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Literary Folitics and Literary Debates
in l-Ikraine l97 l-8 I

Myroslav Shkandrij

Toward the end of the sixties it was becoming clear that the relatively
liberal party attitude toward literature which had characterized the decade
was undergoing substantial modification.' The debate over oles Honchar's
sobor, which appeared in January 1968,2 was the first indication that
stricter control of literature would be exercised in the future and less room
allowed for nonconformist views.3 The book's central idea, the seemingly
innocuous affirmation of cultural continuity-especially with the cossack
past-was considered by some party officials symptomatic of everything
ideologically "harmful, hostile to our reality.,,4

Honchar, nevertheless, remained the titular head of the Ukrainian
writers'Union until 1971, when he was replaced by another respected
writer, Iurii Smolych. However, throughout this period it was the
newly-promoted deputy head of the union, vasyl Kozachenko, who acted
as the party's guardian of literary affairs and set the tone in literary
debates.5 At the sixth Plenum of the Board of the Union of writers of
Ukraine in 1970, Kozachenko drew up a list of works which had deviated
from the "correct ideological positions." Among the works criticized were
volodymyr Drozd's Katastrofa,6 for its "overly morose atmosphere, full of
helplessness, hopelessness"; Ivan chendei's Bereznevyi snih,j for its
"one-sided portrayal of the darker side of life in today's village of
Zakarpattia, involuntarily deforming the true picture of collective farm
reality"; volodymyr Maniak's Evrika,8 for "mocking the civic-patriotic
ritual of life in a factory collective," for statements about "the levelling of
the individual in our society," for "preaching dubious forms of behaviour.,,
and for sympathizing with characters whose personalities are split, who are
incorrigible and spiritually impoverished"; Roman Andriiashyk's poltva,e
whose book, Kozachenko claimed, portrayed events in Galicia after the
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FirstWorldWarinamannerdifferentfromthatgenerallyacceptedin
Marxist historiograpt y, ctraracterizing it as a work of "dubious historical

value.,,r' These commJi r UV KozachJnko, the highest-ranking party figure

in the Ukrainian W,iters" Union and clearly the mouthpiece 
. 
of party

p"frcV, were ttre ,ig;i--fot a concerted campaign against the books

mentioned. In the y"u,, fono*ing the Sixth Plenum' the repeated and

regular condemnatioo of th"'" texts took on something of a ritualistic form

and served as a warning to other writers'rr To take only Poltva-as an ex-

ample, the book *u" uluin denounc^ed- at a special meeting of the Kiev

writers, organization on"i-junuury lg.7^l,lambasted several times in 1972,

unJ attu"t-"a again in 1973 and 1974'tz

AtthesametimeasKozachenkowassettingstricterguidelinesfor
writersintheUnion,th""u-puignagainstlvanDziubawasdrawingtoa
close. At first it had been demanded that Dziuba be stripped of his mem-

bership in the Writers' Union' Resistance to this steP had-^been sufficient

within the leaderst ip "r the union to force a compromise: Dziuba

remained a membe, iuf was compelled to sign a declaration, printed in

Literaturna(Jkrainaonelunuu.ytslo,inwtrictrherenouncedalllinks
with "Ukrainian nationalism"'13

The crushing of tft" -ovement for reform-Ivan Dziuba was a symbol

ofthismovement-_coincidedwith,tougherofficialpronouncement'S
concerning the nationii-q""t'io"' At th1 iwenty-fourth Congress of the

Communist Party oi the^ Soviet Union (CPSU)' which met in Moscow

from 30 March t" ; ;;ril-lgfll, Brezhnev asserted that the nationality

issue had been resolved once and for all: a "single Soviet people" (edinyi

sovetskii narod) had finally taken shape as a "historically new

internationaf "o*-unity 
of petple"' The implication was. that this was a

transitional ,,ug" oi-ift" putil to a single Soviet nation with Russian as a

standardlanguage'Ukrainianwriterslisteningtothisannouncementmust
have reflect"a ,uafi uioi-1tr" fuit".e of thi struggles of the preceding

decade. Ever since 1961, when at the Twenty-second CPSU Congress

Khrushchev stated t;;a a[ soviet nations and nationalities were "ever

growing ctose, togethet; in u process of rapprochement (sblizhenie) which

would lead 
"u"ntuuiif-,o-u 

-itg"t (stiianiei, they had fouglt this policy'

with its ominous i*iri"",l"ir- ri, ,tt" ukrainian language, literature and

nationalidentity.Nowtheyhadsufferedanothersetback'Aftertwobrief
..thaws,, in trre post_Slafin period in 1g57-61 and 1966-68, were they once

again to suffer a pogrom of Ukr.ainian culture?

The answer wal not long in coming. At a meeting in Moscow on

30 Decembet l9ll,tt'" potiiU"to decided to launch a concerted campaign

against the dissident movement and samvydav nulJicalio1s'ra. Two weeks

later, the arrests oi hundreds of members of thi Ukrainian intelligentsia

began. The repercu"ion' *"'" felt in literary policy almost immediately'
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Literary politics and Debates 57on 21 January 1g.73, a resolution of the central committee of the cpsu,"On Literary_Artistic 
"rrrr"rr;-,,,i^ 

