’ or *anomalous’ in terms of ‘rational’ categories. Thus myths are full
of fabulous monsters, incarnate gods, virgin mothers. This middle ground is abnormal,
non-natural, holy. It is typically the focus of all taboo and ritual observance.” Edmund
R. Leach, “Genesis as Myth,” Myth and Cosmos (Garden City, 1967), p. 4.

#! Living-dead heroes are the subject of P. Revjakin's “SbliZzenija i sledy. Entriickte
Helden, Lycari nevmyraky," Osneva, no. | (5t Petersburg, 1862).

52 In Ukrainian literature, the most developed thematic (but not mythical) depiction
of a demon-Cossack is presented in Marke prokijatyj, the unfinished novel of the late
Romantic, Oleksa Storozenko.
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that “normal,” “daytime” people would rather not hear;*? he is the
outcast kobzar who in tumn is functionally equated with a werewolf
sleeping alone on a mohyla {**Knjazna]; he evokes and communes
with the spirits of the dead and he repeatedly speaks of his home and
his very soul as a grave.) It is clear, however, that for Sevéenko, in
sharp contrast to Gogol’ where the Cossack and non-Cossack Ukrai-
nian worlds are shown in radical opposition, with each seeing the
other as demonic, the Cossacks’ demonic side is largely muted. In
Hajdamaky, the demonic features of Gonta are on the one hand
attributable to surface (Byronic) convention and on the other clearly
counterbalanced by his designation as a holy martyr. The unquestion-
ably demonic Mykyta in “Tytarivna" is given a blurred identity as he
becomes a Cossack-panyé.’* And only once, in “Xustyna” is a Cos-
sack actually identified as a xarakternyk. In fact, the Cossacks serve a
different function. They function above all as carriers of a profound
truth, that of an ideal—free, equal, and harmonious—earlier existence
of the Ukraine. Indeed, in a manner characteristic of mythical
thought, the carrier s the message itself: the Cossacks, as the Cos-
sack communitas, of course, are the Ukrainian past, and the Ukrai-
nian past is the Cossacks, The two categories are made equal and
coextensive and no other “historical” Ukrainian past is posited by
Sevéenko. (This is also appropriate in another, very concrete sense:
the Cossacks are the only ones to have a past, for the peasant world,
the other aspect of Ukrainian communitas, is timeless, in effect the
world of nature, an eternal vegetative cycle. And this is brought out
most clearly in the short lyric “*Oj ¢oho ty potomilo. . .} Het'man-
§c¢yna, the Cossack period (not the territory), is consistently depicted
not as a state, a political or social order, the rule of any given
hetman, but as a form of ideal existence; in *‘Son (Hory moji vyso-
kiji)** this is made explicit as the old man (a clear projection of the poet

33 Compare “Try lita,” lines 65—68: “I teper ja rozbyteje/ Serce jadom hoju,/ I ne
Macu, j ne spivajir,/ A vyju sovoju” (And now 1 heal my broken heart/ with poisen./
And [ neither weep, nor sing,/ but hoot like an owl},

4 Mykyta is the quintessential demon-lover. He departs for a long journey, and the
phrase used here (“V daleku dorohu/ PiSov sobi”) is also an idiomatic reference to
death. His behavior when he returns is demonic in the conventional sense: he seduces
the girl, kills his bastard child and puts the blame on the unfortunate mother, who is
then killed by the community. At the end—a compleat vampire— he is fated to live on
forever as a Satan-man and to seduce girls.
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himself) speaks of it in one breath as “God’s paradise™ (bozyj rajf).
Unquestionably, for Sevéenko, the Ukraine of the past is an existen-
tial, not a political category. Similarly, for him the Cossacks are a
mythical and not a historical phenomenon. Not only are they not pre-
sented historically, their reason for being is not simply to embody the
past and its glory but to reveal the innermost truths about Ukrainian
existence gnd to serve him as a touchstone on which to base an ideal
future. As we see with great clarity in “Bovaje v nevoli,” they appear
from beyond the grave embodying the sacred revelation of what the
Ukraine was and what it can be. In the fallen and ignoble present the
full meaning of this message—the secret of the “great crypt” (velykyj
l'ox) that is the Ukraine and the mohyly that are Cossackdom—is
known only to the poet. His prophetic task as myth-carrier is to pass
it on, to inculcate it upon the hearts of his countrymen.



CHAPTER FOUR

The Millenarian Vision

Just as THE Cossacks are for Sevéenko a basically mythical and
not a historical phenomenon, so also his periodization, or categoriza-
tion, of “‘historical” time, that is, the sense of time of the conscious
human collective, is entirely mythical. Rather than operate with his-
torical periods he projects phases, or states of existence, which
convey the process of transition. Essentially, these correspond to
what Turner (following Van Gennep) called the pre-liminal, liminal,
and post-liminal stages of the rite of passage. Speaking metaphorically,
or in the language of the poetry itself, these stages may be taken as
equivalent to a fourfold time-frame: the distant past, the more recent
past, the present, and the future. The middle two periods, as we have
already seen in some detail, are defined by existential disharmony
—the continuing, unresolved, manichean conflict between the realms
of communitas and structure. In the present it bodies forth above all
in social and sexual oppression and exploitation, epitomized by the
images of the serf and the pokrytka, as well as in depictions of political
tyranny and ‘‘national’’ victimization (see especially **Son [Kome-
dija],”’ *‘Poslanije,”” and ‘‘Kavkaz'"). The same conflict between op-
posing modalities of human existence also informs the recent past,
where it is specifically portrayed as betrayal of the common weal by
authority itself (paradigmaticaly, by Bohdan Xmel'nyc’kyj). How-
ever, the distant past and future, which bracket these two time-
frames, are defined precisely by the absence of this conflict. The
distant past is generally that time—more often implied and alluded to
then actually described—which precedes the “fall,”” the *‘sin”” and
“betrayal” that characterize the recent past and the present. As part
of a mythical periodization, it obviously has no clear historical (chrono-
logical) delimitation. It is rather associated with Cossack glory (for
example, “Ivan Pidkova”), the verve and color of Cossack life and

121
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manners (“Cernec’”"), and with an ideal social consensus (“U nedi-
len’ku v svjatuju. . .”"). As the opening lines of the exile poem “Pol-
jakam” make clear, the distant past appears as an ideal, and, in terms
of literary convention, idyllic existence:

e sx HyaH MH KO3AKAMH,

A yHii He yyTE 6yno,

OTaM-TO BECENO KHIOCH!
Bpatanuck 3 BOALHHMH JIAXaMH,
TMHIIATHCH BOTLHHMH CTETAMH,
B cagax KOXaiMca, LBLH,
Henaye faimi, aisvara.
IMawanacsd CHHaMH MaTH,
C¥HaMA BOJBHHMH. . .

(lines 1-9)

(When we were still Cossacks/ and there was not sight or sound of
the Union [of Brest],/ then life was gay!/ We lived as brothers with
the free Poles,/ we reveled in our free steppes,/ our daughters, like
lilies, loved and bloomed in the orchards./ The mother took pride in
her sons,/ free sons. . .) The reference to the 1596 Union of Brest,
and the subsequent images of violent persecution—

AJC NOKH iMeHeM XpHCTa
TpHIINH KCbOHA3M | 3ANANHAN
Haw tHxuil pafi. [ poznuam
IInpoxe Mope CAbO3 1 KPOBi,

A CHpOT iMeHeM XpHCTOBHM
3amopnysanH, poinafu. . .

(lines 12—17)

(When, in the name of Christ,/ came the Catholic priests and set on
fire/ our peaceful paradise. And spilled/ a wide sea of tears and
blood/ and murdered and crucified orphans in the name of Christ. . .)
—have hardly anything to do with history as a rational subject and
mode of cognition. Indeed, they are a characteristic example of a
mythical imagination taking an “event”” (on the one hand the real,
but as such never described or even conceptualized Union, and on
the other the gory and vivid but almost entirely fictitious details
drawn from, among others, the Istorija Rusov) and adapting it, fitting
it into the overarching structure. Here the central feature of the
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structure of the “distant past” is its edenic quality: it is a paradise, a
paradise lost. It is also reiterated as the hope for paradise regained in
the poem’s concluding address to the “‘brother Pole™:

Topait xe pyKy K03aKkosi

I cepiie uucTee nopaii!

I 3HOBY iMeHeM XpHCTOBHM
M# OHOBHM Halll THxH# paii.

(lines 29—-32)

(Give your hand to a Cossack/ and give a pure heart!/ And again in
the name of Christ/ we will renew our peaceful eden. } Similarly, the
reference in **Son (Hory moji vysokiji)'’ to Het'mani¢yna noted in
the previous chapter is made precisely in the context of sin and loss:
“Nedoumy!/ Zanapastyly bozyj raj” (The witless ones [that is, the
hetmans]! They destroyed God’s paradise). It is inevitable, of course,
given the parallel levels of the mythic and the symbolically autobio-
graphical, that the structure of the distant past as a paradise lost be
recapitulated in images and patterns of the loss of childhood’s inno-
cence, and indeed the great majority of poems dealing with paradise
(raj) and its loss are symbolically coded recollections of childhood.
Both the distant past and the future embody an ideal state, but
where the former is only lightly sketched, the latter is considerably
elaborated and remarkably insistent. The future, in short, is a central
concern of Sevéenko’s poetry, massive and manifest enough to have
drawn the attention of virtually every critic and commentator, The
traditional, and polarized, interpretations of this concern, crouched
in images of, on the one hand, SevCenko as “national prophet,” and
on the other as a “democratic (or socialist) revolutionary™ are reduc-
tive and in varying degrees grossly fallacious, but the presence of a
prophetic stance and a design for the future is unmistakable. Even
before their content is established, that very presence gives a unigue
cast 10 Sevéenko’s poetry. For one, it is apparent that his mythical
treatment of the Ukraine not only encompasses the past, the present,
and the future, but is indeed essentially focused on the future. Herein
lies the fundamental difference between Gogol’ and Slowacki on the
one hand and Sevcenko on the other. In each the centerpiece of the
Ukrainian myth is a basic transformation which follows the universal
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pattern of a rite of passage.' For Slowacki the transformation of the
Ukraine of the “silver dream,” its “*death’ and its reconstitution into
two entirely separate Ukrainian and Polish entities, occurs in the
past, in the bloodbath of the hajdamak uprising. Gogol’, too, shows a
transformation in the past, as seen specifically in the seminal ““Stras-
naja mest’,” although for him the resultant two antipodes, the
Cossack and the setiled, the male and the female worlds, continue in
an unresolved and ever more destructive conflict into the present.
(These two worlds, moreover, are not only opposite—to the extent
that one demonizes the other—but are in fact shown as sick, and it is
for this reason that the author, a product of both nacala, feels so
doomed.) For Sevéenko, however, the transformation of the Ukraine,
the culmination of its rite of passage, is projected into the future. In
this resolution he is fated to play a central mediating role, and his
function is to articulate a millenarian vision as the blueprint for the
Ukraine’s future.

