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Taras Sevéenko in the Prose and Poetry of Vasyl” Stus

Vasyl’ Stus has often been considered as a reincarnation of Sevéenko in the 20™ cen-
tury. Beyond being great poets, both men devoted themselves to Ukrainian culture and
language, suffered repressions from the central power in Saint Petersburg or Moscow, and
died at the age of 47. The Sevcenkian’ features of Stus’s biography, as well as the Sev¢enkian’
presence in Stus’s poetic work, led the first scholars of Stus to concentrate their attention
on this fundamental issue.

In 1983 Bohdan Rubéak called Sevéenko the spiritual father of Stus and identified
in the immensity of their lyrical subjects the main common feature of the two poets and
their poetic worlds'. In his 1986 article Leonid Pljus¢ wrote: “The fate of every true poet
of Ukraine cannot but be intertwined with the fate of Taras Sev¢enko. It is not surprising
that the main hypotext of Palimpsesty is Kobzar™. A different point of view was expressed
in the same year by Jurij Sevel'ov. In his words “the $evé¢enkian’ in Stus is not influence or
imitation. It is the spiritual air that surrounds him and in which he lives. To be, to exist in
Sevtenko's climate of emotional and intellectual life is for Stus not a borrowed belief, but
style and sense of life™. Sevel'ov even ventured to speak of the fusion of two personalities in
a single one and consequently of Stus’s full identification with Sev¢enko*.

1

“Ta nip MOBEPXOBOIO MO3AIKOIO BIIAUBIB, Y1 TO CHCTEMATHYHUX (5K y BUMaAKy I lacTepHa-
xa uu Piabke), a un 6iabm posapibHenux — HypTye TBopua eHepris CrycoBoro AsiiiHuka a6o, X094
SIK He XOYEThCs BKHBaTH Takoi GaHaabHOCTH, CTycoBoro AyxosHOro 6Gatbka. [...] Crycose ‘s, sk
IlepucnkoBe, koaocaabHe” (Rublak 1987: 320-321 passim).

> “A0ASI KOKHOTO CIIPABXHBOTO YKPATHCBKOTO MOETA YKPaiHU HEMHHYYE IIEPECTHHAETHCS 3
soacto Tapaca Illesacnka. He AuBHO, mo ocnoanm nparexcrom ‘Tlasimncecris’ Cryca € ‘Ko6sap”
(Pljus¢ 1987: 297).

> “IlleBuenxiBcbke B CTyca — He BIIAUB i He HACAIAYBaHHSI, FIOTO LIUTATH HE 3 KHIDKKU B3SITI.
Le Te AyXOBHE IIOBITpsI, 110 HOTO OTOUYE, 110 B HhoMy BiH skuBe. I Iepebysary, icnyBarn B IlleBycH-
KOBOMY KAIMaTi AyIIEBHOTO i po3yMOBOro >kUTTSI 1je Aast CTyca He HaBISIHHS, 2 CTUAD 1 3MICT SKUTTS
(Sevelov 1987:397).

*  “Yacom kaxytb npo Illebuenki kyabr Ha Yipaini. B o6crasunax Crycosoi Giorpadil,
TBOPYOTO WIASIXY i TEMIICPaMEHTy L Giablie HiX Kyabr. Lle Mafke 3AMTTS ABOX ocobucrocteii B
oany, koan llepuenxose crac Crycosum” (Sevelov 1987: 397).
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In the following years the national cult of both Sevéenko and Stus has paved the
way for ecstatic depictions of their ideal spiritual encounter in the national pantheon of
Ukraine. So, even an experienced scholar like Hryhorij Syvokin’ fell into the trap of uncrit-
ically praising the alleged martyrological message of both poets” experiences. In his 2001
short article on Stus and Sevéenko, after explicitly acknowledging that he considers them

first of all as prophets, Syvokin’ wrote:

The topic “Vasyl’ Stus and Seveenko’ achieves a higher level of its interpretation, where
the focus is not on the consonance or dissonance of the lyrical voice or of the poem
composition, but on the Majesty of fate, faith and trust in which Stus sacredly cherished,
without fear of its bad sides’.

Such a one-sided approach does not help much grasp the complex and challenging
relation between Sevéenko and Stus. It is thus not surprising that a process of demythologi-
zation of Stus’s image as a new Sevéenko, as well as demythologization of Sevéenko himself,
have been repeatedly invoked since the beginning of the 1990s by those critics who have
posited themselves as supporters of a postmodern approach to culture and literature®.

That being said, Sevéenko’s presence in Stus’s human and poetic path remains one of
the main issues at stake for a deeper understanding of the poet who died in a camp in 1985
and of his artistic legacy. Even readers deprived of a full-fledged knowledge of Stus’s poetry
will expect the $evéenkian element to play an important part in it, due to the incommensu-
rable role of the author of Kobzar and his personality in shaping modern Ukrainian culture
and identity.