O"_unO"O that criiics be far moreactive in "implementing the puriy rin" in, the "*; "i-;;;;tic creativity.,,This resolution was tire signai ro. ."n"*.a attacks upon ..deviations,, 
that

lilr:T,ej;:,"j. jiff :t3lJ"u."unauwide_ranginr-.."^,"Js"..ntof \h
Two other events at this time were i

a.nd creatinf tr'" ut-o,pr,e." in ,hich #fl:::Tl: ,'iTjlf firilJ"lllthe fall of petro Sheiest, ri.rt ,""."tury of the communist party ofUkraine, who was demoted 
""J,.""rr".red to Moscow in May 1972. Thesecond was Kozachenko's erection u, ri.r, secretary of the Ukrainianwriters'Union on 23 Marcn .'ii'. ii ,".- of office, which lasted untirl0 January I979' was particularry r.f..rriu. and marked by a continual

il:i:ljilff,.."J:gical 
mistak", tn ir," iuorks or *.i,..r,'."0?eakn"sr"s in

In Apr' rg73 Sherest's book, Lrkraino.nasha radianskQ,t' wasattackedfor a number of .ideofogi"uf 
...orrli"l.Uiur"O evaluations,, of historicalevents and other "blunders" which were.caused_ reportedly by his ..locarnationalism" and "nationur nu..o*--inJ"on r. ;i b;;;;r.r." particularryindignant at Sherest's "ideari;io;'i"oiut.uin.,, p"ri un-o-,n" way hedwelled on the country's distinctiveness, 

_a- 
violation'or tir-rrriendship ofpeoples" concept which demaror irr"i'ukraine,s history be viewed astnseparable from-and usually suborOinate to_Russian history.rsThe distortions ascribed ," Srr.f"rl prl,i"rr"rrr"ilr."ii.r"ir,".ificationof the zaporozhian Cossacks, *.r."ii,J}"rm-signar for historlcar fiction.Similar disrortions were 

_immediut"ry' oJt".ted in *ort, uy iuan B'yk,Roman Ivanychuk, Iu Korisny"rt".it"]-s. prachynda, R."Fedoriv andIa' Stupak and the 
.offending 6;;d^;;*""ed from circurarion.,e Sheresthad' in fact' comprained pubicly il;::i; our present-day historical andartistic literature, in motion pictu.es un,t it 

" 
fine arts, the progressive roreand significance of the Zaporozrtr- sl"i,, til';r";ilr'0"#li',n" heroicchronicle of the struegre 

"r'yrg,.ut!"1niun'p"opr., haue nor [een aoequatetydepicted,"2' and enciuraged ukrainiun *irr"., ;rJ ;.rir;r";; remeoy thesituation' After tglz,, if--"ou^., 
-rr," 'ioticy 

changed: the authoritiescriticized the portrayar of Ukraini"r b*ti"t history in too growing a lightand discussion 
"f r-1: trrqrrry,i3"rlJ"" ]robrem of Ukrainian-Russianrelations plame dangerous for Ukrainian writers.

Deveral rlterary critics were at the same-time criticized for twisting theparty line' Among them were o' I. Karpento to, a study of Gogol, on thegrounds that the latter figure *", ;;i-;; be taken seriouslyl since heidealized Cossack history;ri^V. Z*Z^i^ io, u Ulog.uphy of the poet anofolklorist, Ivan Manzhr*r,,'J 
-lid;-f"; another biography, HryhoriiKvitks-osnovionenko;23 and M. ry,t.rt"-r"r a study of cossack regends
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and myths. Voprosy istorii attacked the last-named author for stressing

only the negative aspects of the settlement of Ukrainian lands by Russians

und fo. using the old term "foreign rabble" to refer to them.2a

A good example of this almost pathological sensitivity toward the issue

of Russian colonialism is the attack on Borys Kharchuk's "Dva dni"25 by

the critic H. Konovalov, who accused the author of openly besmirching

"what we hold most sacredo' in the following passage:

In the hand-mill of any occupation-whether great-power Russian or

great-power Polish-the snow-white ear of wheat was not produced, the flour

was invariably black. The black flour of betrayal. And the invaders fed on it
and continue to feed on it, grow, fat and vulgar, until the sword of new

Bohuns flashes above their heads.'o

Konovalov was affronted by the fact that Kharchuk wrote "with
undisguised fury. . . about the reunification" of Ukraine and Russia in

1654. An insult to this cornerstone of Soviet nationalities policy-the ideas

of o'two brotherly peoples," of the essential identity of their cultures and

destinies, and of their desire to live within one state structure-is detected

by the reviewer in the following paragraph:

The sturdy beeches, tall oaks were green with spreading branches at the

bottom and were drying up at the top. They had seen enough of winged

dragoons, grey-coated guardsmen, heard all sorts of cannons from various

sidei and also the different languages of tribes that became people and

attempted to seize for themselves, to place under theil liberating

guardianship, the land from which those beeches and oaks grow'''

The reviewer also takes offence at the following monologue by the lawyer,

Huslysty, who has agreed to defend his former teacher, a Communist, and

peasants at a trial in prewar Poland:

Every political trial, even the smallest, is historical. And it begins on that

first, distant day, when the first conquerors set foot on our soil. The judges

will change, so will the accused, but the trial will continue until the last

conqueror lies dead. Justice-is freedom. . . . The oppression of one person is

the oppression of an entire people. To deprive even one person of the right to

think and to take away his freedom is to rob the intelligence and freedom of

an entire society.28

On the basis of this passage the critic accused Kharchuk of "abstract

humanism" and an "trans-social and trans-historical approach" to life'2e A
fierce barrage of attacks was mounted against Kharchuk at the end of

1973 and the early months of 1974.30 Eventually he admitted his mistakes

and attacked "the camp of Ukrainian bourgeois nationalism abroad" for

"kicking up a storm" about his case.rr
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Literary politics and Debates 59It was not only historical writing that was put on the carpet duringKozachenko's term of. office. rrt. pulrtv expressed profound dissatisfactionwith the entire critical ettaurirtrn,,"nt for compracency and lack ofvigilance. Radianska ukraina rruor"i-ir," tone in 
'6i"ui 

decraring that"the state of affairs in ukrainian 
"ri,i"ir,n;;;;ffirit,ol_uno, ,nuo"by the party." In. the same article, li crrioea Literaturna [Jkraina andvitchyzna for the poverty or ir,"ir riterary criticism, denounced"subjectivism" in assessing liierary urrJ, a^nd criticized the eighth volumeof the History of ukrainia, tir"r"ro,re.32 Although it has since beensuggested that sections of this history-one of the many scholarlyachievements of the sixties--be t"*.lti"n, no revised editions have as yetapp^eared and the proposal seems to have been droppe4.i:- 

