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Abstract

My thesis focuses on the poetry of Ivan Svitlychnyi (1929-92), a prominent Ukrainian 

dissident and literary critic. His legacy, which was not published in Ukraine until after 

independence, remains largely unstudied. In particular, my thesis considers a group of 

sonnets that Svitlychnyi wrote between 1972-77, i.e., after his second arrest and the year 

his Gratovani sonety [Sonnets behind Bars] appeared in an emigre publication, in 

Miinchen.

I maintain that Svitlychnyi was inspired by the cycle “Tiuremni sonety” [Prison 

Sonnets] of Ivan Franko (1856-1919), an outstanding nineteenth-century author, scholar 

and socialist thinker. The focus of my thesis is on the intertextual relationship between 

Svitlychnyi’s and Franko’s poetry of incarceration. By relying on the theory of 

intertextuality and literary allusion, I demonstrate Svitlychnyi’s debt to Franko. Finally, 

besides showing the similarities and differences between the concerns of both prisoners, I 

suggest the manner in which Svitlychnyi praises and dispraises his famous predecessor.
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Introduction

Ivan Svitlychnyi (1929-92) is best known in post-Soviet Ukrainian society as a literary 

critic and dissident. He established himself as a participant of literary life during Nikita 

Khrushchov’s “thaw” (1953-64), a period of more relaxed political and cultural life that 

began soon after Joseph Stalin’s death. During the thaw, the so-called Generation of the 

Sixties appeared at the forefront of Ukrainian society. This group included numerous 

dissidents, among them the poets Vasyl’ Symonenko, Vasyl’ Holoborod’ko, Ihor 

Kalynets’, Vasyl’ Stus, Vasyl’ Bondar, Lina Kostenko, Ivan Drach, and Mykola 

Vinhranovs’kyi; the critic Ievhen Sverstiuk; the artists Alla Hors’ka, Viktor Zarets’kyi, 

Halyna Sevruk, Anatolii Zubko, Veniamin Kushnir, Liudmyla Semykina, and Panas 

Zalyvakha; and the composer Leonid Hrabovs’kyi. The more radical members o f the 

Generation of the Sixties sought to continue the project initiated by the modernists of the 

1920s, whom Stalin’s terror had silenced. Their first goal was to retrieve Ukrainian 

literature from a “closed circle” and to draw it closer to Europe. However, their efforts 

were cut short during Leonid Brezhnev’s regime (1964-82). Many o f them were arrested 

and sent to prisons or psychiatric wards, penal colonies, as well as forced exile. They 

were also forbidden to publish.

Even at the height of the thaw, censorship was a fact of life in the USSR. It 

became much more pronounced after the mass arrests of 1972. To counter censorship, the 

members of the Generation of the Sixties organized an underground publishing system, 

called samvydav, which is better known in Western scholarship by its Russian name 

samizdat. Ivan Svitlychnyi was deeply engaged in the samvydav, serving as a literary 

critic and advisor to his colleagues.
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The twice-incarcerated Svitlychnyi also wrote poetry. Regrettably, his poetic 

legacy remains unstudied and overlooked by scholars. This might arise from the fact that 

most of his early poems were never published, presumably because the author himself did 

not hold them in high regard. Before his arrest in 1965, only some poems had appeared in 

print. In the period between his release in 1966 and second arrest in 1972, Svitlychnyi 

published under pseudonyms or in the underground press. During his second 

incarceration, a collection—consisting mostly of sonnets—appeared clandestinely in the 

West, bearing the author’s name and titled Gratovani sonety [Sonnets behind Bars] 

(henceforth, Gs). This edition was prepared by the prominent emigre critic and editor, 

Ivan Koshelivets’.1

My thesis considers Svitlychnyi primarily as a poet and focuses on the sonnets he 

wrote between 1972 and 1977, the year of the publication of Gs. I maintain that 

Svitlychnyi was inspired by the cycle “Tiuremni sonety” [Prison Sonnets] of Ivan 

Franko, a prominent nineteenth-century author, scholar and socialist thinker.

Although there are times when Svitlychnyi cites Franko, the epigraphs to his 

prison poems are never drawn from his predecessor’s sonnets of incarceration. And yet, 

there are significant parallel themes in the prison poetry of both authors. Moreover, in 

Svitlychnyi’s works there are many allusions to Franko’s prison poetry. I believe that 

“Tiuremni sonety” plays an important intertextual role in Svitlychnyi’s collection. Thus, 

the main goal of my exercise is to flesh out those aspects in his poetry which, in my 

opinion, are indebted to Franko’s poetry of incarceration. When discussing this

1 Ivan Svitlychnyi, Gratovani sonety [Sonnets behind Bars], ed. Ivan Koshelivets’ (Miinchen: Suchasnist’, 
1977).

2
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relationship, I will juxtapose the sonnets in question as a convenient reference for the 

reader.

This thesis is comprised of four Chapters, a section devoted to Concluding 

Remarks, and two Appendices. Chapter One presents a brief biographical excursus that 

concludes with my analysis of Svitlychnyi’s Jiteraiy criticism, which focuses on the 

manner in which he evaluates other poets. The goal of this analysis is to comprehend the 

expectations that Svitlychnyi might have had when writing his own poetry.

Chapter Two describes in general terms Svitlychnyi’s poetic output between 

1972-77. Its main focus, however, are the differences among the three known redactions 

of Svitlychnyi’s prison poetry: the 1977 edition of Gs; the redaction that he envisioned 

while in exile, in 1980-81, when introducing handwritten corrections on a copy of Gs; 

and the material included in U mene til 'ky slovo: Virshi, poemy, poetychni pereklady [I 

Possess only the Word: Verses, Poems, Translated Poetry] (henceforth, UmtS), a 

posthumous collection, compiled by his younger sister, Nadia Svitlychna, and his wife, 

Leonida Svitlychna, which appeared two years after his death.2 Two appendices support 

this chapter. The first consists of a Xerox copy of the corrections that Svitlychnyi wrote 

on the pages of Gs. The second appendix outlines the structural differences among the 

redactions of 1977, 1980-81 and 1994.

Chapter Two also includes an overview of the criticism dedicated to Svitlychnyi 

as a poet.

Chapter Three begins with a brief discussion of the tradition of writing sonnets in 

prison and attempts to explain why Svitlychnyi might have turned to the genre. The

2 Ivan Svitlychnyi, U mene til'ky slovo: Virshi, poemy, poetychni pereklady [I Possess only the Word: 
Verses, Poems, Translated Poetry], uporiadnyky Leonida i Nadia Svitlychni (Kharkiv: Folio, 1994).

3
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Chapter enumerates those authors whom Svitlychnyi cites in the epigraphs to his prison 

sonnets, while noting that he avoids citing Franko’s sonnets of incarceration. Although at 

least three other authors have suggested as much, not one of them has supported their 

ideas with sustained arguments or considered the nature of the textual relationship 

between Franko and Svitlychnyi. In the attempt to fill this gap, I turn to the theory of 

intertextuality and the model for the discovery of poetic allusion proposed by Ziva Ben- 

Porat. Then I describe the method I devised in order to discover both intertexts and poetic 

allusions. My discussion in this chapter, based on the abovementioned theories, illustrates 

in capsule form the manner in which Svitlychnyi’s sonnets are part of a larger “universe 

of texts.”

Chapter Four focuses strictly on the intertextual relations between the prison 

sonnets of Svitlychnyi and Franko. Here, I present my reading of those sonnets by 

Svitlychnyi where I see allusions to Franko’s sonnets. The chapter concludes with an 

analysis of the similarities and differences in the concerns that both prisoners raise in 

their sonnets. The main goal o f the chapter is to explicate what, in my view, appears to be 

Svitlychnyi’s covert debt to Franko’s prison poetry.

In the section devoted to Concluding Remarks, I summarize my findings and 

propose topics for further research.

I am very grateful to Nadia Svitlychna for lending me her copy of Ivan 

Svitlychnyi’s corrections to Gs, which now comprise Appendix I of this thesis. This 

invaluable document sheds significant light on the travails that Svitlychnyi’s prison 

sonnets underwent at a time when their author had no control over their publication and, 

perhaps, little hope that they would ever see the light of day. Although the document

4
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could not become the focus of my research for this thesis, because it reached me in mid- 

June of 2005, it is offered here in the hope that it will assist future scholarship on 

Svitlychnyi.

I also thank the prominent critic and scholar Mykhailyna Kotsiubyns’ka whom I 

visited in Kyiv, upon my supervisor’s invitation. Ms. Kotsiubyns’ka pointed me in the 

direction o f various publications and a dissertation devoted to Svitlychnyi. She graciously 

shared with me her own views of Svitlychnyi’s poetry.

I am indebted to Natalia Pylypiuk, my supervisor, for guiding me throughout the 

entire period of writing the thesis. Owing to her course on Diaspora and Dissent, which I 

took in fall of 2004 and our subsequent discussions, I learned much about the literature of 

dissent. This led me to dedicate my research to the oeuvre of one o f the most prominent 

Ukrainian dissidents. I sincerely thank Dr. Pylypiuk for editing several layers o f my work 

and for transforming all those translations in this study that are mine, into idiomatic 

English. I am also grateful to my supervisor for assisting me with structuring the work 

and selecting the theoretical basis of the research. My understanding of Ukrainian culture 

has changed radically thanks to her. Her work has inspired me to learn more about a field 

that remains underrepresented in my native country.

I am also grateful to Alla Nedashkivska for providing me with constructive 

feedback and for detailed comments and suggestions on the improvement of the 

organization of my thesis. To be sure, all shortcomings are solely mine.
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CHAPTER 1.

Ivan Svitlychnyi’s Biography and Critical Activity

1.1 Biographical Excursus

Ivan Svitlychnyi was bom on September 20, 1929, in the village o f Polovynkyne, 

Luhans’k region, to a family o f kolhospnyky, i.e., collective farmers. His mother was 

deeply committed to Ivan’s education: “caMa HerpaMOTHa, 3aMicTb uyKepoic, icynyBajia 

CHHOBi khhhckh” [while illiterate herself, she bought books for her son, instead of  

candies.]3

Svitlychnyi survived the Great Famine of 1932-33, during which almost one third

of his village’s population died. Nadia Svitlychna, his younger sister, recalls:

nin nac rojiozty 1932-33 poKy iBaHOBi Syjio Tpn—Tpn 3 iiojiobhhok)
Pokh. BaTBKH He najiH HOMy noMepTH, 6 0 , 3flaeT&cn, inBHzmie noMepm 6  
caMi, pjrryioHH jjHTHHy. 3peurroK>, SarbKO, Bin npnponn mbiohh KBone 
3nopoB’n, 6 yB yace cnyxjiHii Bin ronony i noMep 6h, jik6h fioro He b3sb no 
ce6 e b JlyrancbK MOJioainHH msmhh Spar IleTpo TBepnoxjiiS... nepe3 Taicy 
CKpyTHy CHTyauiio iBaH 3 ManeHKy MycHB nacTO BHKOHyBara b 
rocnonapcTBi Banori nonoBini o6ob’k3kh.4

During the years of 1932-33 Ivan was three—three and a half years old.
Our parents did not let him die, because it seems that they would have 
rather died themselves to save the child. Our father, having inherited weak 
health, was already swollen from hunger, and would have died had not our 
mother’s younger brother, Petro Tverdokhlib, taken him to live in 
Luhans’k... because of this complicated situation, Ivan had to assume a 
husband’s difficult household chores from the early years of his life.5

3 L(eonida?—SP) Tereshchenko, “Khto vin, Ivan Svitlychnyi?” [Who Is He, Ivan Svitlychnyi?] Dvvoslovo 
12 (1997): 40.
4 Nadia Svitlychna, “Rodynnyi spohad” [Reminiscences of My Family], in Dobrookvi: Spohadv pro Ivana 
Svitlvchnoho [The Man with Kind Eyes: Reminiscences about Ivan Svitlychnyi], uporiadnyky Leonida i 
Nadia Svitlychni (Kyiv: Chas, 1998), 10-11.
5 Unless otherwise noted, translations in this study, including poetic texts, are mine. I sincerely thank Dr. 
Natalia Pylypiuk for transforming my translations into idiomatic English.

6
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In 1937, Svitlychnyi began elementary schooling in his native Polovynkyne. 

However, to attend secondary school, he had to walk six kilometers to Starobil’s’k. He 

fought in World War II. In 1943, as he was trying to blow up an enemy car, his fingers 

were severely injured. Upon finishing secondary school in 1947, Svitlychnyi was 

awarded a gold medal for his studies and soon enrolled in the Ukrainian Studies Program 

at the Department o f Philology of Kharkiv University. In 1950-51, while still a student, 

he taught Ukrainian language and literature at a secondary school in Kharkiv, but had to 

quit this job because of aggravated tuberculosis.

Svitlychnyi successfully graduated from Kharkiv University in 1952. That very 

year he passed entrance examinations and was enrolled in the graduate program 

(aspirantura) of the Taras Shevchenko Institute of Literature in Kyiv. Because of his 

independent behavior, he was prevented from teaching as a junior instructor in the 

Department o f Philology of Kharkiv University, a job that—under normal 

circumstances—would have been given to any graduate student.

In 1955, Svitlychnyi became the head of the department of literary criticism of the 

journal Dnipro. The subsequent year he married Leonida Tereshchenko, whom he had 

met in 1953 at the Library of the Academy of Sciences. In 1957, Svitlychnyi occupied the 

position of junior associate of the department of Literary Theory at the Institute of 

Literature. At the same time, he worked as the secretary of the journal Radians ’ke 

Literaturoznavstvo, a joint publication of the Institute of Literature and the Ukrainian 

Writers’ Union. Throughout this period (1957-63), he also worked as a literary critic.

In 1964, Svitlychnyi changed his place of employment, and went to work at the 

Institute of Philosophy in the Academy of Sciences at the similar position of junior

7

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



associate. At the same time, his critical articles caught the eye o f authority. For a brief 

while, he also worked for the Ukrainian Association for the Protection o f Nature, then, as 

Mykhailyna Kotsiubyns’ka states in her foreword to the collection U mene til’ky slovo, 

“BHMymeHO “buibhhh xyaojKHHK,” nepeSHBaBCH BHnamcoBHMH 3apo6iTKaMH, nac bw 

uacy apyKyBaBCH b npeci niji nceBflOHiMOM a6o nia hvjkhm npi3BnmeM” [was forced to 

become “a free artist,” got by changing occasional jobs, from time to time published his 

works under pseudonym or someone else’s name.]6

Svitlychnyi was first arrested in 1965 under the charge of anti-Soviet agitation 

and propaganda. He was held in custody for eight months. Beginning with this period, he 

was not able to continue his literary career and to publish critical works. Although 

Svitlychnyi was released on April 30, 1966, the authorities kept a watchful eye on his 

works. This led him to become active in the samvydav.