Before focusing on the various manifestations of the $evéenkian presence in Palimp-
sesty and Stus’s earlier poetic books, let us briefly discuss Stus’s scattered affirmations on
Sevéenko in his critical writings and letters. A striking feature of Stus’s relatively few re-
marks on the national poet par excellence is their refusal of any hagiographic or simply rhe-
torical exaltation. Stus obviously recognizes not only Sevéenko’s poetic talent, but also his
enormous contribution to the development of Ukrainian literature. Stus however chooses
not to indulge in sterile glorification. In his unpublished notes from the early Sixties, when
he was a postgraduate student in Kyiv working on his dissertation about the sources of the
emotionality of the literary text, Stus explicitly underlines Sevéenko’s unique role in the
history of both Ukrainian poetry and identity. At the same time Stus reveals the deepest
layers and the profound nature of Sevéenko’s inspiration, finding them not as much in his
patriotic or national message as in his painful relation with the world, his escape from it:

5 “V takuii cnioci6 tema ‘Bacuab Cryc i IlleBueHKO” BUXOAUTD Ha BULIHMI PiBEHD il OCMHC-
ACHHSI, A€ BAXKHTD HE TAK CYTOAOCCS UM, HABIIAKH, OAMIHHICTb ITOETHYHOTO TOAOCY i CAOBECHOT pax-
TYPH HAITHCAHUX BipIIiB, 5K il BeAmdHicTh AOASI, Bipy B SIKY 1 AOBIpY A0 sikoi cBsiTo crioBiaysas Cryc,
HE CTPaXalogmch ii, HaBiTb 3a0i” (Syvokin’ 2001: 6).

¢ See Pavlyshyn 2010, Pavly$yn 1992: x, and Savéak 1992: 8.
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Henpuitaarrsa aificaocri, HeoOXiAHICTb BUTBOPIOBATH APYTY AIMCHICTb, HIYKaIOYU TIO=
TPIOH TaK KOHYE MOTPiGHOI [Hac} KOKHOMY MOETOBI rapMOHii 6yAO, MOSKAHBO, OAHIEIO 3
HaN6IABIIMX BAACTUBOCTEH BOrHEHHOT Mysu Hautoro Ko6saps’.

Such an approach, which interestingly anticipates Stus’s future musings on the mod-
ernist poet Volodymyr Svidzins'kyj®, seems to contradict and overcome both the national-
ist and soviet images of Sevéenko as a fighter for the rebirth of Ukraine? or for social justice
all over the world respectively™. Stus focuses on Sevéenko’s intimate need for poetry, which
however does not clash with the active, even belligerent character of his “fiery muse”

In the preface to his second poetry collection Zymovi dereva, published in 1970, Stus
grants Sevéenko the first place in the history of his own human and literary Bildung. In the
first paragraph of this short writing, which is titled Dvoje sliv ¢ytacevi, Stus explains how
important Sevéenko’s poetry was in shaping his passion for poetry as he was a child, explic-
itly linking Sevéenko to his own mother:

7 V.Stus, Nacerky, rozdumy, uryvky tekstu periodu roboty nad kandydats'koju dysertacijeju, Ky-
jiv, Instytut literatury im. T. H. Sev¢enka Nacional'noji Akademiji nauk Ukrajiny, Arxiv rukopysiv, f.
170, od. zb. 1189, 5. 5. “The refusal of reality, the necessity of creating a second reality, in order to look
for that harmony which is so fundamental for every poet: that is perhaps one of the most striking
features of our Kobzar’s fiery muse”. Unless otherwise specified, all translations are mine [A4].

8 See Stus’s essay Znykome rozcvitannja from 1970-1971: “Taka nosuuis CsiasiHcbkoro — to
TIABKH CIIOCIO MIASIXETHOT repMeTH3aIlil BAACHOTO AYXY i BOAHOYAC — FOIHOTO HOTo oTiAecHeHH:1. B 1ift
NOBHIIT — EAMHHIT IOTO IIOPSITYHOK i HAALS HA BIOKHUTTSL. 3aMKHYTHCS, o6 36CPCI‘TI/IC5I. 3maairy, mo6
HE IIOMUASITUCSA y BAacHil cyTi. Cratu 360Ky, mo6 He GyTH criiBydacHukom” (Stus 1994-1998, IV: 348).

?  Particularly noteworthy in this regard is Dmytro Doncov’s glorification of Sevéenko in his
several writings devoted to Ukraine’s national poet, which include the 1961 monograph Nezrymi
skryzali Kobzarja (Mistyka lycarstva zaporoz'kobo). See e.g. Doncov’s short essay Dva antagonisty
(P Kulis i T. Sevéenko), which was published in his collection Dui literatury nasoji doby (193s, 1958):
“IIleBueHKO rOpiB CMOAOCKHIIOM, CBiTUB CBITHABHHUKOM, B SIKIM HiKOAU HE 6pa}<Ao OAil, IKUH CBI-
THTB i Aoci. [...] B iM’a miei iaei manii, [llepyenxo ropis i 3ropis, 3aaumuBIIN, K $I3UIHO 3racaa
30ps1, CBOE CBiTAO BikaM motoMHuM~ (Doncov 1991: 27).