--"'^"

once the party had given_ the srgnal ideological experts within thewriters' Union began to sift trrtougr, ii. literature of the last decade. Thenames of arrested oppositionists, s-uch as. Ie. Sverstiut, i.- suitlychny andM' osadchy, simply dirupp"ur"d r.o-*iit"rury affairs: their names havenot appeared in print since rg7r. other authors were told to mend theirways' and individual works by them were faulted. vitalii Korotych,sPerevtilennia was found lacking u""u*. of poems dealing with such"trans-class categories.ur .onr"iln"", g""o 
""i""ii"t" ,."i"."r,',3a rrynaZhylenko's Avtoportret u chervonomu"i, u "narrow-minded view of theworld,"35 D. Mishche nko's 

_v .mari t iiy rit, nemaie ro. 
-;J"ir-i 

zation,,,36and various works of Ievhen Hutruio r- glorifying ..the 
modern,'intellectual' . . . phiristine,"rT for "J"g 

..the stream of consciousnesstechnique . . . modelled 
:n, 

W:rl:.rn 
"*uripf"r,"i, ", 

*""iiniiu.ooi", ofthe Soviet peopre,". while fa'ing ;; ;1"* the rore or'tnJ party and

I;H:,T$r"rganizations 
in the riF" oi it" 

"ott""tiu" 
fu.'n,,,-und a host of

Kozachenko used his election as first secretary of the Ukrainianwriters'Union at the Fourth prenurnoilhe Boa.d, ;";; i;"h 1973, tolaunch a tirade against writers *;; ;"l falren under the influence of"bourgeois nationalism.' Among *rit..r ,ingt"a oul *"r"'ilr"r' Berdnyk,Ivan Bilyk, Roman Andriiashyk- uno trr" two translators, M. Lukash andHryhorii Kochur.a' He accusei ,rr" ru,i". of subscribing to the views of theneo-classicist poet and scholar Mykola zoou., who disappeared during thepurges and whose views on riterature and culturar nori, i;;;;riuy, u""nconsidered a dangerous fgraof ..Uou.g"oi, 
nationalism,,: Zerov demandeda knowledge of the best in Europ"un-iii".uru." and encouraged the studyof the classicar heritage. The translati""rlr",n H il.oJJ;" crassics byKochur and Lukash were criticiz"o pr""i*"ty for their sophistication. It wascharged that under the pretext # "J";i"g the ranguage they wereintroducing archaisms 

19 *".r" utt.-ptinf "to squeeze the living languageout of literature, especially where it *?r-riuturuuy and logically related to
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Russian." If, asserted the critics, such tendencies continue, "we would have

a dead literary language, a Ukrainian Latin." It is, of course, an axiom of
linguistic policy that, wherever parallelisms exist, the use of the Russian
word is both more natural and logical. "Besides all this," concluded the
critics, "such a vocabulary repels the reader by its intentional refinement,
its strained 'intellectualism' and, above all, clouds the essence of the
matter.... In short, in literary criticism as in everything else we require 'a
maximum of Marxism-a maximum of the popular and simple'."4r

The critics also attacked the introduction of religious themes in
literature. Mykola Rudenko's Vsesvit u tobi, (1968) and M. Medunytsia's
story "Voskovi olivtsi" were condemned on this ground by L. Sanov, as was
Oles Berdnyk's Zorianyi korsar (1971).4'? These charges were followed by
disciplinary action against selected writers. Several were thrown out of the
Writers' Union-among them O. Berdnyk, H. Kochur and
M. Lukash-while the work of others was placed on the index and
removed from public libraries.a3

This kind of pressure achieved its goal of intimidating writers, some of
whom ceased writing while others attempted to bend toward the new party
line. A good example of the latter is Ievhen Hutsalo, one of the most
talented prose writers of the preceding decade. Capitulating to party
demands, he produced together with Rostyslav Sambuk, a "made-to-order"
work of propagandistic journalism, "Stepova Rodyna".aa The book was

evidently an attempt to give Caesar his due. It was a response to
Kozachenko's dernands at the Fourth Plenum in March 1973, which had
stated that the party required not intimate personal lyrics but songs which
could be useful in inspiring collective farm brigades and factory workers;
that in prose, priority be given to journalistic sketches; and that the new
emphasis in party propaganda was upon Soviet multinationalism, upon the
*mutual links" and "mutual interaction" of Soviet peoples and their
literatures.a5 Hutsalo and Sambuk responded to the new turn in the party
line by producing a report on the village of Sursko-Mykhailivka, in which
they proudly asserted the co-existence of a variety of nationalities that
worked together cheerfully and co-operatively. This kind of literary
exercise, written in a style that was a radical departure from that used in
other works by the writers, was, as one might expect, an artistic failure.
The two authors, consequently, were criticized for writing in an
"exceedingly colourless and . . . unnatural" manner.ou A similar
metamorphosis was attempted by other writers of stature, in an atlempt-to
adapt to the demands of party authorities.aT Needless to say, they were
invariably poorly received by both critics and reading public.

ln 197 4 the literary authorities began to correct some alleged mistaken
evaluations of the classics of Ukrainian literature. They suggested that
Ivan Franko was being idealized by some literary critics who found that
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Literary Politics and Debates 6t
his views on literary criticism were more sensitive and far less dogmatic
than those of N. Dobroliubov and A. chernyshevsky. The authorities inter-
preted this as a veiled attack on dogmatism in contemporary literary
criticism, and reminded the offending author that "the great socialists,
chernyshevsky and Dobroliubov, were the highest achievement of the
leading literary-critical thought of their time" and that ',Ivan Franko was a
convinced representative of that school during a later period."as They also
criticized a tendency to overestimate the work of panteleimon Kulish and
his impact upon Ukrainian intellectual history.ae certain critics, they de-
clared, in praising and popularizing the work of VApLITE,,. were
rehabilitating the organization itself,st and certain authors, in juxtaposing
the 1920s in the history of Soviet literature with the 1930s, were
"whitewashing VAPLITE and blackening vuspp, representing
Khvyliovism as a 'constructive' current in soviet literature."52 clearly, in
all three cases the guardians of orthodoxy were particularly worried by the
possible appearance of a competing literary theory or programme for a
"new direction" in criticism. Such a course would obviously begin with a
reappraisal of the classics of Ukrainian literary criticism.