Svitlychnyi was arrested again on January 12, 1972, during the wave of mass 

arrests engulfing the USSR and particularly Ukraine.7 He was accused of anti-Soviet 

agitation and propaganda again and sentenced to seven years of concentration camps of 

severe regime and five years of forced exile. On August 20, 1981, Svitlychnyi suffered a 

stroke and was designated within the first group of disability. Nonetheless, he was made 

to serve his full sentence and was released only on January 23, 1983. He lived as a “free 

man” for eleven more years, but poor health did not allow him to return to work. 

Svitlychnyi died on October 25, 1992, in Kyiv. He was buried in the prestigious Baikove 

cemetery.

6 Mykhailyna Kotsiubyns’ka, “Ivan Svitlychnyi, shistdesiatnyk” [Ivan Svitlychnyi, a Member of the 
Generation of the Sixties], foreword to U mene til’ky slovo..., 12.
7 Heorhii Kasianov, Nezhodni: ukra'ins ’ka intelihentsiia v rusi oporu 1960-80-kh rokiv [In Disagreement: 
the Ukrainian Intelligentsia in the Opposition Movement o f the 1960-80s] (Kyiv: “Lybid’,” 1995), 121.

8
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For additional bibliographical details, please refer to one of the largest collections 

o f articles about Ivan Svitlychnyi, which appeared in 1998 under the title Dobrookyi: 

spohady pro Ivana Svitlychnoho [The Man with Kind Eyes: Reminiscences about Ivan 

Svitlychnyi].8 Compiled by Leonida Svitlychna and Nadia Svitlychna, this volume 

contains seventy-four articles, a bibliography of Svitlychnyi’s works and illustrations. 

Comprising, for the most part, memoirs by family members, relatives, friends and 

colleagues, the articles in this collection offer glimpses into Svitlychnyi’s personal life, 

literary work and his role in the cultural and social ferment of Ukraine, as well as in the 

history of the human rights movement of the 1960-80s.

Two years before Svitlychnyi’s death, a collection of his works, Sertse dlia k id ’ i 

dlia lym: Poezi'i, poetychni pereklady, statti [A Heart for Bullets and Rhymes: Poetry, 

Translated Poetry, Articles] appeared.9 Subsequently, the following collections were 

published posthumously: Iak husak hovoryv: tak-tak-tak: Virshi dlia ditei [Gander Talk: 

Tack-Tack-Tack: Poetry for Children],10 and UmtS. However, before discussing 

Svitlychnyi’s poetry, I would like to devote a brief discussion to his critical works.

1.2 Overview of Svitlychnyi’s Literary Criticism

Svitlychnyi is best known in post-Soviet Ukrainian society as a literary critic. I believe 

that on the basis of his literary criticism we may better grasp his own poetry and 

comprehend the demands, which Svitlychnyi the prisoner placed upon himself when he

8 Leonida i Nadia Svitlychni, uporiadnyky, Dobrookyi: Spohady pro Ivana Svitlychnoho [The Man with 
Kind Eyes: Reminiscences about Ivan Svitlychnyi] (Kyiv: Vydavnytstvo “Chas,” 1998).
9 Ivan Svitlychnyi, Sertse dlia kul ’ i dlia rym: Poezi'i, poetychni pereklady, statti [A Heart for Bullets and 
Rhymes: Poetry, Translated Poetry, Articles], ed. V. Mishchenko, (uporiadnyk Leonida Svitlychna?—SP) 
(Kyiv: Radians’kyi pys’mennyk, 1990).
10 Ivan Svitlychnyi, Iak husak hovoryv: tak-tak-tak: Virshi dlia ditei [Gander Talk: Tack-Tack-Tack: Poetry 
for Children] (Kyiv: Veselka, 1992).

9
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wrote poetry. For this reason, my analysis will be limited to those critical articles by 

Svitlychnyi, which are dedicated to poetry. However, I begin this discussion by 

presenting articles that give a broader overview of Svitlychnyi’s critical activity.

Hryhorii Kostiuk in a 1983 article, titled “Pidniatysia vyshche i litaty shvydshe... 

(Ivan Svitlychnyi iak literatumyi krytyk)” [To Rise Higher and to Fly Faster... (Ivan 

Svitlychnyi as a Literary Critic)], provides a general overview o f Svitlychnyi’s critical 

activity, starting from his very first articles and concluding with his final, “Vidkrytyi lyst 

Mykoli Bazhanu.”11 In a 1997 article, Halyna Kovalenko investigates Svitlychnyi’s 

critical research on Shevchenko’s oeuvre.12

Other authors have provided general overviews, touching on various aspects of 

Svitlychnyi’s literary activity. Thus, Ivan Dziuba’s foreword to Sertse dlia kul’ i dlia 

rym: Poezi'i, poetychni pereklady, statti, “Dusha, rozplastana na plasi...” [The Soul on the 

Executioner’s Block...],13 and Mykhailyna Kotsiubyns’ka in the abovementioned 

foreword to UmtS, focus primarily on Svitlychnyi’s work as a critic. They offer 

biographical commentary and a detailed discussion of his reviews and articles, providing 

only short analyses of Svitlychnyi’s poetry.

The most sustained work on Svitlychnyi as a critic is the thesis by H.V. Taiovych, 

“Literatumo-krytychna diial’nist’ Ivana Svitlychnoho” [The Critical Activity of Ivan 

Svitlychnyi].14 In her thesis, H.V. Taiovych organizes the dissident’s life as a critic into 

three discrete periods: 1950-64; the period until his second arrest; and the period between

11 Hryhorii Kostiuk, “Pidniatysia vyshche i litaty shvydshe... (Ivan Svitlychnyi iak literatumyi krytyk)” [To 
Rise Higher and to Fly Faster... (Ivan Svitlychnyi as a Literary Critic)], Suchasnist’ 1-2 (1983): 29-44.
12 Halyna Kovalenko, “Shevchenkoznavchi rozvidky I. Svitlychnoho” [I. Svitlychnyi’s Research on 
Shevchenko], Slovo i chas 3 (1997): 9-12.
13 Ivan Dziuba, “Dusha, rozplastana na plasi...” [The Soul on the Executioner’s Block...], foreword to 
Sertse dlia ku l’ i dlia rym..., 5-20.
14 H. V. Taiovych, “Literatumo-krytychna diial’nist’ Ivana Svitlychnoho” [Critical Activity of Ivan 
Svitlychnyi] (Ph.D. diss., Taras Shevchenko Institute of Literature, 2000), 30.

10
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1972 and 1981, the year that a stroke incapacitated him from engaging in creative work. 

My subsequent discussion observes the periodization proposed by Taiovych.

1.2.1 Svitlychnyi’s Criticism until 1964

During his first years of graduate training at the Taras Shevchenko Institute of Literature, 

Svitlychnyi studied literary theory and dedicated his Kandydats ’ka project to the theory 

of the literary image (“Teopia xynoacHtoro o6pa3y”).15 He never defended his thesis. 

While still at the institute, Svitlychnyi began publishing in literary periodicals. According 

to Ivan Dziuba, Svitlychnyi’s first critical articles show that he was a mature literary 

critic with a serious interest in questions of aesthetics.16

Svitlychnyi’s earliest articles, e.g., “Pytannia teorii khudozhn’oho obrazu” 

[Aspects of the Theory of the Literary Image]17 and “Pro vnutrishniu superechnist’ 

khudozhn’oho obrazu” [On the Internal Contradictions of the Literary Image],18 were 

intimately related to the research topic of his Kandydats'ka project. As Mykhailyna 

Kotsiubyns’ka states in her foreword to the collection U mene til ’ky slovo, these articles 

included a comparison between the individual versus the general aspect of the literary 

image, between the positive and negative hero, and between Realism and Romanticism, 

etc. She also notes that Svitlychnyi was forced to base his theoretical assumptions on 

sanctioned authorities—such as Lessing, Engels and Hegel—because he would not have 

been published otherwise. According to her, Svitlychnyi was forced to idealize Socialist 

Realism. Kotsiubyns’ka affirms that these limitations notwithstanding, Svitlychnyi—by

15 Ivan Dziuba, “Dusha, rozplastana na plasi...” [The Soul on the Executioner’s Block...], foreword to 
Sertse dlia kid’ i dlia rym..., 6.
Ib Dziuba, “Dusha, rozplastana na p la s i .fo re w o rd  to Sertse dlia kul’ i dlia rvm..., 6.
17 Vitchvzna 6 (1957), 167-76.
18 Radians ke literaturoznavstvo 5 (1958), 30-43.
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emphasizing the individualism and uniqueness of the artist—found a unique approach for 

discussing vital social issues, such as the relationship between literary tendencies and the 

problems of society’s development, as well as questions of artistic freedom.19 These 

topics are broached in his article “Bilia pochatkiv literatury sotsialistychnoho realismu” 

[At the Cradle of the Literature of Socialist Realism]20 and the review “Tvorchi problemy 

realizmu” [Creative Issues of Realism], which were written respectively in 1961 and 

1962.21

One of Svitlychnyi’s critical techniques was the use of humor and irony while 

reviewing a literary work. Sometimes his irony grows into sarcastic criticism of the 

predominant pseudo-academism and pseudo-philosophy, which guided Soviet art and 

society. For example, “Harmoniia i alhebra” [Harmony and Algebra] criticized the works 

by P.O. Petrova, B.S. Vashchenko and I.K. Bilodid on Shevchenko’s usage of language 

for being imitative and superficial. Here, Svitlychnyi poked fun at the shallow approach 

of mainstream researchers who attempt to apply science, math in particular, to the study 

of Shevchenko’s works without providing a proper, conceptual analysis or without using 

the gathered information to reach adequate conclusions. Svitlychnyi states: “Lfinfipa caMa 

no co6i me He 3Hamrrb Hinoro. Tpeoa BMim danura i rm^py, i Te, mo 3a Heio croiTb” 

[The number alone means nothing. It is necessary to see both the number and what it 

stands for.]22 While commenting on the works of the critics, Svitlychnyi tried to 

differentiate the ones from the others, and to find the individual characteristics of each 

critical work. But, as he states, this was a difficult task, because the reviewed works were

19 Mykhailyna Kotsiubyns’ka, “Ivan Svitlychnyi, shistdesiatnyk” [Ivan Svitlychnyi, a Member o f the 
Generation ofthe Sixties], foreword to Umene til’ky slovo..., 12-13.
20 Radians ’ke literaturoznavstvo 6 (1961), 10-24.
21 Radians ’ke literaturoznavstvo 6 (1962), 134-37.
22 Ivan Svitlychnyi, “Harmoniia i alhebra,” Dnipro 13 (1963): 146.
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almost identical, each one attempting to count how many times in the Kobzar 

Shevchenko used a selected part of speech (i.e., how many pronouns, how many nouns, 

etc.). Svitlychnyi concluded that such critical works, albeit authored by known literary 

critics, were useless, because in general they presented little more than empty figures and 

classifications, and were void of scholarly analysis. Svitlychnyi considered such works to 

be “ ...KJiacmjuicauia 6e3 chctcmh, cHCTeMara3auia 6e3 6ym>-.aKoro CTpiracmi, £o6ip 

waTepiajiy i nozuJi MaTepiany 3a npmmnnoM mo nepme nia pyKy norpanHTb” [...a 

classification without system, a systematization without any core, a selection and 

organization of material according to the principle “whatever is at hand”]. These critical 

works shaped the basis o f scholarly research on Shevchenko and yet they were mere 

rubber stamps, lacking any scholarly characteristic. Svitlychnyi also criticized harshly the 

fact that all the researchers presented their works as works in progress, requiring a deeper 

investigation. He stated that a good researcher should not even consider publishing, let 

alone being paid for, anything that is not worth seeing the light of day.

Another article was “A, B, V, H... abo zh “rozhortannia” fraz, tez i abzatsiv u 

naukovi traktaty: K. Storchak. Pytannia poetyky dramy” [A, B, C, D ... or “the 

Development” of Phrases, Arguments and Paragraphs into Scientific Treatises: K. 

Storchak. The Question o f the Poetics o f  the Drama], Here Svitlychnyi criticized the 

work o f Storchak as an exercise in verbosity.24

Svitlychnyi participated in the new “Anti-cult” wave of literary criticism. While 

working as a critic for the journals: Vitchyzna, Prapor, Dnipro, and Radians’ke 

Literaturoznavstvo, he criticized schematic work by rote, which acted as rubber stamping

23 Svitlychnyi, “Harmoniia i alhebra,” 148.
24 Vitchyzna 1 (1960), 210-12.
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and engaged in the deliberate embellishment of reality in prose. One of his major articles 

of this period is “Bohy i navoloch: M. Stel’makh. Pravda i kryvda” [Gods and 

Scoundrels: M. Stel’makh. Justice and Injustice], which comprised a review of a novel 

by the well-known Soviet Ukrainian author, Mykhailo Stel’makh. While praising 

moments in his prose, which reflected true reality, Svitlychnyi also criticized Stel’makh’s 

idealization of the “masses,” the so-called narod. Svitlychnyi found Stel’makh’s division 

of the world into white and black, good and evil, “Gods” and “Scoundrels,” weak, naive 

and rather utopian.25

In the articles I have read, Svitlychnyi always defends young poets, such 

nonconformists like Ivan Drach, Lina Kostenko, Mykola Vinhranovs’kyi, Vasyl’ 

Symonenko, etc., who refused to write according to the accepted, propagandists norms 

of Socialist Realism.

Owing to his non-traditionalism, erudition, and the harmonious relationship 

between his education and his academic professionalism, Svitlychnyi became famous in 

literary circles. For these very reasons, he also captured the attention of the authorities.

1.2.2 Svitlychnyi’s Critical Activity between 1965-72

After his first arrest in 1965, Svitlychnyi was not able to publish. His critical articles 

appeared now under the pseudonyms of Ivan Sirko26, Volodymyr Tverdokhlib and Ivan 

Rivnyi. He also published under the names of his friends: D. Palamarchuk (see the 

translations in the eighth volume of Guy de Maupassant’s Collected Works),21 Viktor

25 Vitchyzna 12 (1961), 159-66.
26 Ivan Sirko [Ivan Svitlychnyi], “Vsi my opryshky,” [We Are All Social Bandits], in Persteni molodosti 
[Rings of Youth], by Bohdan-Ihor Antonych (Presov: Slovenske pedagogicke nakladatel’stvo, 1966.)
27 Hi de Mopasan, Tvory u vos ’mv tomakh [Works in Eight Volumes], (Kyiv: Dnipro, 1969-72).
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Petrovs’kyi28 and Anatol’ Perepadia. Under the latter name, Svitlychnyi published a 

significant critical work, namely his review of the three-volume Russian-Ukrainian 

dictionary, which had appeared in 1970. Titled “Slovnykovi kholodyny” [Dictionary 

Chills] or “Novyi slovnyk, iakyi vin?” [The New Dictionary, What Is It Like?], the 

review portrayed Soviet Justification practices and criticized the careless attitude of the 

compilers towards authentic, Ukrainian words and expressions, as well as their attempt to 

minimize the differences between Russian and Ukrainian.29

Finding it ever more difficult to publish original works, Svitlychnyi became 

interested in translation. He began working under the supervision of the preeminent 

translator Hryhorii Kochur, and very quickly became his best disciple. Among 

Svitlychnyi’s major achievements is the translation of Guy de Maupassant’s Collected 

Works, which came out in eight volumes between 1968-72. Inasmuch as Svitlychnyi was 

already under arrest when the last volume came out, his authorship of the translations 

contained therein was also silenced.