" See a good sample of Sevéenko’s inevitable transformation into a forerunner of sovietism
in Ukrajins'ka radjans'ka encyklopedija (XV1: 293): “OCHOBOIIOAOKHHK PEBOAIOLL.-ACMOKPATHIHOTO
HAIIPMKY B CyCIIABHO-IOAITHYHIN AyMIIi HA YKpaiHi, BUPa3HUK iHTEPECiB ITOKPIAYEHOTO CEASH-
crBa, II1. Boepiue Ha YkpaiHi BUCYHYB iACIO CeASHCHKOI PEBOAIOLII SIK IIASAXY AO AiKBipaLii Kpimoc-
HULTBA Ta LIAPU3MY 1 IOCAIAOBHO IIPOBOAMB il y cBoix TBopax. The soviet image of Seveenko was
also constructed in and through poetry. See the conclusion of Volodymyr Sosjura’s 1938 poem Na
mohyli Sevéenka: “Cru criokiitno, moer! Mu, HalmaAku TBOT, / HpPOHECEM Kpisb BiKM TBOE iM’st, /
Kpi3b KOAI04I BITpH, )0pcTOKi 601, / BarbkiBiuau cuxn Hesbopumi. // Cru criokiiino, noer! O6-
Ppa3 OrHEHHUH TBil / He 3iTEpTH HE 6ypi, Hi gacy. / B 6iABIIOBULIBKIH ciM'1, CAABHI, BOABHII, HOBIH,
/ vu tebe He 3a6yam, Tapace!” (Sosjura 1970-1972, 11: 173-174) Note the highly rhetorical appropria-
tion of Sevéenko’s ideologized heritage by Sosjura’s lyrical subject, who stands for the whole body of
the new soviet mankind, and Sevéenko’s consequent entry into the soviet “zzy”
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IMepi ypoku moesii — Mamuni. 3Haaa 6arato miceHs i BMiaa Ayske IHTUMHO IX CIiBaTH.
ITicens Gyao criabku, 5K y 6abu 3yixu, Hamoi semastuxu. I raxux camnx. Hait6iapmmit
CAl Ha AymI — 0A MaMHHOI KOAMCKOBOI ‘O1f, AloAH-AIOAH, MOsi AUTHHO. I1leBucHKO Hap
KOAHCKOIO — Ii¢ He 3a0yBaeThest. A criBaHe Ty>kHO: Tan Tn, cuHy, Ha Yipainy, Hac KAeHyYH
— xBualE i1 aoci. IlJock cxoxe A0 Ty>KHOTO HaArpoGHOrO roaocinmst 3 ‘3anosiry’: Tlo-
XOBaiTe Ta BCTaBaHTe, KAWAAHU IOPBITE, i BPasKOIO 3A0H0 KPOB’}O BOAIO OKporxiTe’. Hep].ui
3HAKH HALIOI AyXOBHOI aHOMAAIL, )Xyp6a — SIK IIepLiIe II0Yy TTs] HEMOBASITHU B 6ia0My cBiTi™.

In a letter to his wife from 1976 Stus complains about the allegedly low artistic value
of Lesja Ukrajinka’s poetry, which she shares — according to Stus — with a great deal of clas-
sic and contemporary Ukrainian poetic texts. This sad acknowledgment prompts Stus to
ponder over the difficulties that modern Ukrainian poets have had to face:

LlixaBo 6auuTH, K TIKKO 6yTu HAIIIOMY ITOETOBi — PYXaTH PEaAbHICTb Ha cobi, AK TAKKO
4y TH HE AOIIOMOTY LIi€l PiAHOI PEAABHOCTI, a 3aBaAY, CTPUM, o6tsxenns. Oaun IlleBuen-
KO BUAAMaBCs 3 LIUX ITyT, PELITi AOBEAOCS UTH B PidMILi, B 6aroBuHHI".

In a previous letter from 1975 Stus fully shows his ability to discuss Sevé¢enko’s po-
etry in a rational, lucid way, refusing to surrender to the ecstatic adoration which has
highly affected the Ukrainian reception of its national poet. Stus follows the evolution
of Sevtenkos’ poetics from the early years to the exile, observing the conservation of the
same thematic axes and the evolution of the formal repertoire®. However, the last sentence
devoted to Sevéenko in this letter clearly shows how Stus implicitly identifies his own hu-

11

“My first poetry lessons came from Mum. She knew a lot of songs and would sing them in
avery intimate manner. Aunt Zujixa, our countrywoman, knew as many songs as mum did. And the
same ones. The biggest trace on my soul was left by mum’s lullaby ‘Oit, aroau-atoan, most AuTHHO'.
You won’t forget Sevéenko at your cradle. And sadly sung ‘Iau i, cuny, Ha Yipainy, Hac kaenyan’
still moves me. It’s in a way similar to the sad lament of Zapoviz: ‘Tloxosaiite Ta BcTasaiite, KaiiaaHn
IOpBITE, i BPAXOI0 34010 KpoB'10 Boaw okporire. The first signs of our spiritual anomaly, melan-
choly as the first feeling of a baby on this earth” (Stus 1994-1998, 1/1: 42).

™ “It’s interesting to see how difficult it is for our poets to bear the burden of reality on
themselves, how difficult it is to get no help from this native reality, but just obstacles, pressure
and oppression. Only Sevéenko was able to free himself from these chains, the others had to stay
stuck in the pound. It scems to me that Lesja did not manage to escape this fate” (Stus 1994-1998,
V1/1: 222).

5 “Ao peui, AK Tobi 3paeThCs TBOPYiCTh IIleByenka Ha 3acAaHHI? [] [IleBueHko He nucas,
KOAM He 4yB CTHXIi, BiH IIlec He 3HAaB, 110 TAKE IHTEACKTYaAbHA I10€3is1, OPMaAbHI 3aBAAHHS €tC.
Koawu He nucasocs, BiH He nucas. A koau i nucaaocs — no Tux Openbyprax i Koc-Apaaax, to
4acTo e Oyan Ipobu, UM e TPUMAETHCS OTPUSOK OAIBLS MK rmaabLiB. Hapewri noerosa cTuxis
TBOPHAA HOBI Bi3EPYHKH, AOCUTD YaCTO BUAHO: BipIIl TPUMAETHCA TIABKH AEIIO BUMIHEHHM Bise-
pyHKOM. TeMaTHYHOI HOBH3HH Bke HeMa. € HOBH3Ha, cKasaty 6, kommosunifiza” (Stus 1994-1998,
V1/1: 148).
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man and poetic path with Sevéenko’s model: “Ha mene ocobucro i BIpILIi CIIPaBASIIOTD
BPa)KEHHS SIK IICHXOAOTIYHMM AOKYMEHT — IIPO LIO i IK MUCAHAOCS HOMY, SIKHM HACTPOSM
BIiH IiAYIIaAaB Ha CXOXIH caMoTi ™.