In spite of the threats and cajolery, the situation in creative literature
and literary criticism remained far from satisfactory from the party's point
of view. There were repeated attacks on the incompetence and indolence of
critics: of ll4 critics in the writers'(Jnion, "only l0-15 worked actively in
literature," complained Zahrebelny in 1978. The rest maintained a
watchful restraint or simply kept silent. As for literature itself, Zahrebelny
char acterized it as "one-dimensional" :

Alf the features of a novel are there, heroes, conflict, sujet, plot, dbnouemenr,
dialogues, scenery, comment by the author, information, everything just as it
should be, and yet everything is dead, unnatural, repetitive, a fake- and not
the original unique creation.53

The opening up of this kind of discussion is not new to soviet literature;
the same complaints, often couched in exactly the same language have
been voiced periodically since the twenties. At the basis of the discussion is
the problem of defining literature and socialist realism. If the party insists
on reducing all literature to propaganda, on viewing it as part of the
campaign of psychglosical warfare with the west, or the manuiacturing of
socialist realist "archetypes" which presents members of the nomenklatura
in a suitable light, then there will be a continual conflict between the
party's demands upon writers and the concept of literature which, whether
they admit to it or not, is held by the vast majority of writers in the Soviet
Union. For the party demands that writers portray life as it ought to be
and describe the situation as the government would like to see it develop.
In other words, there is a tendency to start with an ideal image and to fit
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the reality to it. When the standard images are distorted, the propaganda

experts are quick to detect this and the process of browbeating the writers,

of demanding that they "rebuild" themselves begins.

Writers in the Soviet Union have, on the other hand, consistently

demonstrated that they adhere to a different definition of literature and

see the social role of literature in terms that conflict with the party line'

The last major assault on the party's reduction of literature to an

illustration of official resolutions was mounted during the de-Stalinization

period. It became clear that the new generation of critics-Ivan
3vitlychny, Ivan Dziuba, Ievhen Sverstiuk, Ivan Boychak and others--did

not consider this kind of caressing of the readers by repeating stock situa-

tions and wish-fulfillment images as literature at all. They argued, in the

tradition of the critical realists of the nineteenth century, that literature

should play a leading role in social criticism, that it should be exploring

n"r u.rd uncharted territories and that it could only achieve the stature of
greatness if it was completely honest, and able to dig beneath the everyday

surface phenomena of life to the deeper problems that lay beneath.

It was this new concept of literature that the party was determined to

crush in the campaign that began around 1968. It is, however, clear that

this campaign shattered the dreams for a new world and a new literature

that many, perhaps most of the new generation, cherished at the end of the

fifties and the beginning of the sixties, and that it clipped the wings of the

vast riifiority of talented writers who came upon the scene during the years

of hope that followed Khrushchev's speech at the Twentieth CPSU

Congress. As a result, not only did the creative work of individual writers

suffer, but entire genres began to atrophy.
On 10 January 1979, Kozachenko was removed from the leadership of

the Writers' Union and replaced by Pavlo Zahrebelny. Dissatisfaction with

Kozachenko's regime must have reached a very high level at this time

because many writers seem to have simply retreated into a shell. When, for

example, Zahrebelny sent out a questionnaire concerning the crisis in the

novel, only l0 persons out of 150 even bothered to write back.sa As a

"onr"q.r"nt", 
thl new head initiated a campaign against the state of

ukrainian literary affairs; it was suddenly discovered that there was a

crisis in sector after sector: publishing, the novel, drama, theatre, the

novella, literary theory, the ethics of criticism. The voicing of these

complaints began an officially-sanctioned "literary discussion" in order to

air some of the grievances that had accumulated in the previous six years.

At the same time a resolution of the CPSU, "On the Further

Improvement of ldeological, Political-Educational Work," issued on

26 April 1979, also drew attention to the unsatisfactory nature of much

that irad passed for literature or criticism and to the discontent of an

increasingly sophisticated readership, thus further encouraging the flow of
complaints.
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63Borys oliinyk spoke of the '.necessity of creating a moral_ethicalcreative atmosoherei that wourJ u 

"onoui"" i: ,r,?rrio.ltion of quarityliterature' and ihus implied ,rr"ir""i"" atmosphere had not existed in thepast'ss The Soviet press scordeo *.ri".r.fg1.^.fg11ins to put before thegeneral public topical problems or ou.'ro"iur life.;;;i,""i,nii 
"o 

that noth_ing at a' was known. utout. t'" ;;;t no attempt had been made to studythe sociology of taste. only the ru"i'trrut thousands of copies of bookshighlv acclaimed bv. the ;^;;; ,Jiuin"o. 
""Jo"i"ai"ui1 ,n" passiveresistance of the reader ," r",n" ;;;. The authori,i", ?[r*,, attackedthe critics and remindeo trrem irrai their inertia *u, 

"r"uiing a vacuumwhich courd lead to the ross 
"r 

,i.l""ir, . Zahreberny comprained that thecritics speciarizinq, in 
.foreign lir.."r,i* ,..med to enjoy reading Kafka and

JiH;"?l i:#iJ,t.;r;i ;i;;';#"nJ,'rouno time to say a word about
various aspects.,of the relationship between the writer and pubrisherfff lj,:$T:d":lll ,il. .u., ,*il *,jt:,t 