Like the past and the present, the future too is encoded, and its
meaning resists the simple formula. One such traditional formula
(especially in Soviet criticismn) is to treat it as a function of the poet’s
presumed *‘revolutionary views” or even his “‘revolutionary program. "
A pithy, unabashedly simplistic, but quite typical statement of the
case is M. 1. Maréenko’s contention that “the views of T. H. Sev-
¢enko on the historic future [istoryéne majbumnjel] of the Ukrainian
nation were tied to the idea of overthrowing autocracy and destroying
serfdom, that is with the present and immediate task of revolutionary
struggle.”? The obvious flaw in the argument, and the general ideolo-
gical (ultimately pre-secular) reasoning behind it, is, of course, the lack
of distinction between the realms of literature and politics and the
inability to admit the special ontological status of the literary, or
poetic, statement. But superceding even this is the undeniable fact
that the image of Sevéenko-as-revolutionary is based on a highly
selective culling of poetic evidence; precisely in the manner noted
at the outset, a number of his poems, but much more often excerpts

! In effect, the basic sequence of pre-liminal, liminal, and post-liminal phases postu-
lated by Arnold Van Gennep (Les rites de passage) and Victor Tarner (The Riwal Pro-
cess); compare p. 148, below.

¥ Istorycne mynule ukrajins'koko narodu. . . , p. 187,
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frem various poems, are adduced as self-evident, unmediated expres-
sions of this purported revoluticnism. Perhaps the most frequently
cited statement, an apparently unambiguous call to action, is from
the short poem “Ja ne nezduzaju, nivroku. . .” (I Am Not Ill, Thank
Gaod; 1858):

A 1106 306ymHTE
X¥peHBy 8Om0, Tpeha MEpPOM,
I'pomanoi o6yX CTAMMTE;
Ta go6pe BUTOCTPHTL COKHPY —
Ta i 3ax0omHTECA BXce GYIHT.
A TO npocnuTh c0bi Hebora
He cyny Boxoro crpammoro!

(lines 10— 16}

(In order to wake/ feeble freedom, the community,/ together, must
temper the steel/ and sharpen well the axe—/ and then go about
waking her,/ for otherwise the poor creature will sleep onf to God’s
Terrible Judgment.) The first such call, of course, is found in the
already cited “Testament” (1845), but such moments predominate in
the poetry of the last years of Sevéenko’s life. Thus in **Osiji. Hlava
XIV'" (Imitation of Hosea, chap. 14; 1859), speaking in the voice of the
Biblical prophet (which issues, however, from the mouth of Mother
Ukraine, and at the direct behest of God Himself), he says of Ukraine’s
evil sons:

He BTeueTe
1 e cxoBacTecA; BCKOOH
Bac Haliie MpaBOa-MCcTa; a aope
ITifcTepeXKyTh Bac Ha TOTE X,
Y nosaath i cyguTh He OyOyTh,
B kaligaHi TYro okywrs,
B ceno Ha 3puile NPHBEOYTh,
I Ha XpecTi oTiM §e3 Kara
[ Ge3 napa Bac, GicHyBaTuX.
PO3MHYTH, PO3IPBYTh, POIHECYTh,
I saineil kposiw, cobaku,
Cobak HanoAts. , .

(lines 43-53)

(. . .you will not flee/ nor hide; everywhere/ Vengeance-Truth will
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find you; and the people/ will suddenly recognize you./ They will
seize you and they will not judge you;/ they will bind you in strong
fetters/ and bring you as a spectacle into the village,/ and on that
cross, without an executioner/ and without a tsar they will crucify
you, you possessed ones./ They will tear you apart and scatter you,/
and with your blood, you dogs,/ they will feed the dogs. . .} Thus the
poem ‘‘Xoca lezacoho j ne b”jut” (Theugh They Don't Kick 2 Man
Who's Down; 1860), concludes with “A ljude tyxo/ bez vsjakoho
lyxoho lyxa/ Carja do kata povedut™™ (And the people will quietly,/
without any evil anger,/ lead the tsar to the executioner). Similarly,
“Svite jasny)!” (Oh Bright World; 1860} concludes with this inversion
of the established order:

Bynem, Gpare,
3 HarpsAHMIL OHYYi ApaTH,
Jzonbke 3 KagHT 3aKYpATH,
ABNeHHHMH Y TOTIHTH,
A xponunom Gynem, Gpate,
Homy XaTy BHMiTaTH!

(lines 11— 16)

(We will tear, brother/ the purple robes into foot-clouts,/ light our
pipes from the censers,/ heat our stoves with holy icons,/ and with
the holy water brush, brother,/ we will sweep out the new house!} An
angry tirade-digression by the narrator of “Neofity” (1857), directed
at Nero, the prototypical tsar, is also often cited as a characteristic
“revolutionary™ prognosis:

Jworyii! moTyi,
Mep3ennnii ctapue. Polxkowyii
B ceoix rapemax. 13-3a Mops
YiKe BCTaE CBATAA 30DPA.
He rpo[vo]M npaBegHuM, CBATHM
Tebe y6'0oTs. HoeM Tynum
Tebe 3apixkyThb, MOB coBaky,
¥6'o1E obyxom.

(lines 446—453)

{Rage on! Rage on,/ you miserable old man. Delight/ in your harems.
From beyond the sea/ the holy star is already rising./ Not by the
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righteous, holy thunderbolt/ will you be killed. With a dull knife/
they will butcher you, like a dog/ they will club you.}

For all their anger and unsuppressed violence, such moments, and
such feelings do not define a poet-revolutionary or constitute a pro-
jection of a revolutionary future.? To be at all meaningful in this
context, “revolution” must signify not just change and reversal but a
certain modality of change; even if the thinking itself need not be
entirely systematic (especially since the author is a poet, not a political
thinker) the projected change must involve at least some aspects of
systemic change. It cannot be solely equivalent to vengeance and
punishment for evil, that is, that which in his “Imitation of Hosea”
Sevéenko calls “‘unsleeping retribution” {kare nevsypusta), and it
must, to whatever degree, posit a political transformation, a change
in the way men govern. It cannot, in short, be exclusively confined to
projecting a new moral order. Moreover, at its most basic, such a
“revolution’ must posit with some consistency an agency of change
—and in this regard Sevéenko's “inconsistency” is most revealing.
For except for the several examples cited above, where the agents,
more or less clearly, are the risen people, or the community, the
change in the great majority of his depictions of the coming new
order is effected precisely by a non-human, preternatural agency.
And, as we shall see, it is this, and the attendant stance of what one
may call confident passivity, that actually determines Sevienko's
vision of the future.

For its part, the “revolutionary” violence is clearly cast in images
and patterns of punishment (kgra) and “holy vengeance.” The most
apparent model for this are the hajdamak uprisings, particularly the
kolijivi¢yna. Thus the cry of Gonta and Zaliznjak in Hajdamaky (line
2262): “Kary ljaxam, kary!” (Retribution to the Poles, retribution),

1 In Soviet criticism, the other basis for the argument for Sevienko’s alleged revolu-
tionary stance is biographical—and even less persuasive. In the absence of any extended
ot even unambiguous, documented expression of revolutionary sentiment in Sevéenko’s
various writings or letters, it vests solely on conjecture and speculation, largely as extra-
polation from his readings and from his broad circle of acquaintances. The paradigm
here, for example, is that since Sevéenko is known to have attended the soirdes that
Cemyéevskij attended, he must certainly have met him and, consequently, have come
to share his views. See Je. P. Kyryljuk, Je. 5. Sabliovs’kyj, V. Je. Subravs’kyj. T. H.
Sevienko: biokrafija (Kiev, 1964), pp. 490 ff.
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or the conclusion of “Xolodnyj Jar” (The “Cold Ravine” where the
1768 uprising began):

dypitb piTell
I 6para cainoro,
Oypite cebe, ayxux nwaeif,
Ta ne goypite Bora.
Bo B [eHb PANOCTI HAJ BaMH,
Po3nageTscA Kapa.
1 nosic oroub HoBHik
3 Xonognoro fpy.

(lines 77-84)

(Fool yourself, fool foreigners,/ but do not fool God./ For on the day
of rejoicing/ punishment will break over you./ And a new fire will
blow from the Cold Ravine), or the popular images of anti-clerical
revolt in the above cited “Svite jasnyj!”* On the other hand, espe-
cially in the later poetry, the model is found in the dire predictions of
Biblical prophets. Thus in “Hosea,” as already noted, the poet
speaks of the cry of “‘unsleeping retribution” (krykne kara nevsy-
pusca); in *O ljudy! ljudy neboraky!” (Oh People! You Poor Peopie!)
he asks “Cy bude sud! Cy bude kara!/ Carjam, carjatam na zemli?/
Cy bude pravda mez ljud'my?"" (Will there be a judgment! Will there
be punishment?/ For the tsars and their progeny on this earth?/ Will
there be justice among men?); and in “I Arximed i Halilej” (Both
Archimedes and Galileo) he speaks of a final threshing and winnow-
ing. What is common to both models is an apocalyptic sense of a Final
Judgment that signals absolute moral reckoning and a total (indeed
metaphysical) reversal of the human social order—from iniquity to
justice and truth. Here the question of violence and bloody punish-
ment is secondary; the essential moment, determining the very shape
of the future, is the apotheosis of moral judgment and renewal.
Along with this immanent qualification, that is, the fact that what
these poems project is not a vision of revolution but of punishment
and holy vengeance, there is also a contextual qualification, in that a
number of poems explicitly reject the ‘“‘revolutionary option™ of
violence and vengeance and counter with an attitude not so much of

4 As Ivakin notes, the poem echoes various hadjamak songs; Komeniar do ‘Kobzarja'
Sevienka (1968), p. 350.
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forgiveness as of reliance on the workings of Divine Will.* This is
seen emblematically in the three variations of “‘Molytva” (A Prayer;
1860). In the first two variations the first stanza asks God for retribu-
tion against the tsars:

llapsM, BCECBITHIM LWIHHKApAM,
I aykadi, i TasApH,
I nyTa KyTii momum.

(For the tsars, the tavern-keepers of the world/ send ducats ang tha-
lers/ and forged chains), and

Ilapis, KpoRaBYX WIHHKAPIE,
Y myTa KyTil OKy#H,
B ckiieny ranGokiM aamypyi.

(Put the tsars, the bloody tavern-keepers,/ into forged chains,/ wall
them up in a deep dungeon); the third one, however, reverses this
plea, as if realizing that they are a prison unto themselves:

ZNOHAYHHANIOIIAX CTIHHH,
¥ nyTa kyTii He Kvil,
B cxnenn rimGoki we Mypyil.

(Stop those who conceive evil,/ do not put them in forged chains,/ do
not wall them up in deep dungeons). Finally, in “Tym nesytym
ofam’’ (To Those Greedy Eyes), traditionally considered a fourth
variant, but actually a paraphrase of a peem by V. Kuro€kin, the poet is
willing to leave all material goods:

TuM HECHTHM otaM,
3emunm GoraM-uapam,
I nnyru, i kopabui,

I Bci podpa 3eMii,

% In this regard Bryan R. Wilson’s distinction between “revolutionary™ and *revolu-
tionist™ is quite useful: “Revolutionist religious movements are readily recognizable in
the Christian tradition. They are those groups which emphasize the second advent of
Christ, and believe that that occasion will be associated with divine intervention in the
affairs of men by the overtuming of the social, and perhaps also the physical order.
They are not, of course revolutionary movements, since they do not necessarily expect
themselves to implement God's will.”” Magic and the Millennium (New York, 1973),
p. I96.
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I xpaneGHi ncanmu
TuM npibuenskHM GoraMm.

(To those greedy eyes,/ the gods-tsars of this world,/ [leave] ploughs
and ships/ and all earthly goods,/ and psalms of praise/ to those petty
gods.)