Stus seems also to be aware of the inertia caused by Sevéenko’s unique authority in
Ukrainian literature. In a letter from 1983 he openly states that Ukrainian poetry has to
overcome Sevtenko in order to modernize itself: “Yipaincoka mysa nocuts Illepuenxis
KOXYyX — i He TIAbKHM BIpHBa€ B HboMy: yMaiBae™ . This very critical utterance, which can be
compared to several other similar declarations in his letters, reflects Stus’s highly demand-
ing expectations about the renewal of the Ukrainian poetic tradition. Stus’s keenness to
detect the epigonic and provincial features of Ukrainian poetry and prose'® testifies to his
strong desire to contribute actively to a true intellectual rebirth and reshaping of Ukrainian
culture by means of his own literary activity.

The very fact that Stus rarely mentions Sevéenko in his writings, in comparison with
his extremely frequent discussions of western writers such as Rilke, seems to confirm Stus’s
willingness to overcome the traditional national worship of the various stereotyped images
of Sev¢enko”. An ideally authentic Sevéenko, freed from the burden of the conventional
representations that have oppressed him, ought thus to be seen as a component of Stus’s
complex intellectual and intertextual palimpsest, in which Sevéenko takes part as an es-
sential element of Ukrainian literary identity.

'+ “This poems give me the impression of a psychological document — about what he
thought and how he thought, and to which moods he surrendered in such a solitude” (Stus 1994-
1998, VI/1: 148).

5 “The Ukrainian muse wears Sevéenko’s coat — not only she sweats in it: she faints” (Stus
1994-1998, VI/1: 441). Stus’s observations partly recall the famous, provocative anathema against
Sevéenko by Dmytrij Karamazov, the hero of Mykola Xvylovyj's 1927 novel Valdsnepy: “A sa te
51 HOTO HEHABHAXY, — HAAMIPHO 3aIIAAIOIOYKCh, CKa3aB BiH 3AMM roaocoM, — mo came IlleBuenko
KacTPyBaB Hallly iHTEAIreHIIi0. [] Xi6a ne He [IleBueHKO — L€, MOKAMBO, HEITOTAaHHUH ITOET i Ha
IIOAMB MaAOKYABTYPHa I G€3BOABHA AIOAMHA, — Xi0a Lj¢ He BiH HAaBYMB HAC [TMCATH BIPILi, CCHTH-
MEHTAABHHMYATH “TI0-KaTepPUHSYH , OYHTYyBaTH “mo-raiipaamadomy” — 6esrayspo Ta GesuiabHo [...]”
(Xvylovyj 1978-1986, 11: 305).

¢ See a couple of very outspoken considerations from Stus’s 1963-1964 critical essays Nz
poetycnomu turniri and Nﬂj budem Scyril: “1 TYT MU IIAXOAMMO AO HaH0OAIOYIIIOTO ITUTAHHS HALIOL
noesii — Mipu ecTeTHYHOCTi 6araThox BipuIiB, iX XyAOXKHBOI BHYTpiHboi HisicHocTi” (Stus 1994~
1998, IV: 166); “Ha »aAp, 6araTbOM HAIIUM [TOETAM 6paKy€ came TAub0oKol IHTEAEKTYaAbHOI ITO3Ha-
genocri” (fvi: 173).

7 On the manifold but actually rather homogeneous images of Sevéenko in the 20™ cen-
tury, both in literature and in culture in a broader sense, see Alwart 2012. For an overview of the
main trends in the critical reception of Sevéenko from his death in 1861 up to 1980, see Luckyj 1980
and Koschmal 2014: 206-234. See also “Sucasnist”™ (1989, s5) for a wide selection of writings on
Sevéenko.
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Seveenko’s presence in Stus’s poetry can be analyzed focusing on two main issues: on
the one hand, Stus features Sevéenko as a fictional character in his poetry; on the other
hand, he conducts a complex intertextual dialogue with his poetic legacy.

Seveenko’s revival as a hero of Rollengedicht, or as object of lyrical evocation as well
as panegyric invocation is obviously not new to 20-century Ukrainian poetry. One could
mention for example Jevhen Malanjuk’s well known sonnet Sevéenko (1930)*, Maksym
Ryls’kyj’s and Bohdan-Thor Antony&’s poems with the same title and from the same pe-
riod”, or pursue the widespread image of Ukraine’s national bard in the poetic output of
both the Ukrainian Sixtiers** and the repressed writers of the second half of the 20% cen-
tury in Ukraine*. Sevéenko as a theme and an unavoidable point of reference was not alien
also to the artistic conscience of the Ukrainian Avant-garde™.