""-pr"i,,i'"i'huuing th"i.
a g e or rour to,,";T# ;':{it'y"p,l*mf ;iln *if m,li*;probrem' which has u""n lttuJ"a" r'"'11g."1ry severar times_arbeit insomewhat muffled tones_was tt" 

-iOiffi"ulty 
with paper.,,58 It is anunspoken fact that. since l glz ,i'" n,.,iou", of titres and the vorume ofUkrainian books publish"o. i" ,rt.'r.puitic.r,ur_ru,.", *r,ii" th"""or."rpond_ing figure for Ruisian.uoorc rras ;urliJa'rrgriri"u"ri, firl ;iini"urty *itr,paper" obviousrv uff":r: Ukrainian prit*iior,, 

"r"# ""a ir-iurt of partypolicy' By the end of .tt'. a""uo"';f";r" of-Russian to Ukiainian titlesproduced in the renubljc,-*"r;;;;*;ng three to on"irl" ruur",l.Ironica,y the number of Ukrainilriiii", p-a""ed at this time fe' behind
ffi"iltT,HJJf'r"id ,:::X ,X*il:Lf tr," *ia-t*.",i",," berore the

rne --crrltrcultv with paper" phenomenon.is not new. Nervous publishersdo not always find it.+r; ; ;il;:rk. that is written by a famouswriter' or one in which ip*rrii-ia*tJrt"ut errors cannot Le aetecteo.
;:TT:1ni5t;Jll ri"" * "-""d;;;?"., or a certain described event,
ediior wlr "i;;"-i;[:T:';'l"l'x}fif:lY 

ttran ta[e ili'' a carerur
cl a imed uv u t r 

"u'i "' " :^""i 
a I t i#'i'ni, I 1,"' #,ll,,olL?l;rt 

t,,1"1ff;
we are examining' up to g0 per cent oiruuritt.o manuscripts-were denied

i{i:i:i'i" rT "lhi,',"#',1.*1,, ru 
;:i':': y L" 

i 

" 
i 

" " t"" r' i u b, i s h i n g
UNESC' statistics ilil, ldt; l rin, 

"i",oliff 
,;",?",lHi5":li::L,ff

ffi"t}:rY$ffi!.il":*i"o '"u""tr' piu"Ju".*oing toirre ;;;,. or book
th e S, ovenes, ; ";;'J,lXh:ffi Tilt;:l ir.$:l lF;; ft uced by
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TABLE I Books Published in ljkraine 1970-9

Total no. of titles
published
in ljkraine I n

No. of titles published
in per cent

Ukrainian In Russian

197 0

197 |

197 2

t97 3
t9l 4

19',7 5

197 6

19"71

r9"t 8

t919

8,1 33

8,068
9,401
7 ,686
8,814
8,731

9,1 10

8,430
8,259
9,032

38.2

38.5

36.9

38.8

32.8

30.4
21 .4

28.1

21 .1

26.7

31 .6

51 .2

58.4
57 .4

63.1

65.2

68.6
61 .9

68.2

69.6

SOtjRCE: Pechat .S.S.SR v 1970 godu (Moscow l97l ).

The effect of Soviet cultural policy on Ukrainian book production can

be grasped by making a comparison with the number of titles published

wittr tr," number of language speakers among the ten largest

Slavic-language groups. It becomes immediately clear that the two Slavic

nations *itttin the Soviet Union, the Ukrainians and Belorussians, fare

very poorly as compared to the Southern and Western Slavs (see Table 3).

Sinle tqZO the situation has deteriorated still further. For an estimated

population of 36.4 million Ukrainian language speakers6' in 1979, the

2,il4titles produced in ukraine in that year constitute only 66.3 titles per

million speakers.
The discussion in the press, which began in the late 1970s and is still

continuing, contains many candid statements about the problems facing

Ukrainian literature. On the question of Ukrainian drama, for instance,

press items pointed out that for a population of some 50 millions, there

were only three or four dramatists,62 that the years 1976-9 had not pro-

duced a single play of any merit,63 that the Ukrainian plays accounted for

only a quu.i", of tie reputlic's repertoire in 1978, that the majority of the

plays which had runs of over 100 performances were pre-revolutionary

"luiri", 
and that much of the contemporary production was "trash."64 The

press also noted that the last tragedy to have appeared was O. Levada's

Faust i smert in 1960, that satire was no longer being produced, and that

theatres were afraid of putting on comedies or political plays with any con-

temporary themes.65 Pondering the reasons for this deplorable state of

uffu-irr, one critic ingenuously suggested that it had something to do with

the "timidity of some authors and theatres toward making use of the sharp
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TABLE 3 Number of titles published compared to number of language

speakers in 197 063

Language Speakers (millions) Titles Titles per million speakers

This
H. Shtr

V. Man
inconclu
1981. T
may be

the parl

writers
within
decided

removal
1980 ar

in Liter
Lina K
sixties t

appearc
( 1 e7e)
acclairn

Literatt
attitudt
improvr
L. Kys,

Ostann

appeari

On
flirtati<
mistakr
substar

can be

from t
that tr
above-i

has stz

Amerir
pressio

as chai

funera
sumed

that th
which

Itr
attitud
attitud

Russian
Ukrainian

141.0

35.0
60,240
3,112

421 .2

88.9

Polish
Serbo-Croat
Czech
Bulgarian
Belorussian
Slovak
Slovenian
Macedonian

32.0
l5.l
9.5

1.6.,-t.J
4.0
1.8

1.0

9,21 1

5,21|
5,067
3,368

430
2,804
1,089

618

289.4
351 .1

5 33.3
443.1

58.9
701 .0

605.0
6r8.0

SOURCE: B. Struminsky, "sotsiolingvistychna pozytsiia ukrainstva v slovianskii hrupi mov,"

Ukrainska knyha 7, no' 4 (1977): 86.

weapon of satire and humour" because they were constantly glancing over

their shoulder out of fear that "someone would misunderstand them or

take offence, or perhaps even recognize himself and take the laughter as

directed at his institution or person."66

Perhaps the two most interesting aspects of the officially encouraged

"literary discussion" of 1980-1 were the parallel debates on style and

ethics. The first saw a number of critics discuss the merits of various

stylistic tendencies. Some conservative writers and critics expressed a deep

suspicion of new "isms," of structural complexity and stylistic innovation.