In his valuable study on “The Year 1860 in Sevéenko’s Work,”
George Y. Shevelov, drawing among others on the example of
“Molytva,” argues that in the poetry of his last year Sevéenko pro-
ceeds to “reappraise” revolt and revenge, and even to “explicitly
reject the use of the axe.”® According to him, the poem ‘‘Buvaly
vojny j vijs'koviji svary” puts it directly:

. .i 63 CORHpH
A 3apene Ta 3aryje,
Ko3ak GesBepxHi ynage. . .

(lines 9—-11}

(And without the axe,/ with a roar and rumbling,/ the headless Cossack
will fall.) But perhaps even more striking than this apparent ‘‘polemic
with himself,” as Shevelov sees it, is the direct opposition within one
single poem, namely “Neofity.” For here, to balance the tirade cited
above, indeed as its total rebuttal, are the words of the hero, Alkid,
himself a clear projection of the poet:

— Moniteck, bpatia! Moniteck
3a xara moToro. . .

...A BiH
Hexaii nroTtye Ha 3emai,
Hexaii npopoka noGupac,
Hexa# ycix Hac po3MHHAE,
¥Xe BHy4aTa 3a4ANHCH,
I BHDOCTYTE BOHH KOJHCE,
He mecHHKM BHy4YaTa Tii,
XpHCTOBI BOIHH CBATHE!
I 6e3 oruA, i 6e3 Hoxa
CrpaTern GoxXKil BOCIPAHYTE.
I TEMH | THCAY] NOraHWX

5 Taras Sevienko, 1814—1861: A Symposium, pp. 93—95 and passim.



The Millenarian Vision 131

Iepen cBATHMH NOGIXKATE.
Moaonitecs, Oparia! —

(lines 408409 and 413—425)

(Pray brothers! Pray/ for the raging tyrant. . .And let him rage on
earth,/ let him kill the prophet,/ let him crucify us all;/ the grand-
children are already conceived/ and they will grow up one day/ not as
avengers, these grandchildren,/ but Christ’s holy warriors!/ And with-
out fire, and without the knife/ God's troops will rise up,/ and count-
less thousands of the wicked/ will flee before the holy ones./ Pray,
brothers.)

The parallel existence of two apparently opposed attitudes to the
future—the active, avenging (putatively revolutionary) and the for-
giving and providential —has posed a dilemma for many critics, a
dilemma that has given rise to two answers. The first, potentially
trivial and at best merely descriptive, is the argument of inconsistency.
One of the first serious critics to apply it was Myxajle Drahomanov,
in his article *‘Sevéenko, the Ukrainophiles and Socialism” (1879).7
His purpose, clearly, was not to engage in literary analysis or apprecia-
tion, but above all to debunk the already flourishing cult of Sevéenko
and dampen the various fanciful assertions about his socialism (and
revolutionism) precisely by pointing out those meoments which in
terms of logic, political programs and praxis must seen inconsistent
and not well thought out. While the specific issue may change (no
longer socialism, but, say, peasant revolution), the argument of
inconsistency is still frequently encountered; indeed it becomes inevi-
table when the system of the poetry is measured by an extrinsic
system, say, of ideological desiderata.®

The second solution is considerably more sophisticated. As pro-
posed most cogently by Shevelov in the above-noted article, it argues
that the answer is to be found through a fine periodization, that is, in
perceiving that

the traditional conception of the one St, Petersburg period after the
extle is wrong, that in reality we are dealing with two periods which
in some respects are even opposed to each other. One of them,

 Literaturno-publicystyéni praci u dvox tomax, vol. 2, pp. 7-133.
8 gee, for example, Petro Odaréenko, “Sevienko in Soviet Literary Criticism,”
Taras Sevienko, 1814—1861: A Symposium, pp. 250-302.
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until the end of 1859, was a period of revolutionary rebelliousness
in style and ideas; the second, which encompasses the remainder of
Sevéenko's life was a period in which the poet sought and to a large
degree found, harmony in style as well as in his world cutleok.®

As careful as Shevelov is in qualifying his division (by stressing, for
example, the “undeniable continuity” and the “cyclical quality™ of
Sevéenko’s poetry), the argument cannot but raise serious reserva-
tions. While some small differences in emphasis, a certain mellowing,
a toning down of the towering anger found in the earlier (1859) Bibli~
cal imitations may be discerned, the idea of two distinct periods does
not withstand scrutiny. Even on the level of style, a movement from
“revolutionary rebelliousness” to “harmony” (notions, of course,
which in this context require much more precision) is not that visible.
The anti-clericalism of “Svite jasnyj!” and especially the bitter parody
of “*“Himn éemedy),’” the casual, ironic and mocking use of classical,
mythological and Biblical references (quite reminiscent of “Neofity™),
the earthy images and sarcasm of “Saul,”” the continuing clash of
extreme emotions, and the occasional outburst of fury and invective
(as in “Xoc¢a lezadoho j ne b”jut’,” where he calls the recently deceased
Dowager Empress, Alexandra Fedorovna, a “‘bitch’)—all of this
makes the poetry of 1860 of a piece with the earlier work. But more
important is the question of “‘ideas’” and *‘world view”—and here too
the argument is unpersuasive. For, in fact, throughout Sevéenko'’s
mature poetry (Shevelov, himself, mentions *‘Neofity” and the con-
clusion of *“Poslanije,”!® but one can also add the “Foreword” to
Hajdamaky, or the dramatically elaborated “Varnak™ or, mutatis
mutandis, “Moskaleva krynycja”), the theme of forgiveness accom-
panies the theme of violence and vengeance. Conversely, various
poems written in 1860, far from expressing forgiveness, presage an
inevitable accounting, that is, the already mentioned ““Saul,” “*Svite
jasnyj!,” and “Xoca lezacoho j ne b”jut’,” but also “O ljudy! ljudy
neboraky” and indeed ‘‘Buvaly vojny j vijs’koviji svary’’ where,
despite the disclaimer that it will occur *‘without the axe,” the images
of that final resolution are hardly peaceful or “harmonious”;

iHe3 cokupm
A 3apeBe Ta Jaryne,

% “The Year 18680 in Sevéenko’s Work,™ p. 101,
" fbid., p. 105.
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Kozak Geznepxuii ynane,
Po3TpownTsL TpoH, nopse nopgupy.
PO3DaBATE BAILIOTO KYMAPA,
Joacekiil wanmeni.

(lines 9—14)

(. . .and without the axe,/ with a roar, rumbling,/ the headless Cossack
will fall./ He'll demolish the throne, tear the purple,/ crush your idol,/
you human termites. )

In short, periodization, a diachronic approach, and the postulate of
progression do not resolve the issue: in its essential features Sevéenko’s
world remains constant and the abiding structures of his mythic
imagination susceptible only to a synchronic znalysis. Here, the
apparent opposition of “Revolution™ and “Harmony,” which, as we
shall see, should be reformulated as the difference between an
“active’” and a “‘passive,” or a militant and providential stance, is
only a subordinate tension within the broad overarching structure of
his millenarian vision.

Before turming to it, however, we must take account of the second
major formula for simplifying Sevéenko’s projection of the future,
which is the thesis that he is a national prophet with an expressly
national, that is, nationalistic vision, ultimately of a reborn Ukrainian
state. The growing conviction that Sevéenko had a profound and
unparalleled influence on the development of modern Ukrainian
national consciousness can be traced from such friends and co-workers
as Kuli$ and Kostomarov and, in the next generation, such shapers of
the new nation as Franko and Drahomanov; now this influence is a
generally accepted historical fact. In the writings of various twentieth-
century critics, however, ranging fom publicists and ideologues like
D. Doncov to scholars like S. Smal’-Stoc’kyj, this sense of Sevéenko’s
national importance is transformed into an unquestioning, dogmatic
belief that his poetry actually contains and articulates a nationalist,
political program. Thus, according to the typical claim, “The content
of all of his works, both the poetry and the prose, is governed by one
thought—the Ukraine, its former fate, its present state and its future;
and all of this [stems] from the point of view of the broadest national
and social tasks facing it.” And further, even more explicitly: “Sev-
cenko’s epoch-making role in Ukrainian history rests on the fact that
he renewed our national-statist (naciona! no-derzavnyc’ki) traditions
and put on the agenda of our historical tasks the idea of national
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independence as the essential guarantee of the nation’s interests.”!!
Like the formula of Sevéenko-the-revolutionary (which it implicitly
was intended to counter), this thesis, too, proceeds by selectively
noting, highlighting and misinterpreting (or overinterpreting) indi-
vidual moments and patterns in the poetry to a final gross distortion
and impoverishment of the whole. It is certainly clear that the culmi-
nating point of the argument—the notion of Sevéenko’s commitment
to a national state (his so-called derzavnyctvo}—is utterly fallacious.
As seen from so much of the preceding, his total identification is with
the ideal and the model of communitas; structure and authority, “law
and order,” the state, and the hetmans as embodiments of the state
are consistently shown as alien and evil. To a large extent, this for-
eignness is determined by national (ethnic) distinctions, where au-
thority, for example, is Russian authority. But it is also plain that
structure and authority inheres in the Ukrainian national {ethnic)
fabric—and as such is no less foreign and evil. To put it bluntly,
Sevéenko, far from positing a national state denies its moral-existential
validity: in his ideal time-frames—the distant past and the future—
Ukrainian existence is posited solely and exclusively in terms of com-
munitas. In terms of his imaginative universe, the ultimate formula-
tion of this is a millenarian vision. Translated and reduced to the
language of political iedology, it would constitute a radical, anti-
statist populism or indeed anarchism.!?

Like the “revolutionary” argument, however, this one, too, has a
core validity. Its foundation is that which has been variously called
Sevéenko’s “patriotism,” but which can be seen more generally, and
without the political overtones, as a profound and unalloyed emotional
bond of love for his land and people. Striking expressions of this love
abound in every period of Sevéenko’s poetic activity; throughout, the

' Q. Lotoc'kyj, “Derzavnyc’kyj svitohljad T. Sevienka,” T. Sevéenko, Povne
vydannja tvoriv, vol. 3 (Chicago, 1962), p. 352.

12 A recollection by the Russian poet Ja. Polonskij seems to substantiate this; I
remember,” he writes, “‘that at one soirée at Bilozerskyj's, the editor of the journal
Osnova, Sevienko supported the idea of a visiting Slav from Galicia that any
politics was amoral, that it was because of political considerations that all kinds of
injustice had always been committed and that from them all the misfortunes of nations
and peoples were derived and that it would have been best for a state, therefore, to
have no politics at all.” (Spohady pro Sevienka, p. 433; also cited in Shevelov, “The
Year 1860 in Sevienko’s Work,” p. 95.)
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Ukraine emboedies for him an absolute value, as epitomized in these
oft-cited lines from ‘‘Son (Hory moji vysokiji)'":

A Tak 1i, A Tak mobmo

Moo Ykpainy ybory,

Hlo npoxneny cearors Bora,
3a uei gymy nory6mo!

(lines 57—60)

(I so love her,/ my poor Ukraine,/ that 1 will curse holy God,/ T will
lose my soul for her.) It is a value, moreover, that is asserted not
merely as pure emotion, but as a moral stance in the face of prolonged
and severe adversity. As he speaks of it in “Xiba samomu napysat’”
(It Seems I Myself Will Write), it is a value intrinsically tied to his
reason for being (and suffering), that is, his writing:

Jas xoro # nawy? oA voro?
3a wo a1 Bxpainy mobmo?
Yu papT BOHa OTHA cBATOro? _ .

OTak-To A Tenep TepIK,

Ta cMepTh i3 CTeny BHTAABAK,
A 34 mo, eit-6ory, He 3Aa10!
A Bce-Takw il modmo,

Mo ¥xpainy mspoky, . . .