" “He noer, 60 e x A0 60a10 Maao, / He tpubys, 60 1e x auw pynop mac, / I Bxe menm sa

Bee ‘Kobsap Tapac’ / Bin, kum saitHsiaocs i samasaso. / [...]” (Malanjuk 1954: 48). On Malanjuk’s
reception of Sevéenko, and on Sevéenko in the 20 century in general, see Grabowicz 2006. On
carlier stages of Sevéenko’s reception, and particularly on Mykola Kostomarov, see Grabowicz 1993.

¥ “He 6arpanuugero, He 3s0ToM — / JK1Boto KpoB'10 Bi KunuTh, / ToMy HOro AIOACHKHM
xiotam / I'lo Biku Biuni He MicTuTb. / [...] / Atoauna Bin! He xaits #ioro tam, / Ae Bamti 6oxecTsa
Api6Hi! / Ycim soroueHnM kiotam / Bin Bupik Heemepreanne: Hi!” (Ryl's’kyj 1967: 101); “He mmm-
HUI MOHYMEHT i3 MapMypy Tu saanmuB 110 co6i, / KOAU TYT BIAXOAHB, 3BIAKiASI HEMa€E BOPOTTSL. /
[...] / e Tu cro aiT moxasyBaB MeTy i IIASX CTOBIIOM BOTHHCTHM, / MU BUPOCAH Y claAmmuHi TBoi,
/ SIK B CAMBI COHIA AUCTS, / Y KypsiBi Bo€H, y Mpsiiii 6yaHis dac Te6e e spymms. / [...]” (Antony¢
2012: 299). Note the complex dynamics of deification and humanization in both poems.

* See for example Lina Kostenko’s “poetic dialogue” with Sevéenko Kobzarevi, from her
1961 collection Mandrivky sercja, “Ko6sapro! / 3uoB / a0 Tebe st mpuxoaxy, / 60 TH AAsL MeHE cO-

»

BicTb i 3aKoH. / [...]” (Kostenko 1969: 109).

' See the several “Sevéenko-poems” in the recent anthology Poezija iz-za grat (Holub 2012),
e.g. Svjatoslav Karavans’kyj’s Pro Sevéenka, “YKus noer is cepuiem [Tpomerest / Y rypri sansixammx
At0AcH... / XKuB 3 nirMesimu # He cTas mirmeem! / Bumep, a Bee ammmsces [Tpomerteii!” (cf. Holub
2012: 312). Among imprisoned poets Sevéenko might turn into a fellow inmate. See the opening
stanzas of a 1977 poem by Mykola Rudenko: “Cipait, Tapace. B nac eanna matn — / 3emas no6oiw,
Ipo3 Ta AUXOAiTE. / 3ycTpianch MU y TeMHIM KaseMari, / Ae 4acy AOCHTb, 1106 m1oromoHits. // Mos
OTYeHalll, TOBTOPIOIO Aast cebe / TBOI psiaky, 10 BuiiIAY i3-3a rpar. / Panilue TH A0 MeHE CXOAUB 3
Heba, / A HuHi 3aBiTaB, HeHade 6par” (Rudenko 1980: 40).

** One should mention at least Myxajl’ Semenko’s 1914 shocking sentence “Ja palju svij ‘Ko-
bzar’” from his manifesto Saz included in his 1914 collection Derzannja, and his subsequent reap-
propriation of Sevéenko by titling his 1924 poetry book Kobzar’. On Semenko and his reception of
Sevéenko, see Ilnytzkyj 1978: 474-489. See also Tretij lyst do Tarasa Hryhorovyia Sevienka by Leo-
nid Cernov (real name L. Malogyj¢enko, 1899-1933): “[...] Ot 6u uitti / 3 Bamu, arobuit, mopy«:
/ = Toal / xasicrucst / iv’sim / npoaerapsity!! / I tikaaa 6 / Best aiteparypha coaod / ITia Guvamn
/ ouucuoro Mary. // Masxkoscekuit 3 Iymkinum, / A s, Tpuropuay, 3 Bamu. / Ilopyy 3 Bamu — /
KoXXHOMy noetosi He Te. [...]” (cf. Kocarev, Staxivs'ka 2014: 657-663). For a psychoanalytical reading

of Ukrainian Modernists’ conflictual relationship with Sevéenko, see Hundorova 2009: 132-143.
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In Stus’s poetry, Sevéenko’s traditional heroic image as the quintessential incarnation
of ideal Ukrainianness is however a rather rare phenomenon®, mainly limited to his stylis-
tically and thematically motley juvenilia. See the opening lines of one of Stus’s first poems:

BopiTecx - no6opeTe! Mesni Tapac IIOPaAUB Y 6€3COHHOT HOU,
Koau, HeMoB coHis, ropiau o4i i MammiAo TiA0 B IXHBOMY BOTHi™*.

Sev¢enko’s sporadic appearances as a character in Stus’s poetry are mainly linked to
the zopos of the immensity of the steppe and the subsequent endless journey that the sub-
ject must manage to undertake in order to accomplish his spiritual mission. In this regard
the Sevéenko of Vasyl Stus tends interestingly to melt with the latter’s stereotypical image
of Hryhorij Skovoroda.

In Taras na zaslanni from the early Sixties a sorrowing Sevéenko is doomed to never
regain his homeland:

CsiT nepeiipy — i ymaay
A€CD Ha YY>XiH CTEpHI.

Boxe cBOrO Kparo He 3HafiAy,
He monpomaiocs. Hi*.