They were challenged by younger authors who defended experimental
prose, psychologism and the "mythological-folkloric" trend.67 The

discussion evidently ended in a compromise, with calls for the recognition
of the merits of each approach.

The second aspect of the "literary discussion," the debate on ethics, was

much more bitter. The barbs in this debate were aimed at the all-powerful
hack who passes off his personal prejudices as critical judgments'

Generally, the discussants charged, such a critic applies a crude

sociological analysis to a work of art, assuming for some reason that the

writer's method is exactly the same as his. If his method does not work,
however, he asserts that the book is a poor one and unworthy of serious

consideration. The debate raised some much deeper problems about the

nature of socialist realism and the kind of critical approaches that could be

taken toward a work. It quickly became clear that there was no agreement

about the question of critical method and the discussion again ended on a
conciliatorv note.68
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This most recent "literary discussion,, is considered to have begun withH' Shtol's articre, in ttrcranrno-'iiroino on 2 December l9g0 andV. Maniak's item,in the.sam; n.;r;;;", on 5 December 1980. It endedinconclusivery with a series or artictJr'in Ltteraturna';;r;;"on 3 Aprir1981' The attempt to stage this kind of op"n 

".itiqu" ;ii*;"r, probremsmay be part of a conciliaiory poricy to*uri tn" ur.iuinian^iit"ttig"ntriu uythe party. possibly the havoc *."uiJ by the arrests 
"; ,h"'hounding ofwriters during Kozachenko" p".ioo-in office evokeJ ; ;;;""g reactionwithin the literary and artistic ini"n

decided to .u.",o--" or the restri"rt""r-,t"iillfirr"llo 
tfi 

, Jffit;",ilr. 
t;;

removal of vitalii vinohradsky as editor of Literaturna i;;;;""in March1980 and the nomination of Lina r"ri."t" for the shevchenko State prizein Literature in December.lgg0 ;;il;^;"" of such a poricy of reraxation.Lina Kostenko was a.leading rig"r! 
"l'""g the literary generation of thesixties and had been silent r- oi"t 

" 
o"l"ai. R"""ntty,'tt-.-".-iloot, by herappeared in print: Nad berehamy vichnoi riky (rg77), Marusia Churai(1979) and NePovtornisl (rqgd). e 

-u".y 
favourable review of theacclaimed Marusia Churai'upp"u."i under Mykola Bazhan,s name inLiteraturna [Jkraina on 4 March f gS0, p".tups signalling a change inattitude toward the poetess on the part of tt 

" 
uuit o.rii"r. 

-io',t"r, 
signs ofimprovement in the- literary 

"ri-J"- ,n'igrr, be added the publication ofL' Kyselov's tarented una .utrr". uora ri"ir"a abridged 
"oil";; of poetryostannia pisnia (lg7g), which *". rr"""', censored in 1970, and theappearance of V. Symonenko,s collection Le be li ;;; ;;yr^;;r;i i i' l.r,On the other hand, this may;"*, nothing.n*" tf,un^the party,sflirtation with public 

1l,l]"1, ;;";;"";Hs,and smoothing over of its ownmistakes' The party's- control of literary uffui^ seems to be total, and nosubstantial deviation.frorn its poricy oiirlvincializing Ukrainian literaturecan be detected. euite the 
"oni.ury; 

D.'pavlychto may have been removedfrom his position as ediror_in_"frili 
"i 

-2,

that trans-ra-ies^ f;.;;' authors r. u*"ffi X1"1ilil'.il:"il:t:?T:above-average standards of this ;"".*i.' ui,,u.""rr*, viiiii"roroty"t,has stated that he intends ," 
"rru"g. 

tie journa's format to that of theAmerican Reader's Digest. 
.rn "ali,'r"", ii". unrelenting attacks on uny 

""_
pressions of Ukrainian_ patriotism t uu. 

"oniinued 
with R. Bratun,s removalas chairman of the Lviv branch or trr" w;i;".', Union for his speech at thefuneral of Volodymvl 

Jvaslut,_ 
a_ r"r*' 

"".r091er, 
who, it is generally as_sumed' was murdered by the rc'g il"rtau; .,.g. rtshourd aLo be statedthat this "discussion" is tut a p"i;r;fi";,;; 

"r,rrri*" J.J"Jiiig ..,r,u*r,,
which covered the,ame g.ound in more outspoKen terms.It may also be that the purr' uuriori,i", u." concerned about theattitudes of the younger generation of writers and critics, whose tastes andattitudes differ from those of trre ord guarJand who aru* tr,"i. inspiration
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from the best of the sixties, and not from the turgid products often served

up as models today. ConsiO"ruUte stress has recently been placed upon the

need to "educate" ,t "" 
younger members, of the intelligentsia and a num-

ber of special schools *i-'"'iinu's have been organized to accelerate this

""iiltliJrtx""H " policy of relaxation is indeed being attempted, and

what its effects will be"emuin to be seen' The results lf,-'l1l*t 
oi ttt"

seventies, however, u'"'"uiO"n't it succeeded in suppressing nonconformist

attitudes and disciplining the intelligentsia' Perhaps V' Shcherbytsky

pronounced the u"'i""p-ituptt on th-e 
^decade 

when he reviewed its

achievements at the 
"iriin 

z""r"rence of the Ukrainian wri'.ers' Union in

April 1981:

TherewasatimewhentheUkrainianWriters'Unionandtheparty
organizations conouct"J unavoidable educational work with individual

literary figures wlr: trad committed mistakes' And today their talent honestly

serves the PeoPle!'"