(lines 24—26 and 44—48)

{For whom do I write? for what?/ Why do 1 love the Ukraine?/ Is she
worthy of this holy fire?... ... Thus I suffer now/ and look for death
from the steppe,/ and for what, by God, I do not know!/ But 1 still
love her, my spacious Ukraine. . .)

As the nationalist critics readily perceived, the innermost center of
this bond is a highly tuned sense of what is one’s own and what is
foreign, the sense summarized in one of the most quoted expressions
from Sevienko: “V svojij xati svoja j pravda,/ I syla, i vol'ja” (In
one’s own house—one’s own truth/ and power and freedom; “Pos-
lanije’”). This maxim (which, significantly, is directed to the gentry
and plainly belies the sense of class hostility that the “revolutionary”
argument invanably ascribes to Sevienko), can hardly be equated
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with nationalism. [t does, however, present distinct parallels to nati-
vistic thought. As defined originally, and most generally, by R.
Linton, a nativistic movement is ‘‘any conscious, organized attempt
on the part of a society’s members to revive or perpetunate selected
aspects of its culture.”!* It may be revivalist (as in the case of the
Celtic revival in Ireland) or perpetuative (as in the case of various less
civilized societies that are “only vaguely conscious of their past
culture™); it may be more rational or entirely magical (as in the case
of the well known Ghost Dance or various cargo cults), moving in the
direction of apocalyptic and millenial embodiments; in each case,
however, it is essentially conditioned by the given group’s sense of
stress and crisis or, most specifically, its perception of its own inferi-
ority with respect to the dominant culture that threatens to assimilate
it.!'4 The turning to one’s past and to what are considered the key
elements of the culture is thus the symbolic, collective response to a
threatening or seemingly unresolvable political or social quandary.
The juxtaposition of Sevéenko with nativism is somewhat problema-
tical, of course. His poetry does not constitute a movement (though it
may be seen as eventually animating one); the connection between
the world of his poetry and the beliefs of a cargo cult may appear to
be quite tenuous, and the ethical (and aesthetic) value of the one
hardly comparable with the other.’® And yet despite that, the positing
of such common structures is valuable. It reminds us, for one, that
notwithstanding its far-reaching, indeed awesome political repercus-
sions, Sevcenko’s poetry—in and of itself—is not at all political, or
only potentially so; its primary focus is precisely on the native ethos
and culture, on the painful uniqueness of things Ukrainian, on the

'* Ralph Linton, “Nativistic Movements,” American Anthropologist, vol. 45 (1943),
pp. 230-240.

' ibid., pp. 231-232 and passim. An illuminating and wide-ranging account of
recent studies of nativism and allied phenomena which goes far toward refining Linton's
admittedly provisional definition s Weston La Barre's “Materials for a History of
Studies of Crisis Cults: A Bibliographic Essay,” Current Anthropology, vol. 12 (1971),
no. 1, pp. 3—-44,

'* There is also the problem that in popular usage the term *“nativism™" has become
value laden and even used as a synonym for “jingoism.” As we see from the discussion
following Linton’s paper (p. 240), however, it has also been used to designate the anti-
Fascist response during World War II. In the contemporary scholarly literature nativism
is almost always considered a pre-political phenomenaon.
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“sacred message” of the past, and not on a political (socialist or
nationalist) program. Even more importantly, however, having recog-
nized the nativist set in Sevéenko’s poetry we can then apprehend the
fundamental transition that takes place in the poetry of the last, post-
exile years. It is nothing less than a transition from a largely ethno-
centric to a universal perspective. And it is precisely this universalism
that animates the culminating millenarian vision.

The notion of a shift or a transition in the poetry introduces, of
course, the very diachrony that I had questioned earlier.'® Two
entirely different matters are at issue here, however. On the one
hand there are the structures of the myth which abide in and inform
all the poetry and which can be fully perceived only in synchronic
perspective; it is only through such a perspective that we can grasp
the range and the implication of the paradigmatic sets that are the
heart of the mythic message. On the other hand there is the actualiza-
tion of these structures. As an articulated message the myth does have
its diachronic extension—in the most obvious sense because it arises
from a chronologically developed corpus of poetry. But the manifest,
biographical or extrinsic periodization of that poetry (the first Kobzar,
the “Try lita” period, the exile and the post-exile periods) says little
if anything about the symbolic code and any possible developments
within the myth itself. Such a development—taken in very broad and
general phases and with ne implied correspondence to conventional
schemes of periodization—can, however, be perceived in terms of a
gradual filling out of an already existing matrix. For all their indistinct
boundaries, the phases of this process are readily apparent (and
indeed follow a pattern that one intuitively feels is “normal” and
inevitable): first, a focus on the conflict and the evil in the present,
secondly the expansion of this focus to include the past as well as the
present, and thirdly, a further expansion that takes in the future and
the solution that it provides. More than simply a rough sequence of
time-frames, this progression consists above all of the poet establish-
ing ever greater resonance and complexity and, in a word, universa-
lity in his model of the world. The most notable instance of such
development, more resonant indeed than the expansion of the “past”
to include Biblical times and antiquity in general, is precisely the

16 See p. 133, above.
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movement from a culture-specific to a universal set and perspective,
the ultimate expression for which is a utopian vision of total equality
and of purified humanity. This movement or “diachrony,” however,
is not only necessary and logical, but internal. The analogy to be
made here is not to the intellect reaching out to discover new ideas
and options, but to the meditative process in which the inner space of
one’s unconscious is progressively revealed with ever greater detail
and coherence.

A comprehensive definition of the term “millenarian™ is given by
Norman Cohn. For him it designates “a particular type of salvationism,”
specifically “‘any religious movement inspired by the fantasy of a solu-
tion which is to be

a) collective, in the sense that it is to be enjoyed by the faithful as a
group;

b) terrestrial, in the sense that it is to be realized on this earth and
not in some otherworldly heaven;

¢) imminent, in the sense that it is to come both soon and suddenly;

d) total, in the sense that it is utterly to transform life on earth, so
that the new dispensation will be no mere improvement on the
present but perfection itself;

e) accomplished by agencies which are consciously regarded as
supernatural.”!?

1”7 Norman Cohn, “Medieval Millenarism: Its Bearing on the Comparative Study of
Millenarian Movements,” Millennial Dreams in Action, ed. Sylvia L. Thrupp (New
York, 1970}, p. 31. Like the revivalist focus on the past, moreover, the millenarian
solution is also 2 transrational response to a present that is perceived in terms of a
profound and unresolvable crisis. For La Barre, nativism, millenarianism, messianism,

cargo cults, and other such phenomena, are all subsumed under the general category of
crisis cults:

‘The term erisis cult basically includes any new ‘sacred attitude toward a set of
beliefs; it excludes the pragmatic, revisionist, secular response that is tentative
and relativistic, It is essentially a matter of the affective-epistemological stance
taken toward belief. The term crisis cult does not prejudge ‘primitive” or *civi-
lized,’ supetior or inferior, innovative or traditional, dispossessed or elite,
colenial or interclass, majority or minority culture.

“Materials for a History of Studies of Crisis Cults,” p. 11. In turn, crisis cults can be

placed within the still larger framework of non-instutionalized or emergent religious
movements; ibid., pp, 35-37,
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While Cohn’s principal focus is on movements, that is, on social beha-
vior and our focus is on the individual imagination, the basic concern is
still with the structures of thought, the model itself (or the “‘fantasy,”
as Cohn calls it).'® And here it is utterly remarkable that Sevéenko's
vision of the coming new order is in all respects congruent with the
typology just outlined. In fact, his vision of the future is both quintes-
sentially millenarian and exclusively so: no other alternative (or
“scenario”) is depicted or even considered.

In one sense, certain aspects of Sevéenko's millenarian thinking
can be traced back to the ideology and the ambience of the Brother-
hood of Saints Cyril and Methodius of which he was a member.'® The
ideas of this circle of young Kievan intellectuals—their Christian
utopianism, democratic and constitutional reformism, Slavophilism
and Ukrainian patriotism—have received considerable critical atten-
tion, especially with regard to their program, Mykola Kostomarov's
Knyhy bytija ukrains’koho narodu (The Books of Genesis of the
Ukrainian Nation), a paraphrase and reworking of Mickiewicz’s
Ksiegi narodu polskiego (Books of the Polish Nation).?® Despite
occasional differences in emphasis and *“historiosophic™ interpreta-
tions, the two works are strikingly similar, above all by virtue of
shared messianic and millenarian premises: Poland (respectively the
Ukraine) will rise from the grave of political oppression to serve as a
beacon of freedom and equality and to usher in a new and just order.
Most revealingly, however, the underlying, prerequisite postulate of
communitas is projected in each work according to differing culture-
specific models. For Mickiewicz it is to be realized by status elevation,
with the entire Polish nation, all its classes, rising to the level of the
gentry (szlachta). For Kostomarov, the corresponding ideal of the

wCohn, too, stresses the role of the individual. **A millenarian revolt.” he notes,
“never formed except round a prophet—John Bull in England, Martinek Hauska in
Bohemia, Thomas Mintzer in Thuringia, first Jan Matthys and then Jan Bockelson at
Miinster,” ibid., p. 38. See also his Pursuit of the Millenium: Revolutionary Messianism in
Medieval and Reformation Europe and its Bearing on Modern Totalitarian Movements
(New York, 1961).

v Gee Volodymyr Mijakovs'kyj **Sevéenka in the Brotherhood of Saints Cyril and
Methodius,” Taras Sevienko 1814—1861: A Symposium, pp. 9-36.

20 See especially Stefan Kozak, “Kayhy bytija ukrains'koho narodu, Mykoly Kosto-
marowa 1 Ksiegi narodu i pielgriymstwa polskiego Adama Mickiewicza.”” Stavia
Orientalis, vol. 22, no. 2 (Warsaw, 1973), pp. 177-188.
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Cossacks and the Brotherhoods signifies status leveling: “*And the
Ukraine did not love either tsar or lord, but created for itself Cos-
sackdom, which is a true brotherhood, where each who joined
became brother to the others—whether he was lord or slave before-
hand, as long as he was a Christian; and the Cossacks were all equal
among each other. . .”’?! The Knyhy, too, more so that the Polish
model, dwell on the millennial vision:

And the Ukraine will rise from its grave and will again call out to
all her brother Slavs and they will hear the cry, and Slavdom will
rise, and there will be no tsar nor tsarevit nor tsarina, no count or
Herzog, no Excellencies or Magnificences, no lord or boyar, no
serf or slave—neither in Muscovy, nor in Poland nor in Ukraioe,
not in Bohemia nor among the Croats or Serbs or Bulgarians.??

The intellectual impact on Sevéenko of this manifesto, originally
called Zakon BoZyj (God’s Law), and the milieu behind it, is not to be
denied; it not only reveals an influence and model but also throws
light on an intellectual and emotional climate, that is, a cultural readi-
ness for his poetic message. Yet it is clear that that message, specifi-
cally here the millennial vision, is shaped by the overali mythical
code, a code determined by archetypes, universal symbols and abso-
lutized emotions—and not by prospects of reform, constitutional
order or confederation,

The first millenarian notes in Sevéenko's poetry date from the “Try
lita” period (1843—1845) and thus antedate his association with the
Brotherhood of Saints Cyril and Methodius. The earliest of these
occurs in the conclusion of “Stojit’ v seli Subotovi” (October 1845),
the pendant poem to the “mystery" “Velykyj 'ox."” Here the central
image of Xmel'nyc'kyj's church, the symbolic grave of the Ukraine, is
replaced by a vision of resurrection:

Lepkop-ROMOBHHA
Po3BanMTBLCH. . . | 3-0ig Hel
BcTane YkpaiHa.

| poanic TeMyY HeBoaI,

ChiT MpaBAH IaCBITHTE,

! Mykola Kostomarov, Knyhy bytija ukrajins'kohe narodu (Augsburg, 1947), p. 18
[par. 72].
2 pid., p. 24 (par. 103].
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I noMonATLCA Ha BOMI
HeponbHuui mim! . .