Svitlychnyi translated other French poets and writers, such as Pierre Beranger, 

Charles Baudelaire, Paul Verlaine, Louis Aragon, Paul Eluard, Jean de La Fontaine, and 

Jules Supervielle. He also translated many Slavic authors: the Czech writers Vitezslav 

Nezval, Frantisek Halas, Josef Hanzlik, Jin Mahen; the Serbian Desanka Maksimovic; 

and the Poles Juliusz Slowacki and Cyprian Norwid. These translations became available

28 Viktor Petrovs’kyi [Ivan Svitlychnyi], “Boris Suchkov. Istoricheskiie sud’bv realizma. Razmyshleniia o 
tvorcheskom metode” [Boris Suchkov. Historical Destinies o f Realism. Contemplations on the Artistic 
Method], Ukra'ins'ka mova i literatura vshkoli 2 (1968): 84-86.
29 Anatol’ Perepadia [Ivan Svitlychnyi], “Novyi slovnyk, iakyi vin?” [The New Dictionary, What Is It 
Like?], Zhovten' 7 (1970): 139-51.
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in the posthumous collection of Svitlychnyi’s works, U mene til’ky slovo: Virshi, poemy, 

poetychni pereklady.

Svitlychnyi devoted himself to the samvydav, the success of which resulted from 

the quality of materials that were written in the late 1960s and early 1970s. However, 

none of his own works was published in the samvydav. In this period, Svitlychnyi 

focused on publishing the works of literary colleagues whose values he shared.

1.2.3 Svitlychnyi’s Criticism after His Second Incarceration

As stated earlier, Svitlychnyi was sentenced to seven years of imprisonment and five 

years of forced exile. He became actively engaged in underground work. In prison, he 

assumed responsibility for samvydav’s functioning and its distribution to colleagues and 

compatriots abroad. Svitlychnyi worked as a literary critic, becoming the primary advisor 

and editor of his fellow prisoners—e.g., Ihor Kalynets’, Valerii Marchenko, Stefan 

Sapeliak, Mykola HorbaP, Semen Hluzman, Ivan Kovalenko, and others.

In 1976, while still serving his term in the KGB prison, Svitlychnyi wrote one of 

his best literary articles, “Dukhovna drama Shevchenka” [The Spiritual Drama of 

Shevchenko], which appeared in the journal Slovo i chas (formerly Radians'ke 

literaturoznavstvo) in 1990, seven years after his return from exile. There he debated 

against dividing the characters portrayed in the Kobzar into two categories, the so-called 

dobri liudy [good people] and lykhi liudy [evil people]. He maintained that the moral 

degradation of people was the result of the inhuman conditions forced upon them. 

Svitlychnyi argued that people cannot be just good or bad by themselves and that there 

were causes that turned them into the one or the other.
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Svitlychnyi also worked on a dictionary of Ukrainian synonyms. After reaching 

forced exile, Svitlychnyi continued working on the dictionary and began composing his 

own rendition of the (now highly contested) Tale o f  Ihor’s Campaign, attempting to 

provide his own explanations of the most difficult places in the work. Svitlychnyi did not 

finish this project because of extremely poor health.

1.3 Svitlychnyi’s Vision of a Poet

As my discussion o f the articles “Harmoniia i alhebra” and “A, B, V, H ... abo zh 

“rozhortannia” fraz, tez i abzatsiv u naukovi traktaty: K. Storchak. Pytannia poetyky 

dramy” suggests, Svitlychnyi’s main criteria, not only for the poet, but also the writer and 

literary critic, are uniqueness and freshness o f conceptualization. His major concern is to 

avoid rubber stamping and the repetition o f common ideas and generalizations. He also 

demands full responsibility from individuals for their published work. In his own words: 

“Bh npeTeHjtyeTe Ha HHxaitBKy yBary, Ha BHem 3BaHHK, Ha kohith. Bh npeTeHnyexe— i 

KOJKeH MOjice cyflHTH Bac BiflnoBiflHO ao uhx BarnHX npexeH3m” [You are claiming the 

reader’s attention, scientific titles, and a salary. You are claiming them, and thus 

everyone can judge you according to your claims].30 The sarcasm and use o f irony that 

make these articles so powerful surfaces many years later in Svitlychnyi’s own prison 

sonnets.

Let us now look at Svitlychnyi’s articles regarding poetry. One of the most 

important among them is an internal pre-publication review, “Persha zbirka poeta: I. 

Drach. SoniashnylC [The First Collection of a Poet: I. Drach. Sunflower], which was 

written in 1961, but saw the light of day only in 1997. Svitlychnyi starts his article with a

30 Svitlychnyi, “Harmoniia i alhebra,” 146.
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critical comment on the feedback given by mainstream literary critics, who found Ivan 

Drach’s collection anti-poetical, over tragic, and rather odd: “JhoflH He,nobpo3HHjmBi hh 

npocTO dafrztyHd flo noe3ii'... noeraHHy CKnaflHicTb I. flpana Ha3Bajm MaHipHicTio, 

yMHCHicTio, a caMe nparHeHHH noeia zto opHriHanbHocri— Haimepina 03HaKa 

cnpaB/KHboi noe3ii—3flaBajiacb hhmcb HeHopMajibHHM” [People who are malevolent or 

just indifferent towards poetiy... called the poetic complexity o f  Drach an affectation, a 

premeditation, whereas the urge of a poet for originality, which is the first sign o f  real 

poetry, has appeared to them as something weird, abnormal.]31 Svitlychnyi does not agree 

with colleagues who base their judgment on the norms o f  the Socialist Realism; he 

vehemently rejects the constant application o f this method to every literary work.

Svitlychnyi considers Drach’s proposed collection, Sunflower, as the 

manifestation o f an original and very talented author. He starts with an overview o f the 

structure o f the collection. His first idea is that the longer poems should be separated 

from shorter poems, so that the former do not undermine the latter: “...flBa—Tpn Bipmi 

nopyn 3 BejiHKHMH noeMaMH dyayTb nonyBaTH cede Haztro caMirabo i chpotjihbo” 

[...two or three short poems (placed) next to a majority o f  longer poems will appear 

lonely and abandoned].32 In addition, Svitlychnyi suggests that poems should not be too 

long, and also advises the poet to refrain from exercise in verbosity. He thinks that a 

poem should be to the point, and should carry a message: “...Bhhatok Tyr [b 3dipui] 

CTaHOBHTb JlHIIie “OciHHH COHaTa”—TBip, He3Ba>KaK)HK Ha BejlHHHiCTb TeMH, HaflTO 

p03CJiadJieHHH, KBOJIHH, p03TJirHeHHH. -flKIHO aBTOpOBi He BflaCTbCJI CTHCHyTH fioro, 

BapTo nopanHTH 3H2TH 30BciM—hhkji Bifl Toro TiJibKH BHrpae” [...The exception here (in

31 Ivan Svitlychnyi, “Persha zbirka poeta: I. Drach. Soniashnvk” [The First Collection o f a Poet: I. Drach. 
Sunflower], Slovo i chas 1 (1997): 33.
32 Svitlychnyi, “Persha zbirka poeta. . 3 4 .
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the collection) is the poem “Osinnia sonata” (Autumnal Sonata), which, notwithstanding 

the sublimity of the theme, is too relaxed, pale, verbose. If the author does not succeed in 

condensing it, I will advise that it be removed from the collection altogether; the cycle 

will ultimately only win from this].331 believe that Svitlychnyi follows such advice in his 

own prison sonnets, separating shorter works from longer ones. Moreover, given his 

emphasis on verbal discipline, this might be one o f the reasons why he was compelled to 

write sonnets.

Svitlychnyi also advises Drach to remove his early poetry from the proposed 

collection, so as to enhance the overall impression created by the mature poetry. He 

states:

Bci mini Biprni uboro imioiy to k  paxpxy BHJiyunTH i3 36ipKH. OueBHzmo 
bohh Harracam naBHO... i Ha hhx noMirao cjiizm yumBCTBa i BxozmceHHa b 
noe3iio... xkwo Bate I. flpan yBihmoB b jiirepaTypy Tax TBepzto i bhcoko, 
to  HOMy He criijx noziaBa-ra HHTaueBi Te, mo B̂ ce 3apa3 ctoitb HH5Kue noro
piBHS.

I also advise that all the remaining poems of this cycle be removed from 
the collection. Apparently, they were written a while ago... and one can 
notice the traces of apprenticeship and initiation into poetry... since I.
Drach has already entered literature so firmly and highly, he should not 
give the reader works, which now are below his current level.34

Worthy of note at this point is the fact that Svitlychnyi himself prohibited family

members from publishing his early collection of poetry, “Ridnyi korin’” [Native Root],

which he composed in the 1950s.35

Svitlychnyi suggests that since every poet is an individual, the critic should find

an individual approach to assess poetic works. Artistic freedom is a dominant criterion in

33 Svitlychnyi, “Persha zbirka poeta...,” 34.
34 Svitlychnyi, “Persha zbirka poeta...,” 34.
35 Leonida and Nadia Svitlychni, uporiadnyky, Dobrookyi: Spohady pro Ivana Svitlychnoho, [The Man 
with Kind Eyes: Reminiscences about Ivan Svitlychnyi] (Kyiv: Chas, 1998), 562.
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his criticism. For instance, while criticizing some parts o f Drach’s longer poems, 

Svitlychnyi is still willing to respect the author’s original intention: “51k Ha Min norjuw, 

aemo 3HH)KeHO, He b crajii noeMH HanHcano po3flin “flpyre MapeHHa.” Ane ue Bace 

cnpaBa aBTopa: tbrhm, ohcbhuho, 6yB xyztoxmii 3aayM” [From my point o f view, the 

second part o f the poem “Druhe marennia” (Second Dream) is written in a somewhat 

lower style, not in the same manner as the rest o f  the poem. However, it is up to the 

author to decide; apparently, this was his original artistic vision].36 Thus, Svitlychnyi’s 

foremost rule is to respect creative freedom.

In his internal review of Drach, Svitlychnyi suggests that the poet substitute some 

of the Russianisms with Ukrainian lexical material: “Hfoao cthjho , to Tyr pejtaicropOBi 

6yne neSaraTO poSora. 3BHHa0HO, cjiiji 3BijitHHTH Biprni Bia pycn3MiB (rpHBOKyuHH, 

pByHHH, KJIIOIOUHH, KpinOCTfc, TOUJO) Ta fleJIKHX HeBjOtaJlHX CJliB (y TeKCTi BOHH 

niflKpecjieHi), ane ix y noe3i'i JJprna.—oztHHHui” [As for the style, there will not be much 

work for the editor here. Of course, the Russianisms (tryvozhuchyi, rvuchyi, kliuiuchyi, 

kripost and so on) and some mal-a-propos words (they have been underlined in the text) 

should be removed from the poems, but there are only few of them in Drach’s poetry].37 

It is plausible that Svitlychnyi was guided by similar rules when he was selecting 

vocabulary for his prison sonnets.

Svitlychnyi’s last comment is about the name of the collection. He suggests that 

the poet should refrain from using traditional names that are not commensurate with his

36 Svitlychnyi, “Persha zbirka poeta...,” 34.
37 Svitlychnyi, “Persha zbirka poeta...,” 35.
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poetic profile: “ue ajw TOHy i cthjiio noe3i'i I. Jfpana Hajrro TpammiiiHO...” [this is too 

traditional for the tone and style o f  I. Drach’s poetry.. ,].38

Another critical article worthy of note is “Slovo pro poeta (VasyP Symonenko)” 

[A Word about a Poet (Vasyl’ Symonenko)], first published in Cherkas’ka pravda in 

1964. In this article Svitlychnyi calls Symonenko a hero of his nation and a true poet. His 

major argument is that Symonenko’s words complemented his actions. His love for 

Ukraine is not just an empty word: “...b iforo [B. CHMOHeHKa] roTOBHOcii “npojunroica 

KanejibKoio KpoBi Ha i'i [YKpai'HH] cBameHHe 3HaMeHo” He 6yjio h rpaMa np03H h 

â eKTanii"” [...in (V. Symonenko’s) readiness to “fall like a drop o f blood on (Ukraine’s) 

sacred flag” there was not a gram o f prose and affectation].39 Most o f Symonenko’s 

poetry lacks exuberant intonations and presents mostly severe reality. To prove this 

hypothesis, Svitlychnyi draws an example from Symonenko’s poems. Indicating that at a 

time when the trend among poets was to praise astronauts, Symonenko paid honor to 

simple people, who— while having nothing to eat—gave their life and labour to their 

country: “kojih b KocMinHHH npocTip bhphbbjihcji Hami farapiHH i nonoBHHi, Bacnn& 

3axonmoBaBca thmh nojiBHraMH, ane nucaB, mo “b kocmoc Kpemyrb He paxera, ane 

npyxcHi ihbkh MOJioica,” HaaoeHoro KOJirocnmmeio, axiH Te mojioko nepenaaae, Moace, h 

He Macro” [when our Gagarins and Popovyches were breaking through outer space, 

VasyP was fond o f such feats, but wrote that “into the cosmos struck not rockets but the 

mighty streams o f milk,” milked by the collective farmer, who herself benefited from that 

milk rather infrequently].40 At this point, Svitlychnyi counsels that, rather than writing

38 Svitlychnyi, “Persha zbirka poeta.. 3 5 .
39 Cited according to Ivan Svitlychnyi, “Slovo pro poeta (VasyP Symonenko)” [A Word about a Poet 
(VasyP Symonenko)], Slovo i chas 7 (1997): 35.
40 Svitlychnyi, “Slovo pro poeta (VasyP Symonenko),” 36.
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artificial odes and other panegyric genres to the regime, poets should focus their attention

on what is important, without ever betraying their conscience. Symonenko’s focus on

simple people, which Svitlychnyi called a “rigorous realism,” and his courage and refusal

to compromise made a great impression on his colleagues:

Î HM CBOIM CyBOpHM peaJli3MOM, rpOMaflCbKOIO MyHCHiCTIO H 
KaTeropHHHOio 6e3KOMnpoMicHicTio Bacnjib Chmohchko cnpaBHB BejiHKe 
Bpa^ceHHa Ha Bcix, xto mub macra fioro cjiyxara, BiuiKBaB Ha TanaHTH,
MO)xe, h CHjibHimi 3a Hboro hhcto xyztoxcHbo, ane He yciajiem  h He 
uijiKOM c<J)opMOBam cycnijibHo, 3aaTHi hth Ha jiencoBaacHi KOMnpoMicn,
Ha BTpaTy B ip n , BaraHHJi h 3pnBH.