Not dissimilar is Sevcenko. Doroha do Ors’ka from 1972, one of the few poems in Stus’s
mature collection Cas tvorcosti / Dichtenszeit in which the usual focus on the inner world
of the lyrical subject is replaced by the appearance of a fictional character:

% 1In this regard Stus’s representation of Sevéenko might be compared to Thor Kalynecs.
Kalynec’ mentions Sev¢enko not more often than a handful of times in his work, but reveals his lyri-
cal subject’s complicated attraction to Sevéenko and the inescapability of his model. So, in the 26™
poem of his 1972 collection Dodatky do biobrafiji Kalynec’s lyrical subject seems to identify himself
with Sevéenko through paradox: “[...] Hemae A06pux reiis € / Tiabku 3ai Hasits Xpucroc / i Illes-
YCHKO B CTPAKAAHHI / 3PaAMAH iAcaAH 3aAAsl / HE3YHCACHHMX MYK y Heckindensicts” (Kalynec’
2004a: 354). In Realiji, also written in 1972, Sevéenko is identified with the protest voice of a whole
generation: “Hama micas nporecry / lllesucnko // Buopa / Croroani / 3asrpa” (Ivi: 334). In his
later poetry, Kalynec interestingly links his lyrical subject’s reading of Sev¢enko with the former’s
bodily dissolution: “[...] moroneapnuk / mopas vacrime / xamarocs sa Tomuk / [lleaenxa // MeHe
meHmae / 1o kpanauti / [...]” (Kalynec’ 2004b: 416).

*+  “Keep fighting. You are sure to win! Taras suggested on a sleepless night, / When my eyes
burnt like suns and my body blazed in their fire” (Stus 2007: 108).

*»  See the first stanza of Stus’s early poem Vstup do poemy “Skovoroda™ “Xonoue uiu y Bia-
cBiTax Garpsianx... / HaBkoao — 6esrominnst. Baaauni / BuaHioots xoBTi Hemiusi Borni / 3abytux
ceam. Ha crenuux kypranax / Ysxe 3siBuBcs npomins. 3oaoruit. / Ha cxoai i Ha ceprii - Hecriokii”
(Stus 2007: 45).

> “I shall cross the world and fall / In some distant field. / I shall not find my own land, / I
shall not bid it farewell” (Stus 2007: 352).
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I sakpuBaBHAMCEH TBOT CcAiAM

1o cHbKHMX Ky4yrypax. Ckiabku oxa —
Bce paauna: mopoxas i ranboka.

Atu —iau. A i —iau. A — siau®’.

The two last lines of this English sonnet seem nevertheless to announce a brighter,
prophetic future for the exiled poet:

Lleit maBi>xxeHuit, el CKaXKEHUH CTEI
Ha BecHy 6yruaoio mopocre™.

If we compare these poem with other literary portraits of Sevéenko by sistdesjatnyky
and dissident writers, we will notice in both of the latter a tendency towards a glorifying
representation of the national poet which seems to be missing in Stus’s oeuvre. Clear ex-
amples of this trend are the short epos Smert’ Sevéenka by Ivan Dra¢ and the poem De son,
de sny, de tysjali syniv by Mykola Vinhranovs'kyj.

In Dra&’s lines the whole universe seems to be subjugated by the unchained strength
of the poet. See its second stanza:

IToer craB mopem. Aased crenosa.

I xmapogocw, i1 ropu. Hum 3aauri.
ByHryrors xBuAl — aymMu i ca0Ba,

I conlie reHis HapA HUM CTOITH B 3€HITI™.

In Drad’s neo-avant-garde depiction of Sevéenko, traditional elements of Ukrainian
national mythology melt with symbols of the modern age, forging a text which is at the
same time a praise of a national hero and a celebration of timeless and all-human poetic
strength. Vinhranovs’kyj’s 1964 poem, which Stus wrote down in one of his notebooks in
the early Sixties and which was for this reason mistakenly included in both academic edi-
tions of Stus’s work®, concentrates rather on Sevéenko’s messianic role for Ukraine:

Toit Con — Bitpuao Hauii. Toit Cun —
663CMCPT5{ Hanil Ha Bcl AiTa i BCeBiyY,
xoua 6, MPUKMHI, BIACBITOM KOCHM

7 “And your bloody traces / on those snowy hills. Endless / is the valley, empty and deep. /
Go, just go. Go, just go ahead” (Stus 2008: 156).

*% “This crazy, this furious steppe / will be covered with chervil in the spring” (Stus 2008: 156).

»  “The poet turned into a sea. The vastness of the steppe. / Skyscrapers and mountains.
Soaked by him. / The waves rebel, and so do thoughts and words. / And the genius’s sun is at the
zenith over them” (Dra¢ 1962: 108).
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See Stus 2007: 331-337. See also Svitlana Jovenko’s bitter comments on these considerable
philological blunders (Jovenko 20124, Jovenko 2012b, Jovenko 2012¢).
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yI1aA0 6 IACTAYKO Ha CAIIIOTY i HeMid
orux pabis Himux. CamMoMy 3aHIMITh

Ha THIBHIH MMaAl IpaBAM MTOHAA CMITTAM,
t0o Con-IlleBueHKO, BUCHEHUI CTOAITTAM
AAS np06y,A,iH1-m BCIX CHHIB 1 CTOAITB.

Sevéenko the man is thoroughly identified with his prophetic poetry and the palinge-
netic message that Ukraine should draw out of it. It is rather easy to notice how Sevéenko
as the propelling strength of the nation in Vinhranovs’kyj’s poem considerably differs from
the lonely wanderer of Stus’s both Sevéenko-centered poems.