{lines 42—48)

(The coffin-church/ will fall to pieces . . . and from beneath it/ the
Ukraine will rise./ And she will dispel the darkness of slavery,/ and
light the light of justice,/ and the children of slaves will pray in
freedom. ) In the poem *‘Jeretyk,’” written a month later, the dedication
to Safafik contains a similar vision of resurrection, now couched in
terms of a utopian Slavophilism (compare lines 48-55). In the *‘Testa-
ment”’ (Jak umru to poxovajte. . .}, written on Christmas Day of that
year, Sevéenko speaks of a “‘great,” “free” and “new family” that
will come to be after a final Armageddon. (In this vein, too, the
preceding “Velykyj 'ox,” “Xolodnyj Jar” and several of the para-
phrased psalms, particularly Psalm 81, all point to the reckoning that
will usher in the new day.)?* But the actual millenarian design takes
shape only in the poetry of the last two years of his life. As is often
true of millenarian thinking in Christian cultures, the clear and
acknowledged model is the Bible, and indeed several of the poems in
question are paraphrases of the Old Testament. The first of these
(after the Psalms, of course}, the paraphrase of Isaiah 35, is in its
entirety a celebration of the promised land; its conclusion is a striking
evocation of the redeemed world:

23 The juxtapeosition of these poems shows persuasively that, as suggested above, the
old and the coming kajdamaéiyna and the Biblical Final Judgment are equated. that
the punishment they mete out and God's is one. Thus in “Velykyj l'ox” Sevéenko
speaks of a new Gonta “who will let loose justice and freedom over all the Ukraine”
(*. . .rozpustyt’ pravdu j volju/ Po vsij Ukrajini™), while the conclusion of Psalm 81
puts it identically:

Beranb ke, Boxe, cym 3emnmo
[ cyne# nykapux.

Ha BciM cBiTi Teox npaspa,

I mons, i cnana.

(lines 145—148)

(Arise O Lord, judge the earth/ and the evi] judges./ [Let reign] over all the earth Your
justice/ and will and glory.)
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OKHBYThH CTEIH, 03epa,
{ e BepcTBOBIL,

A BONBHIT, WHPOKIi
CKpi3b LUIAXH CBSTII
IIpocTenATLCA; | He HailgyTh
HInsixiB THX BRAAHKH,
A pabH THMM DITSAXAMH
Bes reanty i KpHKy
I1o3IXORATLCA TOKYITH,
Pani Ta Beceni.

I nycrHHIO ONaHyOTh
Becenii cena.

(lines 39—50)

{The steppes and lakes will revive/ and roads not measured in versts,/
but free, broad, holy roads/ will spread wide; and the powerful will
not find these roads./ But the slaves, without violence or clamor,/ will
come together along these roads/ in joy and happiness./ And the
desert will be ruled by joyful villages.)

As we recall the above paradigm, the transformation here and in
the following examples conforms in all aspects to the ideal type: it is
(as we have just seen) total and terrestrial. It is also imminent, collec-
tive, and occasioned by a supernatural agency. As much as doubt and
despair may beset him, Sevéenko’s belief in the coming of this new
order is not to be denied; as shown emblematically in *'I tut i vsjudy
—skriz’ pohano’’ (Here and Everywhere—All is Evil), it is asserted
against reason itself, and it is as inevitable and imminent as the day
that follows night:

CoHue dpge
I 3a coboio AcHb BEXE.
I Bxxe Til xpebeTHOCHNI,
Vike popyuIaThes uapi. . .
I 6yne npaBaa Ha 3e€MIIi.

{lines 10—14)

(The sun comes/ and leads the day with it,/ and already the stiff-
backed,/ aiready the tsars tremble. . ./ And there will be justice on
earth.) While there are in these last poems evocations and depictions of
violence and retribution—elements, to be sure, quite typical of mille-
narian thought—the movement in Sevéenko, as epitomized by the
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variants of “Molytva,” is manifestly in the direction of a supernatural
agency; ultimately his stance is one of confident but passive expecta-
tion of the inevitable change. This change, of course, is not deter-
mined by, nor does it establish, the realm of reason. When Sevéenko
speaks, at the conclusion of one four-line poem (*‘I den’ ide, i ni¢ ide™
[The Day Goes by, the Night Goes byl) of waiting for an “apostle of
truth [or justice] and knowledge" [apostol pravdy i nauky]), it should
be clear, as signaled by the very juxtaposition of aposto! and nauka,
that the frame that is established is part of the sacred not the secular
world.?* It is not sci(;nce or learning as such, and certainly not reascn
or rationalism that Sevéenko intends, but rather the true knowledge
and wisdom that comes with the total and final enlightenment of the
millennium. In the same vein, the carriers of this enlightenment in
the past, the paradigmatic Archimedes and Galileo, are characterized
not as scientists in any conventional sense but as “holy forerunners”

24 Shevelov's generally insightful discussion is surely in error if it means to imply (the
matter is never addressed directly) that Sevéenko's vision of the future is based on
reason (*'The Year 1860 in Sevéenko's Work,” pp. 93—-97). At the root of the problem
is what I take to be a mistranslation: apostof pravdy § nauky is rendered as *“the apostle
of justice and reason.” Now while pravda is both “truth™ and “justice,” nauka, in this
context, is “knowledge,™ or “wisdom,” but not “Reason™ (or “‘science” or “learning™).
The future that Sevéenko envisions is indeed (as Shevelov argues) just and harmonious
—but by virtue of a millenarian and mythical, not a rational, reascnable thinking. In
fact, when Sevéenko does use nauka as meaning “‘learning” or “science,” it is with
bitter irony (see “Kavkaz,"” lines 69—77). And even when he speaks of rozum {reascn)
(in “Ne narikaju ja na Boha" {I Do Not Complain about God]), it is clear from the
context (the play on fooling oneself and being fooled by hope, the imagery of sowing
the true good Word) that, again, it is not reason as such, but a higher almost mystical
wisdom that is implied.

The argument that Sevéenko's publication of his Primer (Bukvar’; 1861) signals a
“connection between the small deed—popular education—and the big: the emergence of
a new and harmonious social order. Not the axe, but the book is to be found at the
basis of the conception of the apostie of Justice and Reason™ {ibid., p. 94} also does
not support the contention. For in itself the Primer does not simply speak of a positi-
vistic program of popular education—it is also an expression of the transcendent need
to sow the Word, to reach out to and nurture the communitas that is his charge. Even
here, in the non-poetic mode, the case for “Reason” as the basic determinant is not
persuasive.
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(svjatyje predoteci) giving generations of men the eucharist (!) that
will one day make them truly free.?

The innermost, most essential feature of Sevéenko’s millennium,
however, is its sense of the collective, of the elect, of his communitas.
It is ubiquitous and maximally stressed, and, of course, presented in
total opposition to society’s structure, to authority, to the powerful of
this world. It is evident in the examples already noted and in all his
projections of the future, but perhaps most pronounced in his quintes-
sential millenarian statement, the very late poem, “l Arximed i
Halilej.” Here, as we see in the poem’s conclusion, the vision draws
on universal, archetypical images:

Bbyne Hure
IHapamu cigHee wHTO!
A mone BHPOCTYTh. ¥YMpYTh
Ille HezayaTHE HapATA. . .
1 Ha oHOBTNIEHIM 3eMai
Bpara ne Gyne, cynocTara,
A Oype cHn, i Gyne MaTH,
I OyayTe moge Ha 3eMi.

(lines 7—14)

(The grain sowed by the tsars/ will be threshed!/ But the people will
grow./ The tsars yet unborn will die. . ./ And on the renewed earth/
there will be no enemy, no tempter,/ but there will be a son and a
mother,/ and there will be people on this earth.) The apotheosis of
communitas, which is the millennium itself, is distilled to its purest
form: not only is it the characteristic triumph of the weak, the power
of the powerless, but also the characteristically Sevéenkian assertion
of the uterine bond, the bond of mother and child, a bond that stands
in radical opposition to the cruel exigencies of “‘normal,” hierarchical,
authoritarian, patrilineal society. This is the deepest level of the

¥ Jan Hus, another such ‘‘apostle,”” 1s obvicusly presented as a “*holy martyr.”" a
sower of the liberating, Holy Word. But the Czech philologist and historian Safafik, 10
whom “Jeretyk™ is dedicated, is also cast not simply as a scholar, a man of learning,
but as a father-savior of the Slavs—and implicitly a re-incamation of the “holy” Hus.
Finally, George Waghington, with his “new and righteous law,” symbolizes in the
context of “Jurodyvyj"” the sacred sphere of justice and freedom, and hardly the
concrete socio-political structure of the thirteen American states.
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dream of a new order. In articulating it, and the millennium as such,
Sevcenko is no longer expressing only the common cultura! attitudes,
that is, the collective sense of lost freedom and power and the collec-
tive, subliminal fears of a threatened culture; here he is projecting
and powerfully imprinting on these collective attitudes his own,
psychological matrix. Here he is both myth-carrier and mythmaker.
In creating his vision of a coming millennium Sevéenko comes full
circle to the golden age he had depicted in the distant past, that is, the
state of ideal communitas. Yet this should not be construed as a form
of escapism. Quite to the contrary, it is a necessary and “logical”
solution. As one who is deeply attuned to the culture and the histori-
cal juncture of his people, he is profoundly aware that the alternative
of revolution is impossible, for as he shows in various poems, perhaps
most poignantly in the lyric “Oj ¢oho ty pocomilo. . ", the Cossack
ethos, the will and strength for such a course, is dead, and the
Ukraine of his present is suspended in a state of conflict between the
feminine helplessness of communitas, of serfs, raped and seduced
women and bastard children, and the debauched and renegade man-
hood of hierarchy and authority. But it is equally impossible for him
to reconcile himself to the Ukraine's demise. The solution is a classical
mythical mediation, the sublime paradox of a “passive revolution,”
the projection of a millenarian communitas to be established by God
Himself. And this mediation draws intrinsically on the need to
resolve his own fundamental conflict: for Sevéenko (as he himself
shows so eloquently in Trizna, in the Russian novellas, in his Diary
and letters) is a classically marginal or displaced figure—he is neither
peasant nor nobleman, he can neither return to his past nor forget it
nor deny it. His resolution is the mediating and transcending role of a
poet-prophet who is not a peasant and yet one who represents the
values and is indeed a spokesman for communitas; who speaks to,
and indeed is accepted and lionized by the highest strata of society, of
the status system and authority, and yet is not part of it. Underlying
this is his total identification with the Ukraine, whereby his personal
fate and the fate of his nation are made to mirror and model each
other: because he identifies totally with his group his fate becomes
tragic as a reflection of the group’s; his status elevation is perceived
by him as status reversal because his people remain in slavery, as
serfs. And yet, despite the strength of this bond, Sevienko moves
from an ethnocentric and nativistic stance to a full and rare universality.
His late poetry not only addresses the human condition as such, but
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does so in the language of archetypes and universal symbols. Among
his various achievements, this ability to frame so fine a solution to so
many irreconcilable oppositions certainly stands preeminent.