Vasyl’ Symonenko’s rigorous realism, civic virtue and strict, 
uncompromising stance made a great impression on those who had die 
good fortune of hearing him; he influenced the gifted ones, which may 
have been stronger than him on a purely artistic level, but were not 
constituted civically, being inclined to make lighthearted compromises, 
lose their faith, hesitate, and break down.41

These very qualities prevented Symonenko from being officially published. For 

this reason, Svitlychnyi advised the reader to look for his works in the samvydav “...toh, 

xto 3Hae BacHjw CuMOHeHKa tijibKH 3 npecn, cnpaBxcHtoro CuMOHeHKa He 3Hae, a6o 

3Hae Horo Mi3epHO Mano” [...those who know Vasyl’ Symonenko only from the press, do 

not know the real Symonenko, or know very little about him]. Svitlychnyi emphasizes 

that Symonenko was very demanding toward the self (“JhoflHHa 6e3nomajHo'i bhmoth no 

cede...” [A man of pitiless expectations of himself...] and could thus serve as an example 

of a true poet to future generations.42

Svitlychnyi states that Symonenko’s poetry woke in the hearts o f his younger 

colleagues, especially among the dissident members of the Generation o f the Sixties, 

patriotic feelings o f public morality, boundless dedication to work and eagerness for

41 Svitlychnyi, “Slovo pro poeta (Vasyl’ Symonenko),” 36.
42 Svitlychnyi, “Slovo pro poeta (Vasyl’ Symonenko),” 36.
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heroic feats: “...[B. Chmohchko] hihSoko 3anaB y ay ini,... SyaHB... BHCOKy rpoMaacsicy 

coBicTt, 6e3Me>KHy BiaaamcTb ymoSaemH cnpaBi, nocTiimy roTOBHicTb ao noaBHry” 

[...(V.Symonenko) became ingrained in (our) souls,... he awakened a high civic 

conscience, boundless devotion to one’s favorite occupation, a constant readiness for 

heroism].43

In the underground article “Novipoezi'i: virshi N’iu-Iorks’koi hrupy poetiv” [New 

Poetiy. Poems by the Poets of the New York Group], which was written in 1966, but 

published only in 1990, Svitlychnyi contemplates on the political tones in emigre 

Ukrainian poetry, and praises the New York Group for avoiding such topics. In his 

opinion, those removed from life in Ukraine do not comprehend what is politically 

important there. The only politicized poetry which Svitlychnyi accepts is the one written 

by Ukrainian dissidents and members of the Generation of the Sixties because, as 

inhabitants of Ukraine, they are directly aware of what transpires in Ukraine: “Te, mo b 

oothx yMOBax, CKaxaMO b TBopnocTi B. CHMOHemca, oyBae 6jiaroM, b yMOBax 

BmipBaHHOCTi Bi,a piaHoro rpyHTy 3BoaHTb noe3iio HaHiBem.” [That which given a set of 

particular circumstances—let us say in the works of V. Symonenko—is a blessing, under 

conditions of detachment from the native ground can reduce the poetry to nothing].44

Svitlychnyi lauds the poetry o f the New York group and appreciates the fact that 

its poets avoid political agendas in their works: ‘TIoeTH hbio-hopkcbkoi rpymi 

yrpHMyioTbCfl Bia cycniabHHX hh ecTeTHHHHx aeicjiapaiim... i... nparHyxt, po3B’s3yBaTK 

cyro noeraHHi 3aBnaHHJi: noeaHara Tpaamtii yKpai'HCBKOi noe3i'i 3 mhctcubkhm 

HaabaHHflM iHmnx HapoaiB” [Poets o f the New York Group refrain from public and

43 Svitlychnyi, “Slovo pro poeta (Vasyl’ Symonenko),” 37.
44 Cited according to Sertse dlia kul ’ i dlia rym, 515.
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aesthetic declarations... and... they aspire to solve purely artistic issues: to connect the 

traditions of Ukrainian poetry with the artistic heritage of other peoples].45

As it will become evident in my subsequent chapter, Svitlychnyi in his own Gs 

does turn to political topics while resolving artistic issues. Like Symonenko, attached as 

he is to the native ground, he has no other choice.

Svitlychnyi maintains that the poetry of the New York group is not intended for 

the mass reader, but rather for the highly educated individual. Thus, Svitlychnyi rejects 

the tenets of Socialist Realism, which do not posit the possibility of poetry for a select, 

privileged audience.

In “Vsi my opryshky: Dovbush B.-I. Antonycha” [We Are All Social Bandits: 

Dovbush by B.-I. Antonych], which was written in 1966 but published only 

posthumously, Svitlychnyi introduces Bohdan-Ihor Antonych’s opera libretto Dovbush. 

Praising the author’s ability to integrate folk elements into a literary work, Svitlychnyi 

maintains that Antonych does not simply imitate folkloric motifs and poetics, but 

reinterprets in a very modernist way folk songs and narratives, turning them into one 

integral, literary work: “Ahtohhh... CTaBHTt i po3B’a3ye opHriHajibHi xyaoKHi 

npoSneMH, Hidn nponoBacyiouH h po3BHBaioHH Te, mo b HapozmiS TBopnocii bhabhjiocji 

Tim>KH HaraKOM...” [Antonych... posits and solves original artistic problems, as if 

continuing and developing that which in the folklore was merely a hint...].46 According 

to Svitlychnyi, Antonych provides a psychological portrait of legendary characters, thus, 

taking folklore motifs to a higher level. He, moreover, does not neglect histoiy, having 

thoroughly studied the historical documents of the opryshky [social banditry] movement.

45 Svitlychnyi, Sertse dlia kul' i dlia tym , 516.
46 Ivan Svitlychnyi, “Vsi my opryshky: Dovbush B.-l. Antonycha” [We Are All Social Bandits: Dovbush 
by B.-I. Antonych], Suchasnist ’ 2 (1994): 144.
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Another article worthy of mention is “Na kalyni svit klynom ziishovsia: Ihor 

Kalynets’.” [The World Has Wedged Itself into the Kalyna Tree: Ihor Kalynets’], which 

was written in 1968 but published only in 1990. In this article, Svitlychnyi attempts to 

define the ethical credo of yet another prominent dissident and poet, Ihor Kalynets’, 

whose literary works he is reviewing. Svitlychnyi discusses the poetic world of Kalynets’ 

and indicates that, although it is inhabited with mythical and folk images, it is also part of 

the real world: “...Mi(J)OJioriuHHH CBiT noe3ii' I. KajiHHua He 3aMKHeHHH y co6i, He 

i30Jib0BaHHH bIh CBiTy peanbHoro, cynacHoro, 3Jto6ofleHHoro” [...the mythological 

world o f I. Kalynets’ poetry is neither closed into itself nor isolated from the real, 

modem, actual world].47

The critic also discusses the bond of Kalynets’ with the Ukrainian past, and 

praises his selection o f events from the past which he seeks to bring alive in his work. 

Svitlychnyi states that Kalynets’ does not use the past as a means o f escaping the present. 

On the contrary, he returns to the past just to remind us o f immortal things that can be 

contrasted with the ephemeral present: “...I. KajiHHem>... ocBoioe [MHHyjte] juix 

cynacHOCTi, 6epe 3 Hboro TpHBKe i crane, Te, mo cue “THcauoniTmM opeonoM,” i 

npoTHCTaBjwe fioro njiHHHOMy, fiyneHHOMy, HeBapiicHOMy, xoua 6 boho  h  BHCTynano b 

rnarax nceBnocynacHocTi” [...I. Kalynets’ domesticates (the past) for the present, takes 

from it the durable and the constant, that which shines with a “thousand-year-old halo” 

and sets it off against what is transient, routine, and worthless, albeit dressed in the 

garments o f the pseudo-present] 48 The poetical symbolism of Kalynets’— comprised of  

folkloric images as well as historical figures o f Ukraine’s national heroes—is contrasted

47 Ivan Svitlychnyi, “Na kalyni svit klynom ziishovsia: Ihor Kalynets’,” [The World Has Wedged Itself into 
the Kalyna Tree: Ihor Kalynets’], Slovo i chas 4 (1990): 30.
48 Svitlychnyi, “Na kalyni svit klynom ziishovsia: Ihor Kalynets’,” 32.
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with the prosaic symbolism of such Socialist Realist mainstays as tractor-drivers, the 

proletariat, miners, pilots, etc.

Kalynets’ is not interested in the technical progress of the century as are some of 

his Soviet coevals. He considers technical progress to be an ephemeral moment in 

history, while viewing folk traditions and literature as an eternal heritage. For this reason, 

Svitlychnyi considers him a great inventor.

Kalynets’ meditates on Ukraine as a world that is being ruined in the present: 

“...neH CBiT—XOH flKHH BiH KpaCHBHH i npHBa6jlHBHH, XOH 3a HHM THCHHOJliTHJI 

icTopia— rnHe h BMHpae Ha Hamnx ouax...” [...this world, no matter how beautiful and 

attractive, and although it has a thousand-year-old history behind it, is dying in front o f  

our eyes...].49 Kalynets’ grief, Svitlychnyi argues, is not expressed hysterically. He 

accepts everything with stoic calmness, distancing himself from everyday hustles: “ . . . H e  

cyM He HanpHBHHH, He naHinHHH, ite caMe cyM, a He xcax i He po3nan, cyM Mynpo'i 

hiohhhh, mo Bee 3po3yMina, Bee ycBinoMHJia i, Moxce, HaBiTb nepenSanHJia, TOMy Bee 

cnpHHMae no-CKOBopoztHHCbKH cnoxiHHO, 6e3 3aHBo'f MeTymHi h po3npaTOBaHOCTi” 

[...this grief is neither hysterical nor filled with panic; it is real grief, not fear or despair; 

it is the grief o f a wise human being who has comprehended and realized everything, and 

maybe even foreseen it; that is why this person accepts everything with Skovorodian 

calmness, without any excess agitation and irritation].50

Svitlychnyi, nonetheless, finds optimistic notes in Kalynets’ work—for example, 

his belief in his own power, in his own devotion to the spiritual traditions o f his people.

49 Svitlychnyi, “Na kalyni svit klynom ziishovsia: Ihor Kalynets’,” 33.
50 Svitlychnyi, “Na kalyni svit klynom ziishovsia: Ihor Kalynets’,” 34.
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Svitlychnyi calls him a real patriot, who is willing to be with his country not only when it 

is in the midst of its success and fame, but also when it is dying.

The last article I would like to summarize here is “Vidkrytyi lyst M. Bazhanu” 

[An Open Letter to M(ykola) Bazhan], which was published clandestinely in 1977, in the 

emigre journal, Suchasnist ’. In this letter to the prominent poet and representative o f the 

1920’s renascence in Ukraine and, subsequently, a major editor o f various encyclopedic 

works, Svitlychnyi—writing from exile—presents his vision of the Generation of the 

Sixties and contemplates on its destiny. In particular, he tries to identify the reasons why 

so many writers, poets and literary critics o f the 1960s were sent to prison, even though— 

as he argues on the basis of his own case—there was no direct evidence of their 

participation in anti-Soviet agitation and propaganda.

According to Svitlychnyi, his colleagues were prosecuted by the regime mainly 

for being unusual individuals, whose works stood out from the crowd. Their talent was 

considered “odd, incomprehensible by the masses” and thus, was treated as a threat to 

socialist society:

B a te  Te, m o  JXpam— BmrpaHOBC&Ki n n c a jm  He npo cT o , He 3 b h h h o  i, m o d  
3po3yMiTH i'x, a th m  n a v e  cnpH H rnrra  h  o lu h h th ,  noT pidH a 6 y n a  nocH Tb 
BHCOKa tcynK iypa, th m  n aco w  h k  JfMHTepKiB i MajiHx BinbHO m o tjih  
cnoacHBaTH h  npHMiTHBHi aHajib(|)a6eTH, Bxce u e  onHO— b K paim , n e  
codopHO-MiTHHHHH “ H apon”  orojiouieH O  HaitBHrnHM xynovKHiM cyzm eio , a 
npocTOTa i  3aranbH onpH CTynH icTb— ajib t^o io  h  O M eroio conian icT H H H oro  
peanisM V , p o d n n H  n e p m o ro -J i in m o ro  JiiKHeniBCbKoro KDxHMOBHHa H idn 
H an ep en  HaponHHM, BinbHHM Bin dynb-aK H x “ i3MiB”  i naB anH  npaBO 
BHCTynaTH n p o r a  Jfpan iB  Bin iMeHi H apony  i n o d H B ara  Yx k o 3 h p h h m  
Ty30M HaponHOCTH.

Already the fact that the Draches—Vinhranovs’kyis did not write in a 
simple, usual style, and that to understand them one would need a fairly 
high level of culture, while the writings o f the Dmyterkos and Chalyis 
could be easily consumed by primitive, illiterate people, such a fact by 
itself in a country where the mythically united “people” were proclaimed
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to be the highest arbiter of art, whereas simplicity and universal 
accessibility [were proclaimed] the alpha and omega of Socialist Realism, 
such a fact made the first-come [product of the] Liknep [school], 
Iukhymovych, an a-priori national poet, free of any “isms,” and gave him 
the right to act against the Draches on behalf of the people and to 
overcome them with the trump card of narodnist’.51

The highly talented Drach and Vinhranovs’kyi (and others like them) were not 

supported by their more orthodox colleagues, who understood very well their talent but 

regarded them as foes, who—if allowed—would quickly occupy their place in society.

In the letter to Bazhan, Svitlychnyi also offers his opinion about the poetry of 

Lina Kostenko, Vasyl’ Symonenko and Vasyl’ Stus, the critical articles of Mykhailyna 

Kotsiubyns’ka and Ievhen Sverstiuk, and the prose of Mykhailo Osadchyi and Valentyn 

Moroz, to name just a few. Svitlychnyi thinks that these individuals have taken Ukrainian 

literature to a higher level, having freed it from the tenets of Socialist Realism through 

experimentation and innovative ideas: “Ta jimis b yKpa'mcbKiH noe3i'f... KapzumanbHO 

MiHmoHH TeMH, CTHJib, JiiTeparypHy TexHiny, 3MiHK)Bajia h caMe yHBJiemja npo 

JiiTepaTypy, iT npH3HaneHHH, n mojkuhbv pomo b cycnijibHOMy jkhttL . ”  [This stream in 

Ukrainian literature... while cardinally changing themes, style, literary technique, was at 

the same time gradually changing the vision of literature, its predestination, its possible 

role in the life of the society.. .].52 Svitlychnyi also mentions the samvydav where most of 

the dissent literature was published, identifying it as his major source of inspiration.

51 Ivan Svitlychnyi, “Vidkrytyi lyst M. Bazhanu” [An Open Letter to M(ykola) Bazhan], Suchasnist’ 4 
(1977), 37. Liknep refers to the early Soviet campaign to establish schools that would liquidate illiteracy. 
Narodnist’ (i.e., the positive depiction of the masses representing the “national” Soviet character) was one 
o f the three constituent parts o f the Socialist Realist method. The other two were ideinist’ (ideological 
content) andpartiinist' (loyalty to the Communist Party). I thank Dr. Natalia Pylypiuk for explaining these 
terms to me.
52 Ivan Svitlychnyi, “Vidkrytyi lyst M. Bazhanu,” 37.
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1.4 Conclusion

It was my intention to present in this chapter the criteria by which Svitlychnyi the critic 

judges other poets.