The author of Kobzar also appears in Jak dobre to, s¢o smerti ne bojus’ja, one of the first
poems of Cas tvorcosti / Dichtenszeit, in the context of an idealized all-Ukrainian poetic
genealogy of the lyrical subject:

Hapoae mifi, o0 Tebe s me BCPHY

iB cMepTi oGepHyc;{ AO KUTTS

CBOIM CTPa)KACHHHUM i HE3AUM 06AUYISIM,
SIK CHH, TOO1 AO3EMHO TIOKAOHIOChH

1 4eCHO IASIHY B Y€CHI TBOI Bivi,

i YeCHUMU CABO3aMHU 06iAAIOCE.

Tak XO4eThCsI ITOXKUTH XOY TOAHHKY,
KOAU MOsI PO3BieThCs Giaa.

Xait mpuiiayTs B rocti Aecst YkpaiHka,
®panxo, lleBuenko i CkoBopoaa®.

Here Sevéenko is mentioned together with the two other ‘national writers’ of Ukraine,
Ivan Franko and Lesja Ukrajinka, and the freshly rediscovered Hryhorij Skovoroda, whose
complete works had been published in Kyiv in 1961 after a long silence. Stus’s poetological
lyrical subject, who in this poem seems hardly separable from his implied author, strives to
guarantee for Stus’s poetry one more established place in the Ukrainian literary pantheon.
At the same time, it should be underlined that the lyrical subject does not intend to visit

% “That Dream - the nation’s sail. That Son / — the nation’s immortality, forever and ever.
/ May at least as a tenuous glimmer / joy descend on the blindness and weakness / of those dumb
slaves. I'll fall silent / before the angry pillar of truth above wretchedness. / That’s Sevéenko, that’s
the dream of centuries / for the awakening of all sons and centuries” (Vinhranovs'kyj 2013: 174-175).

* “My people! I will return to you, / and in my death I will become restored to life, / in my
torment, and with my candid face / I will bow down to the ground to you, as your son, / and hon-
estly will glance into your honest eyes, / and I will shed honest tears on you. / I so want to live an
hour more / When my pain will disappear. / Let them come and visit me, Lesja Ukrajinka, / Franko,
Sevéenko and Skovoroda” (Stus 2008: 13). Some lines are taken from Marko Carynnyk’s and C.H.
Andrusyshen’s translations of another version of this poem, which appeared in “The Ukrainian
Weekly”, LvT, 1988, 4 (24 January 1988), p. 10.
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metaphorically Sevéenko, Franko, Ukrajinka and Skovoroda, but haughtily expects them to
come to him and pay him a visit. This could be read as a metapoetical hint at the unsystem-
atic nature of the poetic dialogue that Stus conducts with the above mentioned authors and
with Ukrainian literature in general. As already said, Stus’s complicated relation with his na-
tional literary tradition appears to consist in both a painful refusal of a great deal of its legacy
and the compelling necessity to pursue its path to world literature, following models such
as Sevéenko himself and the modernist poets Mykola Zerov and Volodymyr Svidzins kyj.

Let us now eventually turn our attention to some concrete examples of intertextual
‘visits’ paid by Sevéenko to Stus’s poetry. It can be reasonably maintained that the most
important traces on Stus’s poetic world have been left by some of those timeless images
and themes that largely shape Sevéenko’s poetic world itself, such as the native land, fate/
destiny (dolja) and the feminine archetype of the Mother. Having been recontextualized as
secondary elements of a modernistic literary construction whose core is the emotional life
of the lyrical subject, these images and themes in Stus’s poetry may be explained in their
origin and meaning in connection with the essential role of Sev¢enko’s authority for the
whole of Ukrainian literature.

Since his early poetry of the first half of the Sixties Stus had drawn heavily on
Sevéenko’s classic theme of the lyrical subject’s love-hate relationship with Ukraine, torn
between past glory and hope for future rebirth. In lines like “O xparo miit, koan T06i po-
CTUTBC / KPHK IIEPEACMEPTHHI 1 BAXKKa CAbO32 / PO3CTPIASIHUX, 3aMY4CHHX, 3a0UTHX / 1O
coaoBKax, cubipax, marapganax?”* the everlasting power of Sevéenko’s model in Ukrainian
poetry is easily detectable.

Sevéenko’s paradigm in Stus’s poetry from the Sixties can manifest itself in a more
or less evident manner through the adaptation of $evéenkian scenes to the present age of
Stus’s lyrical subject. So, the following lines from Stus’s 1962 samizdat experiment Delo
N° 13 / BE1339 clearly remind the reader of the oneiric flight over the imperial capital in
Sevéenko’s poem Son:

Croapnuii rpape! CTBoAOBUIT HaApise!
AixTapi sIK clasaxu paker.

3ibrana AylIa CIIIIUTD yPi3aTUCh

Ha mocry I'Tarona — B maparer.

Crurs — He ciuTh AHIIPO, 3aBXAU TOCTHHHUI,
3peucHa ayia — 6e3 KpUA — ACTHTD

3a 6uxamu, 32 YJOBHAMH U 32 KIIMHAMH...

CBiil IPOAUTHIT ITOAHIITAE CAIA.