CHAPTER FIVE

Conclusion: Sevienko’s
Mythopoesis

THE NATURE oF Sevéenko's mythopoesis can be summarized
in the following major points:

1. Mythical thinking and, specifically, a mythical apprehension of
the Ukraine is the very essence of Sevéenko’s poetry. Mythical struc-
tures animate each of its major modes or genres—the lyrical, the
narrative, and the “political.” In a word, myth constitutes a basic
code of his poetry. The mythical code, however, appears only in the
poetry—in contrast to the other basic code of Sevéenko's creative
work, that is, the psychological, or, concretely, the symbolically auto-
biographical, which manifests itself in all the major forms of his self-
expression, in his poetry, prose, and painting too. While they consti-
tute independent imaginative frameworks, the personal and the
mythical components are also interconnected: the mythical depiction
of the Ukraine and the symbolic self-portrait model and reflect each
other. And precisely because it exists on a deeper level, a revealing of
the mythical content must also bare the individual psychic content. A
full investigation of the latter, and the code in which it is given, is still a
task for the future, however.

2. Like his counterparts, Gogo!l’ in Russian literature and Stowacki
in Polish, Sevéenko can be called a true mythmaker by virtue of the
fact that his poetic vision, the Ukrainian “theme” taken in the broad-
est sense, presents itself in a highly integrated, almost hermetic
symbolic system which conveys prefound personal and “‘universal”
truths. Like all mythical thinking, his is a form of intellectual brico-
lage that reveals the characteristic movement from structure to events
(in the sense that events selected from a broad spectrum may be
taken to “fit” or actualize a given structure), a development through

147
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oppositions and mediation, and a multi-tracked redundancy of narra-
tive that reveals itself in an “‘obsessive” repetition of events and
structural units (*‘themes” and *“‘motifs™). Uniquely, however, Sev-
¢enko is also a myth-carrier: he not only makes the mythical construct,
but also becomes a participant in it. Through a complex system of
symbolic identifications in the narrative poems—which corresponds
to the overtly autobiographical and confessional character of the non-
narrative poems—the poet always becomes the central protagonist
and in a sense all the major protagonists.! The myth, in short, is so
deeply internalized and his own experiences so interwovern with it
that ultimately the poet and the myth are quite inseparable.

Sevéenko’s early poetry is modeled by the kobzar, the myth-teller
who resonates with the experiences and emotions of the collective,
but who neither rises above them nor fully comprehends their deep
significance. In his mature poetry, beginning with “Try lita,” and
symbolically upon discovering “‘the Word,” Sevéenko consistently
assumes the role of a prophet who consciously articulates the myth to
his people and both consciously and unconsciously, like a shaman,
serves them as mediator between past and present, present and
future, man and God, and, ultimately, through his suffering, expiates
for the collective “‘sin”* and “curse.’” For this reason, too, Sevéenko,
alone among the various Polish, Russian and Ukrainian Romantics
who tum to the Ukrainian theme, focuses so intensely on the
“future,” that is, on the ideal solution.

3. The world depicted in Sevéenko's poetry, particularly the
Ukraine, is presented not through historical time but through mythical
time, in effect, in terms of the three stages of fundamental transition,
in Van Gennep’s terminology, the pre-liminal, the liminal, and the
post-liminal. The Ukraine’s movement through these stages clearly
constitutes a rite of passage. The first and the third stages, corre-
sponding respectively to the “distant past” and the “future,” posit a
world of harmony, a golden age in which the Ukraine once dwelt and
to which it will return. The middle phase, liminality, corresponding to
the “recent past” and the “present” and constituting the primary
focus of Sevéenko's attention, shows a world in profound disharmony,
suspended in injustice and abnormality.

The conflict in this, the liminal stage of the Ukrainian world, is pre-
sented on several levels and in various paradigmatic relationships, for

! S8ee "“The Nexus of the Wake,” pp. 331-336 and passim.
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example, the ill-fated individual or family, the exploitation of women
by men, and so on. At its most basic, it is the opposition between
communitas and structure. In “normal,” stable societies the ritual
movement from structure to communitas and back again effects, as
Victor Tumer argues, a cleansing and revitalization of society; the
structure that obtains at the end is purified and strengthened.” For
Sevienko, however, the opposition between communitas and struc-
ture is fixed and unbridgeable and tantamount to the difference
between good and evil. His vision reaffirms only communitas, and
thus too his solution postulates a utopia and not a “‘normal” society.?

Since the Ukraine exists on a mythical, not historical continuum, it
follows that the concrete circumstances and the contraries of its
liminal stage do not exhaust its essential meaning. The actual politi-
cally and socially determined place and state of affairs is not coter-
minous with Ukrajina for Sevéenko: the Ukraine of the present and
the recent past, defined by conflict and ordeal and presented in
images of marginality—the abused and abandoned widow, the pokry-
tka and the bastard, ultimately the masses of serfs—is only the
surface emanation, an epiphenomenon of the true Ukraine, the full
dimensions and meaning of which are concealed as in a “great crypt”
and known only to the poet. If one were to look only at its visible
features (as Sevéenko, for the most part, if not exclusively, does in his
prose), one would only see Malorossija, a provmce of the Russian
empire. For Sevéenko, however, Ukrajina is much more than its
liminal present, above all in that it is transcendent to the seemingly
iron law of linear, historical necessity and of irreversible progression
and change. Thus the Ukraine, which according to the enlightened
opinion of the day (an opinion, as we saw, shared by various Ukrai-
nian writers as well) had died finally and irrevocably, leaving behind
it only mute nature and archeographic remains, folklore, and memory,
is, for Sevéenko, on the very threshhold of resurrection. His first
formulation of this conviction, in the conclusion of “Stojit’ v seli
Subotovi,” (quoted earlier) is also one of the most direct: “The coffin-

2 The Ritual Process, pp. 177-178.

3 Here we can see a fundamental difference between Sevéenka’s mythical thought
and that of the dumy. Regardless of whether they articulate the Cossack ethos or the
peasant ethos, the dumy precisely reaffinm social structure, its law, order and hierarchy,
and postulate a normal, not a utopian society. See Oksana 1. Grabowicz, “‘The Dumy: a
Structural Approach.”
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church/ will fall to pieces. . . and from beneath it/ the Ukraine will
rise./ And she will dispel the darkness of slavery,/ and light the light
of justice,/ and the children of slaves/ will pray in freedom.” As
something transcendent to historical necessity and the laws of politi-
cal existence, the Ukraine thus assumes the status of an ideal entity.

4. The Ukraine’s ideality is suggested by Sevéenko in several con-
texts. In terms of the “past,” when seen through the distance of time
and space, it is an idyllic land of peace and harmony (emblematicaily
in “Sadok vyinevyj kolo xaty”), a “paradise" that is equated with the
innocence of childhood, but which, like that childheod, is fated to be
despoiled.* In terms of the “present” the Ukraine is, or approaches,
a moral ideal by being conceived as an emanation of communitas, as
constituted by the marginal and the oppressed and thus made pure by
suffering. The clearest sense of an ideal, however, emerges from Sev-
cenko’s millenarian solution, that is, his vision of the future. On the
one hand, this vision entails a purging of structure and hierarchy from
society (paradigmatically the tsars and their seed; cf. especially “I
Armximed i Halilej”’) as of something that is evil and non-human. It
was through structure that a pure, simple and harmonious human
order was perverted (compare “Saul”), and it is through its final
eradication that that order will be restored. (Here, too, we see the
answer to the frequently posed question of who bears the [present
and "historical”] guilt for the existing state of affairs, for the Ukraine’s
“ruin”’: Bohdan Xmel'nyc'kyj? the Cossacks? the common people in
their gullibility?® Undoubtedly, that guilt is to be borne by those who
represent structure in society. Sevéenko, of course, frames this
answer neither analytically nor causally [that is, historically], but
mythically, that is, in symbols, in paradigmatic sets, and in terms of
an existential dichotomy. In sum, the issue for him is not that, for
example, the hetmans or the gentry were, or are, guilty of this or
another crime, but that simply by being what they are, they are a fact,

¢ Compare the paradigmatic “Meni trynadcjatyj mynalo™ (1 Was Just Thirteen).

? An early discussion of the question of guilt—framed entirety in terms of a parallel
between Sevéenko and Jeremiah——is given in V. Séurat's Svjate pys'mo v Sevéenkovij
poezyji (L'viv, [1904]). A sharp rebuttal to Sturat’s reading is made by I. Franke in his
“Sevienko i Jeremija,” Tvory v dvacjaty fomax, vol. 17, pp. 129-132. Sec alo V.
Dorosenko, “Istoryéni sjuzety j motyvy v tvoréosti Sevéenka,” Povne vydannja tvoriv,
vol. 2, p. 298.
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a state of evil.® In non-metaphoric language, the “‘evil” in question is
society’s shift from a “common morality” to a power structure, with its
laws, rules and authorities [compare *‘Saul” and “Kavkaz"].) The
other side of the millenarian solution is that this state of affairs, with
its false reason and false morality, will be replaced by an ideal, trium-
phant communitas. Its establishment, as a few poems suggest, may be
accompanied by violent retribution, but for the most part Sevéenko
envisions the future utopia as coming about inevitably, through the
workings of a supematural agency, as a “‘passive revolution.” For
Sevéenko, the millennium that is thus established is mythical and
sacral, and not a secular or political construct; it signifies the triumph
not of Reason but of True Wisdom which, as in so many milleanial
visions, will characterize the coming community of the elect. Most
significantly, this community is given a universal cast as the ideal
Ukraine merges into a vision of an ideal humanity.

5. Like all myths, Sevéenko’s provides an integrated and compre-
hensive (holistic) sense of the world and the individual (the poet} in
it. Beyond that, it is highly teleological: the golden age of the distant
past and the ordeal of the recent past and the present are made
meaningful by his prophecy of the future, that is, by a millennial
utopia. Even if only a limited number of poems express it overtly—
most notably, the paraphrase of Isaiah 33, the paraphrase of Hosea
14, the variants of “Molytva,” “1 Arximed i Halilej,” and “Buvaly
vojny j vijs'koviji svary”—this prophecy of a new golden age is the
heart of Sevéenko’s mythical message. It is simultaneously a statement

¢ This is made quite explicit in “Hosea 14,” where the Ukraine’s suffering is not
caused by any particular crime of her victimers, but by their very existence:

Brkpaino!
Miit nrodrit Kpalo HEMOBHEAMMIL!
3a mo Tebe 'ocnons Kapa,
Kapae taxko? 3a Borjnana,
Ta 3a craxenoro letpa,
Ta 3a maHiB OTHX NOTAHHX
Mo xpalo HRHMIMTE. . .

(lines 4—10)

(O Ukraine!/ My beloved innocent land!/ For what does the Lord punish you./ punish
you so sorely? For Bohdan,/ and the mad Peter/ and those evil noblemen/ He
destroys you so relentlessly.} See also “Rozryta mohyla.”
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of prescription, showing the coming utopia to be the only “correct
solution,” and a reaffirmation of the whole system of thought, an
“explanation™ of why the solution is correct. In synchronic perspective
(and the mythic structures in question are above all synchronic),
SevCenko can be said to deal with the past and the present only to
prove, to justify, and to explain the future and the solution it
provides, that is, the apotheosis of communitas and negation of struc-
ture, Characteristically, no other alternative, for example, the possi-
bility of a “good hierarachical society,” is ever considered. The
reason is obvious: the myth does not search for or explore other
social options or configurations. The poet has the answers, and they
are all fully formed. In this sense his vision can be calied “ideclogical,”
by virtue of being a complete and integrated system.