As I have discovered from his critical articles, the most important task for 

Svitlychnyi is to avoid exercises in verbosity and to write poems that are to the point. He 

also specifies that early poems should not be published together with more mature poetry. 

He also puts a premium on uniqueness and originality, and thus he urges poets to avoid 

traditionalism. No less importantly, in several articles he praises the poetry of Vasyl’ 

Symonenko, mainly for his ability to be honest with the self and loyal to his own 

conscience. It is my contention that these very norms guide the composition of 

Svitlychnyi’s sonnets of incarceration. My subsequent chapter provides a detailed 

discussion of Svitlychnyi’s sonnets.
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CHAPTER 2.

Three Redactions of Svitlychnyi’s Prison Poetry

2.1 A Comparison of the Three Redactions

This Chapter focuses on the poetry that Ivan Svitlychnyi wrote after his arrest in 1972 

and before the publication in the West of Gs, a collection that often has been called his 

prison diary. Very little is known about the channels by which this “diary” was 

transported to the West. As Iryna Dobrians’ka states: “IIoe3i'f 3 yB’a3HeHHn HenerajiBHO 

nepeB03HJia apyacHHa noeTa Jleomna CBiTJiHHHa. Ihkojih aBTop nepecnnaB i'x y JWCTax, a 

3aKOpflOH, 3a CBijmeHHHM JleoHinn CBiTjiHHHoi, i'x nepenpaBJWB JleB KoneneB” [The 

poetry was transported illegally from the place of Svitlychnyi’s imprisonment by his 

wife, Leonida Svitlychna. Sometimes, the author sent his poems in the letters, and they 

were smuggled abroad by Lev Kopelev].53 However, we will never know whether his 

“diary” was transported in segments or as an integral whole. It is highly probable that the 

collection did not reach Ivan Koshelivets’, the Munich-based editor ultimately 

responsible for Gs, in the manner in which Svitlychnyi had originally organized it. 

Moreover, it appears that the collection underwent some editorial manipulation by the 

well-intentioned Koshelivets’. This can be deduced from the fact that Svitlychnyi 

introduced copious hand-written corrections on a copy of Gs, which had reached him 

some time in 1980. He named this redaction “Kozhen den ’— Velykden [Everyday is an 

Easter] (henceforth, Kd— V). The original document o f this redaction survived in the 

family archive of the poet, but never saw the light of day as a separate publication. A 

Xerox copy o f Kd— V appears in Appendix I.

53 Iryna Dobrians’ka, “Pratsia nad slovom—tse styF ioho zhyttia” [Labouring on the Word Was the Style 
o f His Life], Dzvin 8 (1997): 154. Lev Kopelev is a Ukrainian dissident, writer and scholar (1912-97).
Since 1978 Kopelev lived in Koln, Germany.
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At the time when Svitlychnyi envisioned Kd—V, he was already in forced exile, 

in the Gomo-Altaisk region of the USSR, where he had arrived in 1978. It is possible that 

he worked on the corrections up to August 20, 1981, the day he had suffered a 

debilitating stroke. Some of the discrepancies between Gs and Kd— V resulted—in part— 

from the fact that Svitlychnyi decided to include additional poetry. I do not know whether 

these additions represent poetiy written in 1972-77, but which never made it to the West, 

or whether they represent material that Svitlychnyi had composed subsequently. It is 

worth noting that at least four years separate Kd—k'from Gs.

Nadia Svitlychna indicates that it became possible to work with Svitlychnyi’s 

corrections only after perebudova (i.e., Ukrainian for perestroika) began in the USSR. 

They were taken into account by her and Svitlychnyi’s wife, Leonida, when preparing 

UmtS, a compilation that includes various other texts and which appeared in 1994.54

We will never know the exact organization of Svitlychnyi’s prison collection as 

he envisioned it before 1977. But now we can appreciate the structural differences among 

Gs, Kd—V, and UmtS. A schematic overview of these is presented in Appendix II. My 

subsequent discussion here details some of these differences and aspires to introduce the 

thematic profile o f Svitlychnyi’s prison poetry. Inasmuch as the incarcerated author did 

not always date his compositions, my discussion will privilege the contents of Gs as

54 In addition to Svitlychnyi’s prison poetry, UmtS contains such works as: (1) the poems “Archimedes” 
(based on Ie. Pluzhnyk’s poem “Galileo”), “Ryl’s ’ki oktavy” [Ryl’s’kyi Octaves], and “Kurbas”; (2) his 
rendition of The Tale o f  Ihor’s Campaign, titled “Slovo pro Ihorevu sitch” [Discourse on Ihor’s Sitch]; and 
(3) his translations. TTie latter group represents the Poles Juliusz Slowacki and Cyprian Norwid; the 
Slovene Oton Zupancic; the Serb Desanka Maksimovic; the Slovaks Stefan Zary and Milan Rufus; the 
Czech writers Frantisek Halas, Josef Hanzlik, Jiff Mahen, and Vitezslav Nezval; the Belarusian Rihor 
Baradulin; the French poets Paul Scarron, Pierre de Ronsard, Jean de La Fontaine, Pierre Beranger, Charles 
Leconte De Lisle, Charles Baudelaire, Paul Verlaine, Louis Aragon, Paul Eluard, Henri Michaux, Rene 
Char, and Jules Supervielle; the Italian Lodovico Ariosto; and the Turkish poet Orhan Veli Kanik.
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documenting what he wrote in 1972-77. To be sure, we might never learn whether the 

poems absent from Gs but present in Kd— V originated in this period or later.

Comprising nine parts, each with its own individual meaning and purpose, the 

collection Gs begins with the sonnet “Introduktsiia” [Introduction], placed separately in 

anterior position. Kd—V does the same. UmtS, on the other hand, integrates 

“Introduktsiia” within the first part of the collection, titled “Kamemi motyvy” [Chamber 

Motifs]. This first part appears in all three redactions. However, in Gs “Kamemi motyvy” 

consists of eighteen sonnets, whereas in Kd— V it has eighteen sonnets and two poems. 

Kd— V does not contain the sonnet “Vid’oms’kyi shabash” [Witches’ Sabbath]. The last 

edition, UmtS as well as Kd—V have a sonnet titled “Kozats’ka holova—na pali...” [A 

Cossack’s Head Impaled...], which is absent from Gs. The first part of the collection 

UmtS has twenty sonnets and two poems.

“Kamemi motyvy” plays on the polysemy of the word “kamera,” a borrowing 

from the Latin term for a small, private room. Hence, the Ukrainian adjective 

“kamemyi,” like its English counterpart, implies intimacy. In Ukrainian, the noun 

“kamera” also signifies a chamber or prisoner’s cell. Under this title, Svitlychnyi presents 

sonnets that include many lexical items from the language of prisoners. However, the 

sonnets of this part also contain Biblical and Greek references as well as numerous 

intertextual allusions, among them to Shakespeare’s sonnets. For these reasons, “Kamemi 

motyvy” may be viewed as poetry intended solely for an intimate, privileged audience.

In both Kd— V and UmtS the second part is titled “Vitchyzna” [Fatherland], which 

I number as Part la  (see Appendix II), because it does not exist in Gs. According to Kd— 

V, “Vitchyzna” would have contained two sonnets and two poems. This indeed happens
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in UmtS, except that it is missing the poem “Skify” [Scythians]. The two sonnets in this 

part were included in Gs, but at the end of the collection, within a separate part, titled 

“Poza sonetamy” [Beyond Sonnets], which comes at the very end and contains altogether 

twelve pieces. Six of these pieces are sonnets but, interestingly, Koshelivets’ published 

them without graphically representing sonnets as such.

Let us consider the first of these two sonnets, “My—dereva” [We are Trees],

which I cite here according to UmtS55:

MH—#EPEBA WE ARE TREES

C. KupuneiiKo To S. Kyrychenko

rejiroMVTb xMapu... XMapaM cxpyTHO, 
JlonouyTb 6i.nnMn KpunbMn: 
flopa!.. y  BHpiKL )Kax 3hmh 
KpyraM He3BinanMM MapuupyroM

The clouds cackle... The clouds are hard up,
They flap with their white wings:
It’s time!.. To warmer climes!.. The horror of winter 
Along the winding, unexplored route

>KeHe CBiT 3a oni. A mh—  
flepeBa. Pin TepnyHHH, rHVTHH, 
KopiHHa— b 3eMiiK), m6h cnpyra, 
A KpoHa— Bropy, a rpyjtbMH—

Drives them to the end o f the earth. But we are 
Trees. An enduring, experienced kind.
[Our] roots [are aimed] toward the ground, like octopuses, 
[Our] crowns upward bound, our chests

flo  uiKBany, no TepnKoi nojii.
Ha\i jihcth pBe, mh ayoHeM, roni, 
A— ctoimo. MorjiH 6, MorjiH 6—

[Face] the squall [and] bitter fortune.
Our leaves are tom away, we grow stiff, naked, 
But we stand. We could, we could

Ha nac ace TinbKH, jiokh CKpyra, 
raHHVTH b BHpiii... nepeSyTH... 
BrpH3aeM0cs BrnuG i bpjih6.

For some time only while the distress lasts,
Fly away to wanner climes... to wait until it is over... 
[But] we gnaw our way deeper and deeper [into the soil].

As we can see, in this sonnet Svitlychnyi compares himself and fellow dissidents 

to deeply rooted trees which, unlike seasonal birds, do not depart to wanner climes with 

the arrival of inclement, winter weather.

55 Svitlychnyi, Umene til'ky slovo..., 46. Subsequent quotes drawn from Svitlychnyi’s works will identify 
the source in parenthesis, pointing to the relevant publication with the abbreviation adopted in this thesis, 
followed by a colon and the page number, for example: (UmtS: 46).

33

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



The second sonnet, “Nostal’hia” [Nostalgia], which is dedicated to the historian 

Mykhailo Braichevs’kyi, compares words to warriors, whereas the last poem “Liubliu 

Vitchyznu” [I Love My Country] assumes a Shevchenkian tone.

The next part in all three redactions is called “Try svobody” [Three Liberties] and 

consists of three sonnets. Here Svitlychnyi poses the question: what does freedom mean? 

To a slave it may mean one thing, to a free person another. And to someone living in a 

dominated society, it means something quite different. Svitlychnyi reveals his own 

understanding of freedom, one that entails being honest with the self and true to one’s 

own conscience. Let us consider, for example, the third sonnet, “Moia svoboda” [My

Liberty]:

MOfl CBOEOjf A MY LIBERTY
JlaiimeMem ceooody Give me liberty

A6o daiime .\ieni e.\iepmu. Or give me death.

CBoSoay He BTkaTH 3 6 0 1 0 , The liberty not to run away from battle,
CboSOJIV HeCHOCTH b 6 ok>, The liberty to remain honest in battle,
JIkdohth Te, mo caM jik>6 jik>. To love that, which I love myself,
A He niflKa3aHe to 6 oio. And not something, suggested by you.

CBobony 3a jik>6 ob mohd Liberty for my love
XOH i HaKJiaCTH rOJIOBOK), Even if  it means to lose my life,
A 6yTH Bee >k cbmhm codoto And [the liberty] to be myself
He npOMiHHK) HaTBOK), I will not trade for yours,

JliBpeitcbKy. weGpany, jreaaHy, A servant’s, mendicant’s, lazy [liberty],
BepTKy. 3ananaHy, hk 3ztaiiy, Unsteady, filthy, like a petty coin,
CBOoony xaiua i xo/iya. The liberty of a cad and groveller.

Hecy cBOoony b cyzt, 3a rpaTH, I carry my liberty to the court, to prison,
Mom Bin MeHe He 3aopa™ My liberty cannot be taken away from me,
I 3AOXHV, a BOHa—moh. (Gs: 39) When I croak, she will still be mine.

Addressing an entity whose values are radically different than his, the lyrical 

voice defiantly claims that he will not be dispossessed of his own right to make honest 

choices. Interestingly, the epigraph to this sonnet, which is drawn from a statement
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attributed to Patrick Henry (an attorney, a statesman, the first governor of Virginia, and 

one of the first politicians of the emerging United States), does not appear in UmtS, even 

though Svitlychnyi did not cross it out in Kd—V.

All three pieces of “Try svobody” address a second person. In the first two 

sonnets, Svitlychnyi’s deictic marker signals an internal monologue and is a strategy for 

enforcing and welcoming the reader’s participation. In the third sonnet, quoted above, the 

second-person address serves to poke fun at cads and grovellers.

The third part of Gs, “Imenni sonety” [Personal/Name Sonnets], consists o f seven 

pieces. Svitlychnyi in Kd— V renames this part as “Imenni sonety i posviaty” [Name 

Sonnets and Dedications] and includes therein eighteen sonnets and two poems. In UmtS 

this part bears the title “Personalii i posviaty” [Personalities and Dedications] and is 

comprised of twenty-three poems, nineteen of which are sonnets.

In Gs four of the “Imenni sonety” are dedicated respectively to Vasyl’ 

Symonenko, Ievhen Sverstiuk, Nadia Svitlychna, and Vasyl’ Stus, all of whom the author 

addresses directly. It is evident that he respects these individuals for their talent and 

considers them to be national heroes. The remaining three sonnets are dedicated to Iurii 

Gagarin (the first Soviet astronaut), to Zina Franko (whom Svitlychnyi accuses of selling 

her soul to the regime),56 and to Taras Bul’ba (a fictional character in the eponymous 

novel by Nikolai Gogol’).

In Kd— V Svitlychnyi seeks to enlarge this part with additional, dedicatory 

sonnets, all o f which appear in UmtS. Structurally, however, this part in Kd— V is closer 

to Gs.

56 Zina Franko was the granddaughter of Ivan Franko. She recanted during the interrogations that followed 
the 1972 arrests.
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In addition to the seven sonnets, included in Gs, UmtS contains poems dedicated 

to many other individuals. First there is a cycle of three sonnets and one poem dedicated 

to his wife, Leonida Svitlychna. (In Kd— V Svitlychnyi proposed a cycle of only three 

sonnets to his wife. Of these the first two appear in Gs, but under the rubric “Poza 

sonetamy.”) The other sonnets in UmtS are dedicated to S. Mamchur (“Pam’iati S. 