He caposoro sifiae — a porTanoM

% “Oh, my country! When will you be forgiven / for the death moan and the heavy tear / of
those who have been shot, tortured and killed / at Solovki, Siberia, and Magadan?” (Stus 2007: 152).
These lines were then repeated in later poems and found their way to Palimpsesty.
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Haa Boaoro. He cabosoro, criaeckom,
Mos 6ap’epoM Bip XHUTTS BiapascHa >,

The rage of Sev¢enko’s lyrical subject towards the land he cannot recognize as his
homeland anymore, as well as his rage over God’s indifference are central to one of Stus’s
best known poems from his mature collection Palimpsesty:

Hemae Tocnnoaa Ha 11iit 3eMAi:

HE CTepIiB Bor - criepea O4eHl TiKae,
abu He 6aYUTU HEAIOACHKHX KPUBA,
AHUSBOABCKHX TOPTYP i OKPYTEHCTB.

B KpPalo MOTBOPHIM € IIOTBOPHUH 6or —
IIOYBAP BOAOAAD i BAAAMKA AIOTI
CKa)KEHOI — HOMY HEMa BiApaau

32 1[I0 EAUHY: BCE TPOIIUTHU BIIEHD

1 HIBE€YMTH, i HOMAAY Heba

AOAOAY IOy CKaTH, a60 cBiT
6e3nebuM cTaB. BiTunsHoO MmaseHux
karoBaHuXx KariB. I Tan-Bor — momep™.

Stus undertakes a refined elaboration of his original model. The initial literal quota-
tion of Sevéenko’s verse evolves towards a new interpretation of God’s blindness: the hor-
ror of human life in his own country is so terrible that God does not want to look at it. Not
only God has disappeared, he is dead. Modernity confers to the $evéenkian subtext a new
expressiveness and a clear existentialist connotation. Let us not forget that Stus was a pas-
sionate reader of Albert Camus.

In another poem from Palimpsesty Ukraine is defined as both native and stranger ac-
cording to Sevéenko’s tradition:

Bo Bxxe ocaoHuBCs Ge30Kpait 1y>KHHHUIL,
60 BXKe 1y>KHHELPKUIL OLUPUBCS KPail.

**  “Capital city! Barrel carving! / Street lamps as rocket flares. / My stooped soul hurries to
bump / on Paton Bridge — on the parapet. // It sleeps, it doesn’t sleep — always welcoming is Dnipro.
/ My rejected soul flies — without wings — / Beyond the beams, the boats, the slanders... / It leaves its
spread traces. / Not like a tear, but like a fountain / over the water. / Not like a tear, but like a spray,
/ As if a barrier divided it from life” (Stus 2007: 139).

% “There is no Lord in this world: / God didn’t stand it — he escapes, / not to see inhuman
offenses, / diabolic tortures and wickedness. / In a monstrous country there’s a monstrous god — /
the lord of monsters, the rabid king of / evil — he’s got but one delight: / destroying everything, /
and gradually / lowering the sky, so that the world / will end up with no sky. / Fatherland of crazy /
tortured torturers. The Lord God - died” (Stus 2009: 109).
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I'pomurait, YkpaiHo, Most YkpaiHo,
gy>Ka YKpa'iHo, HaBIKHU npomaﬁ”.

Several other examples of this painful dialectics between the ‘own’ and the ‘alien’
can casily be detected in the wide and still in many regards not fully understood corpus
of Stus’s poetry.

After this brief but comprehensive survey of Stus’s most Sevéenkian lines and poems,
the question arises as to their role and deeper meaning in Stus’s work in its entirety. We
should recall Jurij Sevelov’s above-mentioned statement about the spontaneous, even ‘phys-
ical’ nature of Stus’s never ending dialogue with Sevéenko’s fundamental model. Sevéenko
was for Stus and his poetry an essential point of reference, the very root of the Ukrainian
literary tradition to the development and enrichment of which Stus entirely dedicated his
life. The same fact that Stus did not mention Sevéenko among his lifetime favorite poets,
whom he openly recognized in Goethe, Rilke and Pasternak?, testifies to his ‘unmediated’
relation to Ukraine’s foremost cultural myth. If Sevéenko is on the one hand the air that
Stus breaths®®, he is on the other hand the expression of a literary culture which cannot but
be defined as very remote from Stus’s own one. Stus’s genuinely modernist poetry can as a
matter of fact benefit from a fruitful confrontation with Sevéenko’s Romanticism®, but is
not to be naively confused with a repetition of its patterns in the 20™ century. Sevéenko’s
substantial contribution to the complex mosaic of Stus’s poetic influences and intertexts
must be read through the lens of literary history, bearing in mind both the ‘necessary’ char-
acter of the Sevéenkian presence, and its natural adjustment in the context of modernist
dialogic poetics.
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Abstract

Alessandro Achilli
Taras Sevéenko in the Prose and Poetry of Vasyl’ Stus

The presence of Sevéenko in the poetry of Vasyl’ Stus and Stus’s widespread stereotypical im-

" century have occupied an important role in both

age as a reincarnation of Sevéenko in the 20°
literary studies and popularization. In my article I reconsider this fundamental issue by discussing
Stus’s reception of Sevéenko in his critical essays, his letters, and his poetry. My focus is on both
Sevéenko’s presence as a ‘fictional character’ in some poems by Stus and the overall influence of
Seveenko’s poetry on Stus’s poetic writing. Moreover, Stus’s representation of Sevéenko is compared
with other images of the 19"-century poet in modern Ukrainian poetry from the Avant-garde up to
the Seventies. In the conclusion I point out how Sevéenko’s Romanticism should not be confused
with Stus’s Modernism. The former should be seen as a part of the complex intertextual mechanism

which lies at the heart of Stus’s poetry.
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