Itremainstobeseenwhetherthe..educationalwork,'currentlybeing
conductedonthe*..g"'"'"tionoftheUkrainianintelligentsiawill
;;;;;J in eradicating similar nonconformist tendencies'

Notes
l.ForcriticalsurveysofUkrainianliteratureduringthisperiod'see

G. S. N. Luckyj, 'lihe Ukrainian Literary Scene Today"' Slau^ic Review 3l

(December rg12)t;;;-;' 
"nO ;'-Uttlt"ian 

Literature"' in G' S' N' Luckvj'

ed.,Discordant'Voices:TheNon-RussianSovietLiteratures'1953-1973
(Oakville 1975); I' Koshelivets' Suchasna literatura v URSR (New York

1964); "Pieci"f"tti 
^fit"t"tury 

ukrairiskiel"' Kulturc {September' 1971):

64-'74; and 'iiit'uiutu ts']t'' Suchisntst' no' 3 (1979): 145-58;

Ia. Pelenski, 'R;;;"; Ukrainian Writing"' Survey' no' 4 (1966): 102-12;

A. de Vicenz, ':n""""t Ukrainian Writin'!"' Sumey' no' I (1963): 143-50'

For anthologi", oi-,t" literature of the "thl*" in Ukraine, see I' Koshelivets'

ed.,PanoramanainovishoiliteraturyvURsR:poeziia'proza''krytyka'2d
ed., rev. unO "nt' 

(Munich 1914); B' Kravtsiv' Shistdesiat poetiv

shistdesiatykh rokiv: antorohiia ukrainskoi poezii (New york 1967); and

Soviet Literar"i', ""' { O973)' which is devoted entirely to Ukrainian

literature.
2. The novel first appeared in the journar vitchyzna (January 1968). Both

Dnipro (fiev rsiSi and Radianskyi pysmennyk (Kiev 1968) publishers put

the novel o.,, in ioot rorm. The first volume oi the planned Collected works

of Honchar "p;.;; 
in rszt with a list of contents of subsequent volumes;

Sobor' however. is not among them'
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3. The literature on Sobor is substantial. For the more important articles on
this book, see Ie. Sverstiuk, Sobor u ryshtovanni (Paris-Baltimore 1970);
"Lyst tvorchoi molodi Dnipropetrovska," Suchasnist, no. 2 ( I 9d9): 75-85;
ukrainskyi visnyk (Paris-Baltimore 1970), 1: 39-50.

4. The words belong to the head of the ideological section of the Dnipropetrovsk
oblast committee of the party, and are quoted in Molod Dnipropetrovska v
borotbi proty rusyfikatsii (New york lgll),10.

5. Kozachenko was well-trusted in party circles. He was elected a candidate
member of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine at its
Twenty-third Congress (1966), and a member of the Central Committee at
the party's Twenty-fourth ( 197 I ) and Twenty-fifth (lg7 6) congresses. He
also served as a deputy to both the USSR and the Ukrainian Supreme
Soviet. He was the author of an attack on Ivan Svitlychny four months be-
fore the latter's arrest ("Tobi, narode!" in Literaturna (Jkraina,27 April
1965), and seems to have been assigned the task of reproving those writers
who had signed the famed appeal by 139 citizens of Kiev protesting the trials
then taking place (see his article in Literaturna (Jkraina,2l May 1968). The
case of the appeal is documented in M. Browne, ed., Ferment in the Ukraine
(London 197 l), 23, 24, lg7.

6. Katastrofa appeared in Vitchyzna, no. 2 (1963). It was reprinted in
Suchasnist,, no. 1-3 (1969).

7 . Bereznevyi snih, published in Kiev in I 968, was criticized in an article
entitled "Diisnist ipozytsiia pysmennyka" which appeared in Zakarpatska
pravda, l8 July 1969. According to a report in Ukrainsklti visnyk l-2,
215-16,, the author was expelled from the party and from leadership of the
writers' organ ization of Zakarpattia.
This first appeared in the journal Dnipro, tro. 2 (1967).
The book first appeared in the journal Prapor, tro. 8 and 9 ( I 969); it was
reprinted in Suchasnist, no. 2-5 (l9l1). Part three of Poltve never appeared,
although its publication was promised in prapor, no. g ( 1969).
V. Kozachenko's speech at the Sixth Plenum of the Ukrainian Writers'
Union was reprinted in Literaturna (Jkraina, 20 November 1970. under the
title "Budivnyk komunizmu-heroi suchasnoi literatury.,,
See V. Svoboda, "Partiine kerivnytstvo literaturoiu v Ukraini: persha
polovyna simdesiatykh rokiv," Vitrazh, ilo. I 0- I I ( I 980), which contains
much interesting information on the literary scandals of this period and to
which this paper is indebted.

12. For attacks on Poltva, see B. Dudykevych in Radianska (Jkraina.
8 December lglA (his article was reprinted in Suchasnist, no. 2 (1971):
8-12); and "Vsuperech istorychnii pravdi," Literaturne (Jkraina, 12 January
197l; and I. Doroshenko, "A z pozytsii reali zmu? Shche pro roman
R. Andriiashyka Poltva,," Literatltrna Ukraina, 26 January 1961.

13. I. Dziuba, "Zaiava do prezydii SPU," Literaturna Ukraina, 6 January 1g70.
14. The Politburo meeting is mentioned in Ukrainskyi visnvk 7-8. 124-5.
15. See Literaturna Ukraina,, 28 January 1912.

8.

9.

10.