Mamchura” [In Memory of S. Mamchur]), to B. D. Antonenko-Davydovych 

(“Vypadkovyi sonet” [Accidental Sonnet]), to Viktor Petrovs’kyi (“Moiemu zemliakovi” 

[To My Compatriot]), to Halyna Sevruk, to Rai'sa Moroz (“Iaroslavna”), to Olena 

Antoniv (“Moi'i kumi” [To My Kuma]), and to V. Zakharchenko. Also, there are a sonnet 

titled “Mo'im liubaskam” [To My Beloved Women], a poem dedicated to Mykhailyna 

Kotsiubyns’ka and another to Liudmyla Semykina. (In Gs, the poem to L. Semykina 

appears in the last part of “Poza sonetamy”). The last poem in UmtS bears a Serbian title 

(“Trazhim kazhnavanie” [I Beg for Punishment]) and is dedicated to Desanka 

Maksimovic. This poem does not appear in either Gs or Kd— V.

The fourth part, “Bezbozhni sonety” [Godless Sonnets], contains six sonnets in 

both Gs and Kd— V. Its counterpart in UmtS, having allocated the sonnet “Vydybai, 

Bozhe” [Emerge, Oh God], which is dedicated to Halyna Sevruk, to the preceding part— 

“Personali’i i posviaty”—has only five sonnets.

Svitlychnyi begins “Bezbozhni sonety” by exploring the divine world. He states 

that this world can be attained only if  the evil that constantly seduces the flesh is 

defeated. In the sonnet, “Chemets’” [Monk] Svitlychnyi declares that “ t b w  HafijnoTiniHH 

Bopor—Tino...” [your most implacable enemy is the body...]:
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HEPHEIJb
B u ii noKJiOHU 

I mornb cmapeny ycMiipmi.
T. UJeeneHKO

Teifi HaHJTKyriujHH B o p o r— Ti.no 
3 h o b  3aMeTanoca, m o b  3Bip.
B CTapiM i bhcxjum H a n a n ip  

floB C T ajio  Bee, m o  jie j .B e  T jiijio .

I cjiaSHe BJiaja ii j y x  o<[)ip,
I HHKHe Bipa. 3 a K o p T in o  

C n o ic y c  i b h j h b — ( n o p H e  a m o ! ) .
M o jm c b  i xcan. M ojiH C b i sip.

M o .n n c b ! M ojiH C b! H e M ae  MHpy 
B caMOTHHi B ia  CBiTy-Bwpy 

H  aHBBOJbCbKOi c v c t h !

B e e  Ta >k ojHa Haaia h  Bipa: 
y  BaacHifi naoTi bS h t h  3Bipa 
I a y x  npeMHCTHH 36eperTH. (UmtS: 68 )

MONK
Bow low to the ground 

And suppress your senile flesh, 
T. Shevchenko

Your most implacable enemy, the body 
Has tossed about again, like a beast.
In the old and dried up like paper [body]
Everything, which barely smoldered, has rebelled.

Self control and the spirit o f the offerings weaken,
And faith vanishes. [You are] gripped by a desire for 
Temptation and spectacle—(black deed!).
Pray and wait. Pray and believe.

Pray! Pray! There is no peace 
In seclusion from the world-vortex 
And diabolical vanity!

Still the same and only hope and faith 
To kill the beast in one’s own flesh 
And to preserve the immaculate spirit.

As the poet continues to examine the divine world, he realizes that true divinity 

has been supplanted by empty ritual and obscurantism. The epigraph to “Sonet 

bezbozhnosty” [Sonnet of Godlessness] is drawn from Shevchenko:

COHET EE3E05KH0CTH

LUyKato Boza, a  3ftaxodjtcy 
Taste, uto nyp uomv it Ka3amb.

T. LUeeueuKO

EoriB HeMa. CaMi ixoHH.
CTopoxca jorM , CHHejpioH 
3axyB CBsrre rincbM O  b k3 h o h .

CaMi norm Bxce 6’iOTb noxnoHH.

CBBTa Boja—h k  caMoroH:
X t o  xone Ta He aypeHb, roHHTb 
I ayariHTb 6yTJi«MH. 3axoHn 
B ate He HacTapuaTb 3a6opoH.

CnycnjiH xpaMH BenenKDjHi,
I oHMaHini BiBui 6nyjH i
i’x nanaTb. CMopij— hk o j  k h h t

Ha K O crpH m ax  b cepejtH bO B inH i. 

r ia n a ro T b  xpaM H , HiSw CBini,

KoMy B H jn iu ia e  o j  h h x ?  (G s : 55)

SONNET OF GODLESSNESS

la m  looking fo r  God but I  find  
Something so ugly that it is even 

embarrassing to say. 
T. Shevchenko

There are no Gods. Only icons.
The guards of dogmas, the Sanhedrin 
Has enchained Holy Scripture into a canon.
The priests themselves take low bows.

Holy Water is like moonshine:
Who wants it and is not a fool—distils it 
And guzzles it by the bottle. The laws 
Will no longer supply enough interdicts.

The crowded temples have grown empty,
And the stupefied sheep are dissolute,
They bum them. The stench is like that o f burning books

At the pyres in the Middle Ages.
The temples are on fire like candles 
But who becomes illuminated by them?
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The persecutions witnessed by Svitlychnyi are compared to the Inquisition. The 

Soviet ruling elite, having designated itself as divine, seeks to strengthen its power by 

promoting fear. Thus, innocent people are accused of betraying the nation. Let us 

consider his sonnet “Mesif ’ [To the Messiah]:

MECII TO THE MESSIAH
OmooK npuiimoe 6opodamiiii iohcik And so came a bearded youth

Ta ii Kajtce: “JTpacmyiime, n—Mecin. " And says “Good day, la m  the Messiah. ”
JI. Koctchko L. Kostenko

EoriB He CTano ii zuw po3Boay: There are no longer enough gods even for breeding:
riepeBejiHCfl ao Horn. They have ceased to exist to the last.
A CMepTHi Bn6nrmcb b 6ora, And mortals have turned into gods,
njHOfOTb Ha 3eMiHO 3 He6o3Boay. [They] spit at the earth from the dome o f the sky.

He3roay rayTb y Tpn ayra, They bend discord into three arches,
XlaioTb 33KOH, amcryioTb Moay, [They] proclaim the law, dictate the fashion,
3 eaHHOBipuiB BapsTb Boay, They boil water out o f their coreligionists
IHo6 HaHyBanwcb Bopora. To scare away their enemies.

HeMa Tm Hamoi naci'i, They do not have our passion,
51k pHTVBaTH cbit. MeciT! On how to save the world. Messiahs!
Ha cbim Konnn. Yce— Ha CBiii. In their own style. Everything in their own [style].

TOHo6nflTb, ae ii koto 3irHyTH. They care whom to bend and where.
Hi nucHyTH, aHi anxHyTH One cannot utter a word or take a breath
Bia naieHTOBaHHX Meciii. (Gs: 56) Because o f  these patented Messiahs.

In the last sonnet of this part, “Dobre!” [Good!], Svitlychnyi parodies a line from 

Genesis in order to treat the idea of a Soviet paradise with bitter irony, suggesting that the

citizenry do not apprehend what has gone wrong in the country:

£OEPE! GOOD!
I eiddinue Eoz neoo eid 3eMJii And God separated the heavens from the earth

i nodame, u(0 eono dodpe. and saw that it was good.
(CBflTe IlHCbMO) (Genesis)

51k itodpe, mo, npoBiBiiiH o6piii, How nice that, having outlined the horizon,
Bor HeSo ii 3eMino po3flinnB, God separated the heavens and the earth,
Ha HeSi 3opi 3ananHB, [He] lit up the stars in the sky,
A Ha 3eMjii, mo6 moan aodpi And on earth, so that good people

He rn6jlH, KHBHiCTb p03CeJIHB. Do not perish, he populated [the land with] animals.
I aodpe, mo Heaoopi b  JfOflPi And it is good that bad people are in prisons
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rHWOTb i niHyTb, 3KH 06pH. [Where] they rot and perish, like the Avars,
A floSpnx Bor onpenijiMB Whereas the good ones God has assigned

y  pan. 1 aoope. mo He Bcye To paradise. And it is good that not in vain
AnaMOBi (Hexafi uapcTBye) For Adam (Let him reign!)
Bor GBy bhtbophb 3 pedpa, God created Eve from a rib,

I zioope Bee, mo HenoraHO. And everything is good, which is not bad,
1, 3a CBBTHM BCeBHIUHiM nJlBHOM, And according to the holy almighty plan
HeMa Hi'noro, KpiM aodpa. (Gs: 58) There is nothing but well-being.

The overall effect of “Bezbozhni sonety” [Godless Sonnets] suggests that totalitarianism 

is the new state religion.

The fifth part in Gs, “Muzy i gratsi'i” [Muses and Graces], consists of six sonnets, 

whereas Kd— V envisions seven sonnets and one poem. UmtS closely follows Kd— V with 

one exception. It retains the sonnet “Mytusa,” which Svitlychnyi in his corrections 

changed, retitled into “Vin syn harmonii” [He is the Son of Harmony] and placed in the 

next part, “Ars Poetica.”

The theater is the governing metaphor in “Muzy i gratsi'i.” By alluding to 

Shakespeare’s famous dictum that the entire world is a stage, Svitlychnyi compares his 

own world with a theater where the Soviet regime is the director, while the intellectual 

elite performs under its direction. If anyone wishes to step out o f their role, they will be

destroyed. Let us consider his sonnet “Rolia” [Role]:

POJW ROLE
yice  posnuccmo 3apani. Everything has been directed beforehand

E.M. B(orys) M(amaisur)

Yce po3nncaHO, ax hoth: Everything is written out like sheet music:
Kojih i BK nOBHHeH TH When and how you should
Ha cueHy bhmth, b pojib BBifrrn Come onto the stage, assume the part
I ae CKa3aTH “3a,” ne “npoTH,” And when [you should] say “for,” when “against,”

9lk aoMaraTHca mcth, How to struggle for your goal,
Aid 3nr3arn it noBopoTH Which zigzags and turns
CjiinoV aoni nodopora, Of blind fortune to overcome,
3i cueHH bk i ae 3i'htm. Where and how to get o ff the stage.
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,H,e csab, ae juok, ae craHb ao 6ok>, Where to sit, where to lie down, where to do battle,
Bee BH3HaneHe He to6okd. Nothing is determined by you.
A mocb He Te, a mocb He Tax And if  something is wrong, and something is o ff

(HeTOMHe caoBo, atecr, MaHepH), (An inaccurate word, gesture, [or] manners),
1 k Hopiy poab, npomaii xap’epa, To hell with the part; farewell, career,
3 to6ok> 3irpaHMM cnexTaxnb. (Gs: 62) The spectacle is done with you.

In the sonnet “Statysty” [Supernumeraries] (Gs: 63), the lyrical voice argues that 

in case of disobedience, an actor can be substituted by the supernumerary, without the 

audience ever noticing it, because it is a passive and uneducated crowd (“a numani— 

nacHB, 3araji” (“Hliadachi” [Spectators], (Gs: 64)). In the last sonnet o f this part, “Kino” 

[The Cinema], Svitlychnyi ironically discusses the optimism of the masses who accept a 

reverse (“HaBnaKH”) reality (Gs: 66), without understanding the seriousness o f the 

repressions transpiring in Ukraine.

In Gs the sixth part of the collection, “Ars Poetica,” consists of only three sonnets. 

Svitlychnyi in his Kd— V corrections proposes to include six sonnets and one poem. 

UmtS, on the other hand, has eight sonnets and one poem. In “Ars Poetica” Svitlychnyi 

explores his own poetic credo and emphasizes the importance of artistic freedom. I will 

discuss this part more fully in the subsequent chapter.

The seventh part, “Plener” [Plein-air], contains six sonnets in Gs, whereas UmtS 

takes into account Svitlychnyi’s Kd—V, offering eight sonnets and three poems. The title 

o f this part comes from the French expression en plein air [(in) the open air] and usually 

refers to “a style of painting produced out of doors in natural light.” The term can also 

refer to an activity that takes place outdoors.57

57 On-line Webster’s Revised Unabridged Dictionary, Lexico Publishing Group, LLC., 2005, s.v. “plein 
air,” http://dictionary.reference.com/search?r=2&q=plein%20air (accessed 18 Apr 2005).
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In this part, Svitlychnyi includes sonnets about nature. At first, it appears that the 

poet simply observes changes in the four seasons and the inevitable consequences that 

they bring. He starts with spring when nature wakes up from a long sleep. However, it is 

possible that this might be a covert reference to Khrushchev’s thaw and the rebirth of 

intellectual activity. I believe that in the sonnet “Iazychnyts’ka vesna” [Pagan Spring] 

(Gs: 76), in the last line “Ilopa oho bjich h^ ... nopa!” [The time of renewal... It’s time!] 

Svitlychnyi plays with the homonymic meaning of “pora,” which can mean both 

“season” and “a call for action.” His next sonnets “Prymorozok” [First Frost], “Orel” [An 

Eagle], and “Sl’ota” [Rainy Weather] (incorrectly titled as “Sl’oza” [A Tear] in Gs) can 

be viewed as metaphors about the post-Stalinist thaw coming to a halt with a tremendous 

wave of arrests.

The eighth part, “Mefisto—Favst” [Mephistopheles—Faust], contains fourteen 

sonnets in Gs and thirteen sonnets in UmtS. The only difference between Gs and 

Svitlychnyi’s Kd—V and posthumous UmtS is that the first sonnet, “Mefisto—Favst,” is 

transformed into an epigraph to the whole part. Its title does not appear in the Indices of 

Kd— V and UmtS.

“Mefisto—Favst” is a symbolical reference to the 1960-80s through the prism of 

Goethe’s heroes. Svitlychnyi assigns a different meaning to Mephistopheles’ credo “Y 

Koro cujia—b Toro BJiana.../ Baa-oiHBO 1140, QaimyHce xk” [He who has the might, 

possesses power.../ It is the what that matters, not the how] (Gs: 83). In this manner, 

Svitlychnyi establishes a parallel between Mephistopheles and the Soviet functionary’s 

unstoppable desire to accumulate power. Svitlychnyi also suggests that Mephistopheles
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and Faust are part of a single continuum. Both are to be blamed, the first for his insatiable 

desire of power, and the other one for his indifference.

As already indicated, the final part of Gs, “Poza sonetamy,” contains twelve 

poems, six of which are in fact sonnets. Svitlychnyi removes this part from Kd—V and 

transfers its sonnets to preceding parts. The compilers of UmtS observe this preference.

The next three parts of the UmtS do not have a counterpart in Gs, but reflect the 

vision Svitlychnyi expressed in Kd—V. The ninth part of UmtS is titled “la—dysydent” [I 

am a Dissident] and contains seven sonnets, grouped under one theme—namely, the 

dissident movement and Svitlychnyi’s participation in it, as well as the reason why he has 

chosen the path of dissent.

The tenth part of UmtS, titled “Variatsi'f na vyspivani temy” [Variations on 

Known Topics], presents Svitlychnyi’s reworking of poetry by Horace, Paul Verlaine, 

Galaktion Tabidze, Tamaz Chanturashvili, Evgenius Matuziavichus, Pierre Beranger, 

Marina Tsvetaeva, and Charles Baudelaire, the treatises of Pliphone and the works of 

Richard Kipling. The structure of this part differs from Kd— V.