Sevienko’s myth, however, is dynamic, and hardly a static,
descriptive, or classificatory system. While it builds on a severe
binary schema (communitas/structure) which subsumes and qualifies
all of social reality, it also projects fundamental change con that
reality. This is made most explicit in the fact that the *“future’’ which
is the centerpiece of Sevéenko’s myth is not really a time-frame, but,
above all, a final transformation where oppositions of a lower level,
such as those given in the specific here-and-now of individual poems,
are resolved and removed on a higher level.” In effect, the existing

* I am drawing her on Terence S. Tumer's argument fer a dynamic mode! of ritual
(and, by extension, myth}. His basic focus is on transformational operations as the link
between lower-level and higher-level structures:

Transformational operations can be said to be more powerful than the simpler
classificatory operations (e.g., binary opposition} that comprise the structure of
the matrix of role relations because they are capable of linking pairs ar series of
mutually contradictory states of such matrices as permutations of one another.
Their greater power is, to put it differently, expressed in their ability to trans-
form relationships and categories that are mutually exclusive at the lower levels
of structure constituted by individual states of the matrix of relations (or, in
simpler terms, any classification of relations considered as a fixed, static struc-
ture) into non-exclusive categories that may coexist or pass into one another
within the same field of relations. It is only by calling upon the pawer of trans-
formational operations in this sense, or (which comes to the same thing) by
ascending to the higher level of structure they constitute, that it becomes
possible to reclassify an actor or entity initially classed within one of a pair of
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social state of affairs is radically reshaped by being placed on the
higher, open-ended level of transcendent and universal existence.
The remarkaly concise and eloquent concluding lines of *“I Arximed i
Halilej™

I Ha oHoBRMeHiA 3eMni
Bpara ge Oyae, cynocTara,
A Oyne cuu, i 6yae mMaTh,

1 6yayTh Mofe HA 3emii.

(lines 11-14)

signal some of the central moments of this resolution. The iniquity
and conflict in both family and society that was epitomized by the
pokrytka and the bastard is now pointedly reversed in the simple
assertion: “‘there will be a son and a mother.” The removal of the
curse of illegitimacy, however, aiso carries with it the removal of the
father: on the most obvious level his absence proclaims the removal

mutually contrasting categories (e.g., “boy") within the opposite category (i.c.,
“man""}. Coordinated sets of transformations of this type form the structure of
processes of social transition such as those associated with rites de passage.

“Transformation, Hierarchy and Transcendence: A Reformulation of Van Gennep's
Maodel of the Structure of Rites De Passage,” Secular Ritual, ed. Sally F, Moore and
Barbara G. Meyerhoff, (Assen/Amsterdam, 1977), pp. 56—57. In *“The Nexus of the
Wake,” pp. 343-344, I make a similar argument for a transformational shift 1o a
higher level, but without the benefit of Turner's model. L. Pliushch's use of “transfor-
mation," on the other hand, is broad and loose, often meaning any inversion, shift of
meaning or voice, etc. See his “ The Bewitched Woman® and Some Problems of
Shevchenko’s Philosophy,” Shevchenko and the Critics, 1861 — 1980, ed. George S. N.
Luckyj (Toronto, 1980), pp. 454-480. Despite its occasional insights, Pliushch’s article
is quite problematical, above all because of its lack of differentiation between the
levels of structure and events. Thus, his general argument regarding Sevéenko's “philos-
ophy of indeterminism” seems to be based on a false premise and, what is worse,
approached in a manner that is totally unfalsifiable. The twists and turns that he sees in
Sevéenko’s “road” do exist, but on a surface and manifest level; in fact, while there are
certain aspects of “‘openness” (see below), the system, his poetic world as a whole, far
from being characterized by indeterminacy and chaos, is very much guided by over-
arching structures and a highly consistent code. And it is only by approaching it as a
symbolic code—and not by leaving it on the amorphous and metaphorical level of a
“philosophy”—that its laws and regularities can be discerned.
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of the authoritarian and coercive principle. The resolution of the
fundamental opposition of communitas/structure in the human col-
lective is no less simple: *‘there will be people on this earth.”” The
rejection of structure does not imply, however, that communitas will
exist as before, that is, as marginality, as the modality of the weak
and the poor. Here, in fact, is where the fundamental transformation
takes place. As expressed in the concluding lines of “Buvaly vojny j
vijs'koviji svary”'—** A my pomolymosja Bohu/ | nebahatiji, nevbohi’’
(and we, neither rich nor poor, will pray to God)—the new order
brings a society of equals. Moreover, it is in this poem, emblemati-
cally with the image of the headless Cossack who falls and crushes the
imperial throne, that Sevéenko bids farewell to Cossackdom and its
legacy. The opposition within this body, just as the one between the
warring Cossacks and Poles in Hajdamaky, is overcome not by the
victory of either side but by the trascendence of the conflict through a
vision of a new human order—of people, pure and simple. In short,
the communitas of the future is not one of suffering or marginality,
but of freedom, equality, and common morality.

It would seem, however, that one basic opposition, that between
male and female, between the male and female worlds, has not and
cannot be resolved. The mediation of classical myth—the preternatu-
ral hermaphrodite—would seem to be clearly precluded from the
world of Sevéenko's poetry. And yet a resolution is found, one which
is again a transformation on a higher level (and as such may indeed be
taken as analogous to the mediation of classical myth). One aspect of
Sevéenko’s mediation of this opposition is the simple bracketing out
of the (adult) male figure. As reflected in various overtly autobiogra-
phical or symbolic moments (see respectively “*Sestri’* and **Son [Na
panscyni pdenycju Zala]"’), and especially in the few poems that project
an idyllic vision of the Ukraine, most strikingly “Sadok vysnevyj kolo
xaty,”” the male figure, the father, is notably absent. Psychologically,
the resolution is effected by regression to an infantile state where the
relation of mother and child is sufficient and complete in itself. In
terms of mythical transformation (and the mythical and psychological
codes are, of course, complementary and parallel) the opposition of
male and female is resolved by desexualizing the relationship. In the
utopian new order that relationship is cast either as pre-sexual, as one
of mother and son (“I bude syn i bude maty. . .”; compare also
the paraphrase of the eleventh Psalm where future mankind is cast as
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little children), or as a conflation of the pre-sexual and the post-sexual,
as in various poems that present his hoped-for paradise as a joy of
childhood and old age. Thus, too, Sevéenko often depicts marriage
itself as asexual, whether in the early and elaborated narrative of
“Slipyj”/*‘Nevol'nyk"” where it is more a relationship of brother to
sister, or in such late poems as *Rosly ukupoéci. . .”” (They Grew up
Together), “Zijslys’, pobralys’, pojednalys’”’ (They Came Together,
Married, Became Joined), or in his very last poem, “Cy ne pokynut’
nam neboho” (Should We Not Leave, My Dear), where in one breath
he addresses his muse as both sister and wife—“moja sestrof druzyno
svjataja.” The movement here is entirely consistent with the overall
pattern of transformations: sexuality, especially male sexuality is
removed precisely because it had so insistently been identified with
the coercive and exploitative nature of structure and authority in
society.®

In sum, Sevéenko’s myth can be considered as a two-tiered model,
with its lower level being the set of conflicts and abnormalities that is
organized along the fundamental binary opposition of communitas
and structure. In terms of the myth's dynamics, this is the liminal
state of the Ukraine, its “ordeal.” The higher, more general and, ulti-
mately, universal level of the model is the set of qualities and potenti-
alities (or ideals) that cumulatively designates the utopian solution—
the coming millennium. It is a “higher” or “more powerful” level
precisely because it resolves the ostensibly irreconcilable oppositions
and determines the overall movement of the myth:* in short, it
establishes the principle of teleology.

6. While Sevéenko's myth is firmly fixed on its final cause, that is,
on the millennial vision, and while the system it subtends is complete
and coherent, it is also open-ended—in two very specific ways. On
the one hand, this is simply a reflection of the fact that, as noted

¢ The difference between human sexuality as such, and sex as a factor of social stric-
tures, conventions, and power relations is crucial, of course. From the very earliest
poetry, that is, “Pryfynna,” any love and sexuality that is spontaneous, consenting,
and uncalculating is, for Sevéenko, pure and innocent in the eyes of God. In the later
poetry this structure becomes overt, for example, in “Neofity” and *“Marija,” and
virtually programmatic in such poems as *‘Himm ¢emeéyj’’ (The Monks” Hymn) and
“N.T.”

® Compare T. Tumer, “Transformation, Hierarchy and Transcendence.”
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before, Sevienko’s poetry conflates the mythic and the psychological
code. Thus, while the myth is couched in definite structures, it is also
made to resonate with various personal experiences and with turbu-
lent emotions. The presence and the range of these experiences and
emotions constitutes the poetry’s openness and spontaneity. The
more important aspect of its openness rests on the fact that Sevéenko
does not specify or set limits on the meaning of the future as it pertains
to the Ukraine or to mankind in general: it is given only as a state of
becoming. For one thing {not untypically of millenarian ideas), the
proximity or the duration of the millennium is never specified—we
are never told whether it will come tomorrow or in a hundred years,
whether it will last a thousand vears or an eternity.'® What is clear,
however, is that for Sevéenko the future (which, again, must be taken
in a qualified, non-temporal sense) brings a final transformation and
thus an ideal and final solution. The content and shape of that solu-
tion is strictly determined by the model of liminality and its opposi-
tions—the conflicts, the iniquity, the ““curse.” The “future,” in other
words, is exclusively defined as that which overcomes and sets right
the present. Beyond that there is no speculation or elaboration on the
future. A key formulation to this effect appears in every poem that is
specifically focused on the millenarian solution, for example, “Ozy-
vut’, stepy, ozera. . . i pustynju opanujut’/ Veseliji sela” (The steppes
and lakes will revive. . .and joyful villages will rule the desert;
“Isaiah 35”), “I bude syn, i bude maty,/ I budut’ ljudy na zemli”(*']
Arximed i Halilej), “Uze voruSatsja cari. . ./ I bude pravda na
zemli” (The tsars are already trembling. . ./ and there will be justice
on earth; **I tut i vsjudy—skriz’ pohano’’), **A my pomolymosja
Bohu/ I nebahatiji, nevbohi’® (And we, neither rich nor poor, will
pray to God; “‘Buvaly vojny j vijs’koviji svary™).

All of this, of course, reveals an unmistakable circularity, with the
resultant new existence recapturing a former golden age. 'The perfect
age” as Thrupp observes, “may come by an act of regeneration, time
being bent back, as it were, to recapture some state of harmony in
which the world began.”!! In fact, regeneration is the central leit-
motif in Sevéenko's vision. Already in the early poetry, particularly

1® Sylvia L. Thrupp, “Miltennial Dreams in Action: A Report on the Conference
Discussion.”” in Millennial Dreams in Action. Studies in Revolutionary Religious Move-
ments, ed. Sylvia L. Thrupp (New York, 19703, p. 12.

" fbid.
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of the “Try lita” period, before a millenarian vision is yet fully articu-
lated, images of regeneration are its main, and most often its only
foreshadowings; for example:

I — o guBO! TpYnH BCcTAH
[ oui po3KpHAH,

I 6par 3 GpaToM OGHANHCH
I nporosopunn

Cnoso Tuxoi mobosi
HagikH i Bixku!