11.
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16. P. Iu. Shelest, Ukraino' nasha radianska (Kiev 1970)'

17. ..pro seriozni n"oor*v'tu pomyrky odniei knyhy," Komunist ukrainy, no' 4

,r. !'jJ'l'll;13;* or Shelest,s book and the implications or.his rall ror

Ukrainian historians' see L' Tillet' *U-krainian Nationalism and the Fall of

Sf,"fo,," Slavic Review' no' 4 (1973)"752-68'

19. I. Bilyk *u, u*u*ti fo' A"i Areia (Kiev 19?2); R' Ivanychuk for Malvy

(Kiev 1968); ft' ?t"fft"i"f""to u"O.S'.Plachynda for Neopalyma kupyna
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Notes 7l
Mishchenko's book (Kiev 1970) was criticized by p. Zahrebelny inLiteraturna Ukraina,, 20 May lg7l.
This was an attack on "Dvoie na sviati kokhannia," Vitchyzna, no. 6 (lgl3)
by the critic L. Sanov in Literaturne Llkraina, i August lgl3.
An attack on the same work by M. Shamota in Literatttrna (Ikraina,
l9 April 1974.
An attack on "Teche richka" and Berezhanski portrety (Kiev lg7 5) byM' Lohvynenko in Radianska (Jkraina, 27 July lg7 5. He was also attackedby Iu' Zbanatsky for Mertva zona (Kiev 1967) in Literaturno (lkraina,
3 March 1972; and by B. Chaly in Literaturna Ukraina, T December 1973.
Literaturna Ukraina, 27 March 1973.
These comments were made by M. Shamota in "pytannia suchasnoho
literaturoznavs tva,," Radianske lit;eraturoznavstvo, no.3 (lg7 4): 52.
For L' Sanov's comrnents, see Radianske literaturoznavstvo, no. 16 (197 $:23-6; and for comments on Berdnyk, see M. Lohvynenko,s attack inLiteraturna (-/kraina, I I August lg7 2. Berdnyk *u, also attacked inLiteraturna Ukraina on 2l April lg72 for "preachings filled with Biblical,Buddhist and Yogic dogmas, &S well as -u*i-, of various charlatans. . . . ,,

and again in Literaturna (Jkraina on 27 March and I 5 Mav 197 3.
See Ukrainskyi visnyk 7-9, 123-4.
Appeared in Vitchyzne, no. 12 (1975).
For information on recent trends in nationality policy and how this affectsliterature, see Luckyj, "socialist in Content anO National In Form,,, in hisDiscordant Voices: The lYon-Russian Soviet Literatrtres, l-I2.
See Literaturna (Jkraina, 12 December lgi 5.
See, for example, V. Drozd's "Liudy na zemli" in Vitchyzna, no. 7 (1975).
The phenomenon is a familiar one in the political arena: Ivan Dziuba boughthis freedom by putting his name to Hrani krystala, (Kiev lg7 5) whichpurported to refute his powerful Internationalism or Russification? (NewYork 197 4).
See M' Z' Shamota, "Pytannia suchasnoho literaturoznavs tva,,, Radianske
literaturoznavstvo, no.3 (1974): 45-6. A second attack on the id,ealization ofFranko appeared in P. Io. Kolesnyk, "Literaturoznavchi aberatsii,,,
Radianske literaturoznavstvo, no. 5 (1g74): 5i_9.
see Kolesnyk, "Literatur oznavehi aberatsii," 55-6.
VAPLITE (vilna Akademiia proletarskoi literatury-Free Academy ofProletarian Literature) was an organization formed in the mid-twenties byMykola Khvyliovy and other prominent revolutionary writers and acted asthe main competitor and opposition to the party-sponsored VUSpp.VAPLITE was accused of "bourgeois nationalism" and a 'lwestern-European
ortentatron. "

Kolesnyk, "Literaturoznavehi aberatsii,,' 56.
Shamota, "Pytannia suchasnoho literaturoznavstva,,, 55.
P' Zahrebelny, "Obrii romanu ,," Redianske literaturoznevstvo, no. 7 (197g):
24.
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54. Ibid.,9.
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56. See Literaturna Ukraina,, 22 June 1919.

57 . See P. Zahrebelny's speech in Literaturna (Jkraina, 9 April 198 1, and

Novychenko's in ibid., 14 April 1981.

58. See Zahrebelny's speech in Literaturna Ukraina, 9 April 1981.

59. See V. Sukhyno-Khomenko, $ Piatyrichka ukrainskoi radianskoi knyzhky,"
Krytyka, no. 10-11 (1929): 11.

60. G. Svirskr, A History of Post-War Soviet Writing (Ann Arbor 1981), 345.

6 1 . IYaselenie ,S,SSR po dannym vsesoiuznoi perepisi noseleniia 197 9 goda
(Moscow 1980),28.

62. See V. Boyko in Literaturna Ukraina,26 January 1979.

63. O. Kolomiiets, "Ukrainska dramaturhiia sohodni," Radianske litera-
turoznavstvo, no. I I (1979): 6"

64. Among the twenty-two most popular plays of 1918 were classics by
H. Kvitka-Osnovianenko, I. Karpenko- Kary, I. Kotliarevsky and
M. Starytsky, as well as plays based on works by Gogol and Shevchenko.
(Ibid., 10.)

65. See Literaturna (Ikraina, l7 March 198 I .

66. See "Efuty hidnym svoho poklykannia," ibid.,, 2A April 1919.

67 . Contributors to this discussion include: P. Zahrebelny and O. Levada in ibid.,
I I April 1980; V. Maniak in ibid., 5 December 1980; A. Pohribny, in ibid.,
6 January 1981; V. Dobriansky in ibid., 13 January l98l ; V. Iavorisky in
Dnipro, tro. I ( 1980) : 145-9; K. Lomazova in Literaturna (Jkraina,

3 February 1981; A. Kolisnychenko in ibid., 20 March 1981; V. Koval in
ibid., 16 January 1981; "Po kolu chy po spirali?" in ibid., 24 March 1981;

and Iu. Vynnychuk, "Ryfy styliu," ibid., 3 April 1981.

68. Arnong contributors were H. Shtol in Literaturna (Jkraina,2 December
1980; M. Slavynsky in ibid., 16 December 1980; M. Slaboshpytsky in ibid.,
3 April 198 I ; and Iu. Burliai's "Literaturna krytyka, ii metod," Radianske
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