The eleventh part in UmtS, which is the last section containing his poetry, is titled 

“Halycheve” [From Galicia]. There is no unifying thread in this part.

We can safely assume that whatever Svitlychnyi’s output during his second 

incarceration, it consisted mostly of sonnets. In summary, Gs is comprised of seventy 

sonnets and six poems, which are preceded by an introductory sonnet. With the exception 

of the last section, “Poza sonetamy,” the entire collection consists of sonnets. In Kd— V 

Svitlychnyi envisioned the publication of eighty-nine sonnets, seventeen poems and
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fifteen renditions of poetry by other authors. The posthumous UmtS contains ninety-four 

sonnets, twenty poems, and fifteen renditions of poetry by other authors.

Although his amended collection, Kd—V, is much bigger and thus resembles 

UmtS, it is closer in structure to Gs. The compilers of UmtS changed the order o f the 

poems in almost all parts of the collection.

For an overview of the order, please refer to Appendix II.

2.2 Scholarship on Svitlychnyi as a Poet

Svitlychnyi’s oeuvre has drawn the attention of a few scholars, but his poetry has not

been subjected to sustained research and analysis. My subsequent discussion describes

the material that has been published thus far.

The first published discussion of Svitlychnyi as a poet appeared in the foreword to

Gs by Ivan Koshelivets’. Introducing his subject to the Western reader, the author first

gives a brief biography of the poet. Then he addresses Svitlychnyi’s work as a literary

critic and succinctly reviews his prison oeuvre. In particular, Koshelivets’ emphasizes the

intellectual discipline necessary for composing sonnets:

3naexbCH Mem, mo h BHdip caMe (j)opMH coHeTa (y urn 3dipui Jimne 
Kijibfca noe3ih “no3a coHeTaMH”) He BHnamcoBHH: iw 6e3CMepTHa 
HOTHpHammTHpmtKOBa CTpo<|)a aaertca HanexcHO onaHyBaTH cede Jinme 
JtKmflM neBHoro piBHJi KynbTypH, 3,zu6 hhm  iHTeneKTyajibHo 
flHCimnmHyBaTH cede. CBiuiHHHHfi 3acBmuHB HaaBHicTB max npnKMeT, 
do onaHyBaB TexHixy coHeTa nocxoHajio. (Gs: 11)

It seems to me that the choice of the sonnet (in this collection, only several 
poems are “beyond sonnets”) is not accidental: this immortal fourteen-line 
strophe can be decently mastered only by people of a certain level of 
intelligence, who can discipline themselves intellectually.
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In 1979, Petro Roienko’s article “Gratovani sonety I. Svitlychnoho” [I. 

Svitlychnyi’s Sonnets behind Bars] appeared in an emigre journal, providing biographic 

details and discussing the political context behind Gs, without offering a truly literary 

perspective.58 Roienko considers excerpts of the sonnets “Shmon” [Search], “Moia 

svoboda” [My Liberty], “Svoboda samokrytyky” [Liberty of Self-criticism], “Samota” 

[Loneliness], “Vidchai” [Despair], “Sonet vdiachnosty” [Sonnet o f Thankfulness], 

“Velykyi pist” [Lent], “Sonet bezbozhnosty” [Sonnet of Godlessness], “Mesi'f’ [To the 

Messiah], and “Molytva pospolytykh” [Commoners’ Prayer], merely emphasizing the 

political circumstances which, in his opinion, led Svitlychnyi to create his prison diary.

Natalia Livyts’ka-Kholodna, in a 1980 article, titled “Poet pro poeta” [A Poet 

about a Poet], draws a parallel between Svitlychnyi and Shevchenko as prisoners: 

“Ha06ijibmHM 3 Haiimx “rpaTOBaHHx” 6yB 6e3nepenH0 Tapac IUeBneHKO. JJ,o cboci 

“3axajwBH0F’ KHHJfcemcH b Ih  CKJiazjae yBecs xarap cBoe'f cojmaTCbKoi' .nojii, yci cboi ^yMH, 

Mpii i cjibo3h”  [The most important (poet) among our “behind-bars” poets was, 

undoubtedly, Taras Shevchenko. He collected into his “bootleg” book all the burdens of 

his fate as a recruit, all his thoughts, dreams and tears].59 Livyts’ka-Kholodna briefly 

discusses the history of the prison sonnet, and names several o f  its Ukrainian 

practitioners: Ivan Franko, Mykhailo Orest, Vasyl’ Chaplenko, Bohdan Kravtsiv, and 

Volodymyr Ianiv. Then, after providing some biographical details about Svitlychnyi, she 

considers Gs from the perspective of a poet, offering comments about excerpts drawn 

from the sonnets “Shmon” [Search], “Vid’oms’kyi shabash” [Witches’ Sabbath],

58 Petro Roienko, “Gratovani sonety I. Svitlychnoho” [I. Svitlychnyi’s Sonnets behind Bars], Novi dni 8 
(1979): 17-20.
59 Natalia Livyts’ka-Kholodna, “Poet pro poeta” [A Poet about a Poet], Vyzvol'nyi shliakh 3 (1980): 359- 
65.
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“Zhalisnyi sonet” [Sorrowful Sonnet], “Vidchai” [Despair], “Movchannia” [Silence], 

“Iazyk” [A Tongue], “Zavzhdy v’iazen’” [Always a Prisoner], “Tiurma” [Prison], 

“Provyna” [Guilt], “Sonet vdiachnosty” [Sonnet of Gratitude], “Moia svoboda” [My 

Liberty], “Taras Bul’ba,” “Rolia” [Role], “Hliadachi” [Spectators], “Kino” [The 

Cinema], “Mefistofel”’ [Mephistopheles], “Favst—progresyst” [Faust—The 

Progressive], “Samota” [Loneliness], “Orel” [Eagle], “Sl’ota” [Rainy Weather], 

“Vechimia misteriia” [Evening Mistery], “Pamas” [Parnassus], and “Vidbii” [Retreat]. 

Her analysis does not eschew the political context that generated Svitlychnyi’s sonnets. 

She discovers several voices in Svitlychnyi’s collection, the strongest of which is 

Shevchenkian. Livyts’ka-Kholodna concludes her article by considering Svitlychnyi’s 

poem “Ryl’s’ki oktavy” [Ryl’s’kyi Octaves].

Another article on Svitlychnyi the poet, titled “Poeziia Ivana Svitlychnoho” 

[Poetry of Ivan Svitlychnyi], was written by Iar Slavutych and published in 1981.60 This 

is an attempt to analyze Gs. After briefly describing the political processes that engulfed 

the USSR in the 1960s, Slavutych provides some biographical comments and lists the 

poetry, which was published in the West. He begins his analysis by focusing on the poem 

“Ryl’s’ki oktavy” and continues with the description of the Gs. Although Slavutych 

provides a few linguistic comments, as well as a brief theoretical analysis and comparison 

with the sonnets of Svitlychnyi’s literary predecessors, his article is mostly dedicated to 

the political context of Svitlychnyi’s oeuvre. Slavutych concludes with an analysis o f the 

cycle “Variatsii na vyspivani temy,” discussing in much detail the political satire in 

Svitlychnyi’s works. He is particularly impressed with Svitlychnyi’s satirical treatment of

60 Iar Slavutych, “Poeziia Ivana Svitlychnoho” [Poetry of Ivan Svitlychnyi], Slovo: Zbimyk [The Word: 
Almanac] 9 (1981): 249-61.
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the regime. Slavutych also mentions the echoes of other authors in the sonnets and poems

by Svitlychnyi, especially Shevchenko, Mykola Bazhan, Maksym Ryl’s’kyi, and Mykola

Zerov. Slavutych includes Ivan Franko among those who influenced Svitlychnyi’s

sonnets, but he does not address the question of allusion as one of the mechanisms

pointing toward Franko in Svitlychnyi’s texts. Slavutych’s article is one of the first

general synopses o f the sonnets by Svitlychnyi.

The subsequent article dedicated to Svitlychnyi the poet appeared in 1992.

Written by the Ukrainian scholar Eleonora Solovei, this is a review of Svitlychnyi’s

collection Sertse dlia kul ’ i dlia rym: Poezii, poetychni pereklady, literaturno-krytychni

statti.61 This article has much in common with the analysis by Iar Slavutych. It also

presents a rather political interpretation of Gs. Solovei addresses the social aspect of

Svitlychnyi’s poetry and his indignation at the regime. However, she also mentions, ever

so briefly, the unique simple style of Svitlychnyi’s sonnets, their prisoner’s vocabulary,

and the refined sarcasm in his oeuvre. With great acumen Solovei also speaks about the

hidden subtexts in Svitlychnyi’s oeuvre, which only the educated reader can access:

Y  nopy, k o jih  He 3 aoSporo jk h t tk  “exojioriHHy HHiny” b JiiTepaTypi 
CTaHOBHna xi6a m o  noe3ia BHTOHHeHO-tfnnoJioriHHa, rjir HeumpoKoro 
KOJia BTaeMHHHeHHX, CBiTJIHHHHH oStipae cjlOpMy, CTHJliCTHHHHH TOH Ha
nepuiHH n o n w m  y x p a fi n p o c r i ,  jjeMOKparaHHi. Jlnuie 3arjiH 6jieH e 
HHTaHHfl BiztKpHBae noTyacHHH m ap  jiiTepaTypHHX peM iH icrteH itm , 
npuxoBaHHX nocH JiaH t Ta UHTaifiik a x  “ GoJiOTHa m oK p03a” y  B ipm i 
“ Cji&OTa,”  a x  n e p m a  ^ p a 3 a  B ipm a “C. M aM HypoBi”— “C B ina ro p ijia ...”  h h  
” nepBHi”  Ta ” eKCTa3a B nSyxy”  y  B ipm i “ IIo3aHK.”  iH ax m e y  noeM i 
“ K y p d a c ” : t o h k o  3anneTeHHH y  BHVTpimHiii MOHOJior r e p o a  M onoflo- 
THHHHiBCBKHH BTTep 3 YKpaiHH Raili p03np0CT0pK)€TbCa uijIHM IKMyTOM 
a c o u iau iH  Ta napac|)pa3, o S irp y eT b ca  BizmoBijjHO a o  iHm o'i jtojiI i p o jii, 
^O Jii-aH TH no^a i a o n i  Texc nojwpHOi.

At a time when, not because of a good life, the “ecological niche” in 
literature was represented only by refined philological poetry [intended]

61 Eleonora Solovei, “Poet” [The Poet], Slovo i chas 3 (1992): 69-72.
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for a closed circle of esoteric individuals—Svitlychnyi chooses a form and 
stylistic tone which, at first sight, might appear very simple and 
democratic. And only a close reading reveals a powerful layer of literary 
reminiscences, hidden references and quotations, such as “muddy lucrose” 
in the poem “Sl’ota,” such as the first phrase in the poem “To S. 
Mamchur”—“A candle was burning” or “elements” and “the ecstasy of 
explosion” in the poem “Pozaiak.” Something different happens in the 
poem “Kurbas”: finely interwoven into an internal monologue of the main 
character, the young Tychynian “wind from Ukraine” subsequently bursts 
into an entire sheaf of associations and paraphrases, [and] is played in 
accordance to its [new] fate and role, the fate o f an antipode, which is 
polar.62

Unfortunately, Solovei does not develop her tantalizing and important suggestion 

concerning the intertexts in Svitlychnyi’s poetry. Interestingly, she also mentions that 

Svitlychnyi’s poetry is probably a conscious variation of Ivan Franko’s cycle “Tiuremni 

sonety” [Prison Sonnets]: “ c B i a o M a ,  j i h S o h b ,  Bapiaifia OpaHKOBnx ‘nopeMHHx.’”63 

However, she does not substantiate her statement with any textual evidence. It is 

plausible that this fine critique arrived at her conclusion intuitively.

In 1997, there appeared an article by Iryna Dobrians’ka, titled “Pratsia nad 

slovom—tse styl’ ioho zhyttia” [Labouring on the Word Was the Style of His Life]. This 

article provides a short history of the creation of Gs and lists the main parts of the 

collection.64 Dobrians’ka mentions that Svitlychnyi introduced numerous corrections to 

Gs, indicating that he paid much attention to questions of language. She also notes that 

Svitlychnyi envisioned a more inclusive publication, and enumerates the published 

collections of his poetry. She, however, does not address the discrepancies among them.

62 Eleonora Solovei, “Poet” [The Poet], 71.
63 Eleonora Solovei, “Poet” [The Poet], 69.
64 Iryna Dobrians’ka, “Pratsia nad slovom—tse styP ioho zhyttia” [Labouring on the Word Was the Style 
of His Life], Dzvin 8 (1997): 154-56.
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Dobrians’ka devotes some attention to the cycle “la—dysydent” [I am a

Dissident], acknowledging its strong political profile.

At the beginning of her article, Dobrians’ka mentions that Gs is analogous to

Franko’s “Tiuremni sonety”:

HaHfijiĤ CHOKD aHanorieio ao ifie'i 36ipKH e uhkji “TiopeMHi c o h c th”  (45 
coHeriB 3 eninoroM) y 3bipiu 3 eepiuun i  h u 3 u h  iBaHa <Dpamca. OSn^Ba 
apxHTBopn yKpaiHCBKOi noe3ii' nncajmcji b o/maKOBHX yMOBax i 3a 
OjDtHaKOBHX oScTaBHH—y TIOpeMHifi KaMepi. BoHH MOMCyTb BBaXCaTHCH 
XyflOHCHBOK) flOKyMeHTaniCTHKOK) CBOe'l floSn, aBTeHTHHHHM CBiflHeHHHM 
noJiiTB’a3HH npo vm obh  nepeSyBaHHa y b ’jb h h iu .65

The closest analog to this collection is the cycle “Prison sonnets” (45 
sonnets with an epilogue) in the collection From Peaks and Lowlands by 
Ivan Franko. Both master works of Ukrainian poetry were written under 
the same conditions and circumstances, in a prison cell. They can be 
considered as artistic documentation of their epoch, an authentic testimony 
of a political prisoner about the conditions of his incarceration.

Dobrians’ka does not go beyond establishing this analogy, but does mention briefly the

similarities between Franko and Svitlychnyi in the use of vulgar, prison vocabulary.

2.3 Conclusion

In this chapter I have described in detail the three redactions of Svitlychnyi’s prison 

poetry, namely Gs, Kd— V, and UmtS. I have also summarized scholarship devoted to 

Svitlychnyi as a poet. As can be surmised from my summary, there has been no 

scholarship devoted to the role of intertextuality in the prison oeuvre o f Svitlychnyi. 