(lines 48—53)

{(And—O wonder! the corpses rose/ and opened their eyes,/ and
brother embraced brother/ and spoke/ words of quiet love/ forever
and ever!; “Jeretyk”}; or:

BcTane Ykpaina.

I poasie TeMy Hesoni,
CBiT npapAR acBiTHTE,
I moMONATLECA Ha BOJI
Henonsuunyi gitu! . .

{lines 44—48)

(. . .The Ukraine will rise./ And she will dispel the darkness of slavery,/
and light the light of justice,/ and the children of slaves will pray in
freedom; *‘Stojit” v seli Subotovi’’); or:

Bcerase npaepa! BcTane sons!
[ To6i oaHomy

MomonaTecA BCi ATUKA
BoBikn i BikH.

(lines 32-37)

(Justice will rise! Freedom will rise!/ and to You alone/ all men will
pray,/ forever and ever; ‘“‘Kavkaz™}); or:

[ oxupe pobpa chana,
Cnasa YKpaiHH,

[ cBiT ACHH#, HeBeYepHIH
Taxo 3acife. . .

(lines 256-259)
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(. . .and the good fame,/ the fame of the Ukraine will revive/ and a
bright day, a day without evening/ will quietly shine; “Poslanije’).
The “Testament™ (*Jak umru to poxovajte”), the last poem of the
“Try lita” album, also speaks of a ““new, free family.” In the post-
exile period, the moment of regeneration is even more pronounced,
beginning with the already cited conclusion of “Isaiah 35" (*“OZyvut’
stepy, ozera. . .”), and then in “Marija” (“A ja, nezlobnyj, vospoju./
Jak procvitut’ ubohi sela,/ Psalmom i tyxym i veselym/ Svjatuju
dolen’ku tvoju™ [And I, pure of heart, will sing,/ when the poor
villages will bloom again,/ your holy fate in a quiet and joyful psaim]),
in “Hosea 14" (“Voskresny mamo! . . . vernysja v svitlycju-xatu™
[Arise from the dead, O mother! . . . retumn to your homel], in the
explicit reference to “renewed earth” (Onovlena zemlja) in “I Arxi-
med i Halilej,” and the extended image of new shoots growing from
the roots of the old rotting oak in “'Buvaly vojny j vijs’koviji svary.”'?
And finally, the very last lines that Sevéenko is known to have written,
the ending of *‘Cy ne pokynut’ nam, neboho," show that in the purely
persenal, lyrical, and autobiographical context, his own vision of
salvation, of paradise, is also cast in the mode of a return to a pristine
and perfect Ukraine:

. . . Hapg camum dneretoHoM
ABo Han CTikcoM, ¥ palo,
Heraue gan JHiNpoM WHPOKHM,
B rawo — npenpiuHoMy raio,
TlocTagmo XaTouKy, cafovox
Kpyrom XaTHHH Hacamxy,
Ipaanuew T y XxONogo4oK,
TeGe, MoB Kpamo, nocaxy,
IOuinpo, Ykpainy 3rafaem,
Beceni cemmua B rasx,
Morsu-ropd Ha cTenax —

I peceneHbKO 3acmiBacM. . .

(lines 61—72})

12 Thesc images of renewal. it should be noted, stand in strikingly sharp contrast
to the images and motifs of ruin and destruction. be it internal, in the poct’s heart (for
example, “*ZavoroZy meni volxve” or “Cy to nedolja ta nevolja™) or in the external
world (compare especially “Cuma" and “Sokyra"). This opposition, particularly as it
reflects Sevienko's psychology. requires further examination.
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(. . -over Phlegethon itself,/ or over the Styx, in paradise,/ as if over
the broad Dnieper,/ in a grove, an eternal grove,/ I will build my
cottage/ and plant an orchard round that cottage;/ you [the muse]
will come to me in the shade,/ and I will sit you down like a queen./
We will reminisce of the Dnieper and the Ukraine,/ of the joyful vil-
lages in the groves,/ the burial mounds like mountains in the steppe—/
and we will sing joyfully.)

7. It also follows from the preceding that Sevéenko can very well
be considered a religious poet—not merely because thematically his
poetry draws so heavily on the Bible, nor even because he so fre-
quently addresses himself to God and indeed argues with Him and
challenges Him, but because of the deep structures of his thought.
On the one hand this is the stance of a prophet who speaks to his
people in the name, and often with the voice, of God, who mediates
between themn and the deity and expresses this mission by revealing to
them the Word, in effect, the truth which is the myth itself. On the
other, this is his all but explicit identification with Christ, the archety-
pal savior, the Lamb of God who expiates the sins of mankind. In his
poetry Sevéenko makes this identification both expressly (most clearly
perhaps in Trizna) and symbolically. In functional terms the equation
is true and accurate, for like Christ who through his suffering frees
man from the curse of original sin and opens for him the way to salva-
tion, so Sevéenko—in both his own estimation and that of genera-
tions of his readers—unlocks the secret of the “great crypt” that is
the Ukraine, expiates through his own ordeal the sin or *‘curse” of its
disharmony, and gives his people a redemptive vision of a coming
golden age. In both the prophecy and the expiation he exemplifies
the role of the myth-carrier.

13 The official Soviet interpretation, which is aill but exclusively focused on the
surface and verbal (that is, sign) level, and which generally disregards the context,
crudely depicts Sevéenko as an atheist and materialist (for example, see the typical
argument of the Seveenkivs'kyj slovnyk, vol. 1, pp. 48--49; see also Petro Odaréenka’s
~§evienko in Soviet Literary Criticism,” in Taras Sevienko, 1814~1861: A Symposium,
pp. 259—302). During a period of relative thaw, it must be added, such vulgarizations
were challenged by O. Bilec’kyj in his “Zavdannja i perspektyvy vyvéennja Sevéenka,”
in Zbirnyk prac dev”jaswofi nankovoji Sevienkivs“koji konferenciji (Kiev, 1961), pp. 13—23.
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The ramifications of Sevéenko’s legacy are many and complex, and
they extend far beyond the realm of literature. In various, essential
ways, however, some of them are highly revealing of the mythical
core of the phenomenon. Taken most generally, the readings of Sev-
¢enko’s poetic statement can be divided into the “secular” (analytical,
scholarly, historical, and so forth) and the “*sectarian’ (ranging from
the ideological, to the metaphysical and openly irrationalist, and to
the cultist). Each of these two broad categories covers a wide
spectrum and, more often than not, overlaps with the other. The
similarity between the two critical modes is often instructive in both a
formal and a historical sense, as, for example, when we observe that
various ostensibly analytical approaches are not only lacking in dis-
tance, but phrased in a critical language that is as metaphoric and
affective as the poetry itself. The “‘sectarian™ interpretations are
clearly more numerous, and, in a sense, more interesting. The two
major variants here are the official Soviet one and the nationalist. As
can be expected from ideologies that are built on certitudes of belief
and oriented toward ought-to-be realities, they share some basic
premises: for both, Sevéenko is not so much a literary and historical
figure as he is the carrier of profound, undeniable truths and a unique
spokesman for his people. At the same time, both sides neatly divide
Sevcenko in half, each recognizing only what is allowed by its ideo-
logical prism. Thus, the nationalist critics readily note Sevéenko’s
prophetic tone and content and stress his national, or more accurately
his nativist orientation, but at the same time tend to deny the para-
mount role of communitas in Sevéenko’s thought, and the populism
and indeed anarchism that it implies, and instead contend that he
expresses statist (derzavnyc’ki) views and values. In contrast, official
Soviet critics enthusiastically stress the primacy of communitas (with-
out, of course, naming it as such), which they see as Sevienko's close-
ness to the common people, his narodnist’ and his militant opposition
to structure and authority, to tsar, nobility, and wealth. In so doing,
however, they reduce the communitas/structure opposition to a
question of socio-political views and remain largely impervious to its
primarily affective and symbolic nature. Moreover, while denying the
prophetic-“national” aspects of Sevienko’s poetry and turning a deaf
ear to its religious overtones, they proceed to consider him a “revolu-
tionary-democrat,” very much in the mold of such mundane ideol-
ogues as Cernysevskij or Dobroljubov.

And yet, despite the polarized interpretations, where each side
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villifies the other for “falsifying” Sevéenko, and despite the absurd
quid pro quo, where Sevéenko-the-nationalist-cum-statist is countered
by Sevienko-the-bolshevik-avant-la-lettre, there remains a basic iden-
tity of perception. Beneath the thin surface of rationalized interpre-
tations (the secondary elaborations of primitive ideologies), Sevéenko’s
message is received precisely as a myth, and he himself perceived as a
myth-carrier. For in both variants of the “sectarian” mode (variants,
one should stress, which basically only medel popular perceptions)
Sevéenko is unmistakably portrayed as a culture hero—a father of his
people (bat’ko Taras), a unique bard (velykyj Kobzar), who, like no
one before him or after him, looked into the very depths of the
national soul and articulated its needs, its values, and its language.
Both sides consider his poetry a promethean *‘fiery word™ that trans-
cends time and history and verifiability, and serves as a lodestar for
all subsequent generations of Ukrainians. And finally, what is more
revealing of the myth and appropnate to it than its recapitulation in
ritual? Although Sevcenko’s symbolic code is now hardly accessible
in its plenitude-even to most critics, the great mass of his countrymen,
on both sides of the ideological divide, and with little respect for
differences of class and education, celebrate his central role in the
national culture in a yearly ritual of renewal and rededication, in the
so-called akademiji in his honor. This cult of Sevéenko, not infre-
quently disdained by critics as an aberrant or even parasitic treatment
of the poet, is, in fact—like his self-portrait that became an icon for
national self-identification, or like his ‘““Testament™ which for many
years served as an unofficial national anthem—the most profound
evidence of the impact of his poetry on the collective. Ultimately, it is
quite inevitable that Sevéenko became as much a product as a maker
of his own myth.

The mythical nature of Sevéenko’s poetry is unmistakable. Through
his own psychological and existential circumstances, his genius and,
not least of all, the cultural readiness for his message, he was able to
establish a unique and timeless resonance with the conscious and
unconscious feelings of his people. As Kuli§ said, *‘Sevienko. . .was
the first to ask our mute burial mounds what they are, and it was to
him alone that they gave their answer, clear as God's word.”” Through
this too he gave his people the ability to rediscover themselves and
with that to gain a sense of reborn vitality. But that gift, as is often the
case with mythical gifts, was not without its drop of poison: the basic
structural component of the myth, the apotheosis of communitas and
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the negation of structure, made for a questionable socio-political
legacy. Even more questionable, indeed potentially fatal, was the
legacy of the mythical thinking that Sevéenko had inculcated upon
the psyche of succeeding generations of his countrymen. For in direct
proportion to the apotheosis of communitas and the negation of struc-
ture came hypertrophy of the emotional and a blockage of the rational
faculties. The millennial vision in particular, and the myth in general,
could not but elevate metaphor and the ideal over analysis and practi-
cal action. While the actual social and political impact is still to be
studied, the influence of the model of an ideal communitas on such
concrete phenomena as “peasantomania” (xlopomanija), or generally
on the legitimization of popular anarchistic tendencies, is more than
probable.

The myth, in short, was a mixed blessing, and an answer to it was
inevitable. The antithesis, a radical debunking of the myth and of
mythical thinking as such, was soon provided by Sevéenko’s friend
and nival and self-appointed exegete—Pantelejmon Kulis. To this
day, however, it is the myth that is dominant in Ukrainian culture.
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