While Solovei and Dobrians’ka suggest that there is a relationship between Svitlychnyi’s 

prison sonnets and Franko’s, the topic does not constitute the focus of their articles, 

which pay more attention to the analysis of Svitlychnyi’s texts, rather than discovering

65 Iryna Dobrians’ka, “Pratsia nad slovom—tse styF ioho zhyttia,” 154.
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the intertexts and literary allusions within. Thus, it should not surprise us that the literary

critic Mykhailyna Kotsiubyns’ka should call—en passant—for research on this topic in

her foreword to UmtS, “Ivan Svitlychnyi, shistdesiatnyk” [Ivan Svitlychnyi, a Member of

the Generation of the Sixties]:

...jiochtb 3raj3aTH “TiopeMHi coHeTH” Opamca (no peni, jxm MafiSyrHix 
nocninHHKiB 3icTaBJieHHa— Ha uiHpoKOMy icTopHKO-JiiTepaTypHOMy TJii, b 
Tin a m  n c n x o j io r i i  T B o p n o c fi— m ix  m box M O KyM em 'iB  T io p c M H o i  noe3ii 
Moxce naTH nyxce uixaBHH Maiepiaji am  po3nyMiB).

...it suffices to mention Franko’s “Prison sonnets” (by the way, for future 
researchers the comparison—from a broad historical and literary 
perspective, and based on the psychology of their works—of these two 
documents of prison poetry can produce very interesting material for 
deliberation). {UmtS: 20)

My subsequent chapter is dedicated to the discussion of Franko’s prison sonnets as 

intertexts in Svitlychnyi’s sonnets.
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CHAPTER 3.

Franko’s and Svitlychnyi’s Poetry of Incarceration:

Toward a Study of Intertextuality.

...a  text is made o f multiple writings, 
drawn from many cultures and entering 
into mutual relations of dialogue, parody, 
contestation, but there is one place where 
this multiplicity is focused and that place 
is the reader, not, as was hitherto said, 
the author... Classic criticism has never 
paid any attention to the reader; for it, 
the writer is the only person in 
literature...

Roland Barthes, “Death of the Author”66

3.1 Franko’s “Tiuremni Sonety” and Svitlychnyi’s Familiarity with Them

Ivan Svitlychnyi is not the first poet to write sonnets in prison. Many writers, who were 

incarcerated for various political reasons, turned to this kind of poetry.67 In the history of 

Ukrainian literature, a prominent late-nineteenth century author who also wrote sonnets 

in prison is Ivan Franko (1856-1919). A native of Halychyna, he played an important role 

in the development of the genre.68 His prison sonnets were the product of a two-month

66 Roland Barthes, “Death o f Author,” in Image. Music, Text, ed. and trans. Stephen Heath (London: Harper 
Collins, 1977), 148.
67 Among those writing in the modem period we could name the following: the Polish poet Jan 
Kasprowicz, who produced the collection Z wiqzienia [From Imprisonment] while serving time between 
September 1888 and May 1889 for his socialist activity (Tomasz Jodelka, Jan Kasprowicz: zarys biografii, 
(Warszawa: Ludowa Spoldzielnia Wydawnicza, 1964), 97); the Englishman, Lord Alfred Douglas, whose 
In Excelsis: A Poem (Consisting o f  Seventeen Sonnets) was written during the six months he spent in 
Wormwood Scrubs Prison, in 1923 (Montgomery H. Hyde, Lord Alfred Douglas: A Bibliography, 
(London: Methuen, 1984), 266-67); the Welsh poet, preacher and communist activist, T. E. Nicholas, who 
produced 150 sonnets while serving four months in 1940 (David W. Howell, “Nicholas o f Glais: The 
People’s Champion,” The Town of Ammanford Website, http://www.terrynorm.ic24.net/nicholas%20glais. 
htm (accessed June 15, 2005)); and the geographer Albrecht Haushofer, a member o f the German 
resistance, whose incarceration in 1944-45 led to Moabit Sonnets (Arvid Brodersen, “Biographical Essay,” 
in Moabit Sonnets, by Albrecht Haushofer (New York: W W Norton and Company, 1978), 165).
68 Although the sonnet was known to early-modern Ukrainians both in its Latin and Polish redactions, the 
genre has a comparatively short history in Ukrainian literature where it surfaced only in the middle of the 
19th century. The best-known sonneteers—besides Franko— were, for the most part, modernist poets, such 
as Lesia UkraYnka, Maksym Ryl’s’kyi, Mykola Zerov, Mykola Bazhan, Mykhailo Drai-Khmara, Pavlo 
Fylypovych, and Iurii Klen. These authors, as well as Mykhailo Orest and some other neoclassicists, also
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imprisonment in 1889 for maintaining political contacts with a group of Kyiv students 

who were visiting Halychyna. When Franko went with this group on a trip, the Austrian 

government saw in this an attempt to separate Halychyna from the Austro-Hungarian 

Empire. Franko and the students were arrested and stayed in prison for 10 weeks, after 

which he was released without ever undergoing a trial. His incarceration resulted in the 

famous cycles “Tiuremni sonety” [Prison Sonnets] and “Vol’ni sonety” [Free Sonnets], 

which in 1893 were included in the second edition of his collection Z vershyn i nyzyn 

[From Peaks and Lowlands].69 The cycle “Tiuremni sonety” consists of thirty-nine 

sonnets and an epilogue written in the form of a sonnet. The unifying thread in this cycle 

is the theme of prison. Besides prison motifs, Franko also addresses the issue of the 

inhuman treatment of prisoners, the regime’s corruption and immorality, the subject of 

love and hatred, and Biblical motifs (subsection “Lehendy pro Pilata” [Legends about 

Pilates], “Kryvavi sny” [Bloody Dreams]). The cycle “Vol’ni sonety” contains nineteen 

sonnets. Here, Franko contemplates on the topics of the sonnet and reveals his devotion 

to the genre. He has one dedication in sonnet form addressed to Ivan Kotliarevs’kyi, a 

prominent early-nineteenth century author, credited for initiating belles-letteres in the 

Ukrainian vernacular. Franko in this cycle has many folklore motifs, as well as several 

love sonnets where he reveals his attitude toward women as a poetic subject.

As indicated in the preceding chapter, a few critics have suggested that there is a 

relationship between the prison poetry of Svitlychnyi and his famous, nineteenth-century

translated sonnets from world literature into Ukrainian. For more details, see Ihor Kachurovs’kyi, Strofika, 
(Instytut literatury im. Mykhaila Oresta: Munchen, 1967), 158-60). A significant group of modernists, 
among them the neoclassicist Mykola Zerov, suffered repressions under Stalin and were sent to the Gulag.
69 According to Vasyl’ Shchurat, Franko first scratched his sonnets with a needle on the wall o f his prison 
cell, and later rewrote them “Ha Kpaax rpaiwaTHKH reopancbKoi' mobh, ojihhoko]' netcrypH yB’a3HeHoro 
noeia” [on the margins o f a Hebrew grammar book, the only reading material o f the imprisoned poet]. See 
Vasyl’ Shchurat, Ivan Franko: Literaturoznavchi studi'i [Ivan Franko: Literary Studies], (Drohobych: 
Vymir, 2001), 175.
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predecessor. This relationship, however, has not been studied or defended on a textual

level. Independently from the critics, I have also intuited this relationship. My goal in this

chapter is to move beyond suppositions, and to devise a mechanism by which the

relationship between the two poets can be fleshed out on a textual level.

Before proceeding, it is necessary to recall that, inasmuch as Franko was a

socialist and his poetry of incarceration was an indictment of the political and legal

system of the Austro-Hungarian empire, he—unlike many subsequent modernists—was

not a proscribed author in the Ukrainian SSR. Although at times Soviet editions tampered

with his texts, Franko’s oeuvre was accessible to Svitlychnyi and his coevals. Moreover,

as Nadia Svitlychna attests in an e-mail, dated 27 June 2005, her brother was acquainted

with and very much liked Franko’s prison poetry:

Tiuremni sonety Iv. Franka vin, zvychajno zh, znav i, napevno, vony jomu 
podobalysia. Iz Frankovyx tvoriv vin ne raz robyv zapozychennia dlia 
riznyx perespiviv, chy oryginal’nykh virshiv. Najkrashchyj pryklaa: 
Peresylayuchy v lystakh tsykl svoyikh virshiv “Ya—dysydent”, vin pysav 
“Ya—decadent” (za Frankom), spodivayuchysia, shcho my z Lioleyu 
zrozumiyemo joho zadum.70

[The prison sonnets of Ivan Franko he surely knew, and definitely liked 
them as well. Not once did he borrow motifs from Franko’s works for 
various renditions or his own poems. The best example is that while 
sending a cycle of his own poems “I am a Dissident” in a letter, he wrote 
“I am a Decadent” (imitating Franko), hoping that L’olia and I would 
understand his intention.]

It is equally important to note that Svitlychnyi never cites any of his predecessor’s 

sonnets, not even those written in prison. This is especially curious because he frequently 

begins his own poetry with epigraphs drawn from the Bible and the works of various

70 Cited without any modifications from an e-mail to Natalia Pylypiuk.
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Ukrainian, Russian and German authors.71 Svitlychnyi does quote Franko three times but, 

in each case, the quotations are drawn from other works, not the prison sonnets. Thus, in 

“Son” [Dream] (Gs: 24) the epigraph is taken from the long poem “Kameniari” [The 

Stone Crushers]; in the sonnet “Orel” [Eagle] (Gs: 78) the epigraph is taken from the 

novel Zakhar Berkut; and in the sonnet “Favst pokaiannyi” [Faust Penitent] (Gs: 90) the 

epigraph is taken from the poem “I znov refleksii” [And Again Reflections].

This silence on the part o f  Svitlychnyi does not negate the possibility that 

Franko’s prison collection plays an important intertextual role in his sonnets. Harold 

Bloom, in his seminal work, The Anxiety o f  Influence: A Theory o f  Poetry, proposes that 

the most vivid influence by one author upon another is often the most hidden. To put it 

into the words of Dan Geddes, the reviewer of Bloom’s work: “Conscious admission of 

the precursors’ influence can be the death-knell for the ephebe’s own self-confidence as a 

unique and unprecedented creator.”72 Bloom’s theoretical model may—or may not— 

explain the reason why Svitlychnyi never acknowledges Franko’s prison sonnets.

By proposing, as I do in this thesis, that Svitlychnyi, like other incarcerated poets, 

might have chosen the “prison” of the sonnet as a way of liberating the self from actual 

prison, I suggest a psychological motive. However, I have no expertise in the type of 

psychoanalytical approach necessary to adapt Bloom’s theory of influence, which is one of 

many equally valid models for the study of the relationship among poetic texts. I propose 

instead to study what I perceive to be Franko’s presence in Svitlychnyi’s oeuvre by applying

71 The names whom Svitlychnyi identifies in his epigraphs include: Taras Shevchenko, Vasyl’ Stus, Nikolai 
Lermontov, Ivan Drach, Luisa Michel, Lesia Ukrainka, Patrick Henry, Hryhorii Skovoroda, Rainer Maria 
Rilke, Marina Tsvetaeva, Vasyl’ Symonenko, Lina Kostenko, Borys Mamaisur, Eduard Bagritsky, 
Aleksandr Pushkin, Nikolaev [a mystification?—SP], Vladimir Maiakovskii, Aleksandr Blok, Pavlo 
Tychyna, Boris Pasternak, Mykola Bazhan, Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, and Pavlo Zahrebel’nyi. 
Interestingly, some epigraphs, which appear in Gs, are missing from the collection UmtS and vice versa.
72 Dan Geddes, Review o f Harold Bloom, The Anxiety o f  Influence: A Theory o f  Poetry (New York, Oxford 
University Press, 1973), http://www.thesatirist.com/books/anxiety_of_influence.html (accessed 5 Jul 2005).
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the theory of intertextuality, a theoretical model that is not dependent on psychoanalysis but 

rather on the comparison of texts.

Among various types of intertextual units there are the quotation, both direct and 

hidden, and the literary allusion. I maintain that Franko’s presence in the sonnets of 

Svitlychnyi exists at the level of the latter, which is less readily recognizable, a fact that 

might explain why, thus far, there have been no textual studies comparing Franko and 

Svitlychnyi. Before explicating these two intertextual units, it makes sense to explain 

“intertextuality,” inasmuch as the term is often used to mean different things.

3.2 The Theory of Intertextuality

The German theoretician, Heinrich F. Plett, explains that the term “intertextuality” was

coined in the 1960s. Originally it was used by representatives of the critical avant-garde

to protest and rebel against established cultural and social norms that focus on the author

when analyzing a literary work.73 As Graham Allen phrased it:

.. .intertextuality as a concept, signals the death of the Romantic notion of 
what Barthes calls the “Author-God” (the author as origin of all textual 
meaning) since it recognizes that the language an author employs is taken 
from the vast interconnecting discursive fields of signification and 
meaning within which both the author and the reader exist and come to 
consciousness.74

Today there are two groups o f intertextualists: the progressives and the 

traditionalists. The progressives are engaged in the continuous quoting of the works of 

Mikhail Bakhtin, Julia Kristeva, Jacques Derrida and other authorities. According to

73 Heinrich F. Plett, “Intertextualities,” in Intertextuality, ed. H. F. Plett (New York: Walter de Gruyter, 
1991), 3.
74 Graham Allen, “Intertextuality (I960),” The Literary Encyclopedia, ed. Robert Clark, Emory Elliott and 
Janet Todd, date o f publication: 24/01/2005, London: The Literary Dictionary Company, 
http://www.litencyc.com/php/stopics.php?rec=true&UID=1229 (accessed 14 Jun 2005).
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Plett, their ideas are understood only by a small number of scholars.75 This school, 

however, has not yet developed a comprehensive method of textual analysis. The 

traditionalists, on the other hand, also attempt to apply intertextual theory to their 

research, but their systematic analysis often leads to a scholastic nomenclature devoid of 

content. Plett further observes that nowadays many scholars use the vogue term 

“intertextuality” without a thorough study of the concept, just to appear up-to-date. A 

third group, represented by the anti-intertextualists, opposes the progressives and 

traditionalists. They believe that the former group presents a vague set of ideas, 

incomprehensible to scholars, whereas the latter group places an old concept of 

interweaving o f literary works under a new name.76

For Plett the “intertext” is one of the key concepts of the theory of intertextuality: 

“Etymologically, intertext is a text between other texts.” He defines the difference 

between texts and intertexts, indicating that all intertexts are texts, whereas the latter do 

not always serve as intertexts. Text is a coherent structure, whose boundaries are 

characterized by a beginning, middle and end, and its coherence by the interrelation of its 

constituents. Intertext, on the other hand, possesses a twofold coherence: “/n/ratextual,” 

which assures the inner integrity of a text, and “intertextual,” which is responsible for the 

relationships between the text itself and other texts. Worthy of note at this point is the 

fact that neither the text nor the intertext can exist per se.7'

In Plett’s opinion, it is difficult to systematize an intertext. For it to be classified, 

it would have to be limited by certain norms and rules, which would contradict the

75 Plett, “Intertextualities,” 3.
76 Plett, “Intertextualities,” 3-4.
77 Plett, “Intertextualities,” 5.
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original premise of intertextual theory that an intertext cannot be pinned down.78 This 

statement is especially applicable for this study, because Svitlychnyi in his poetic oeuvre 

does not merely reproduce Franko. In his prison collection there are many intertexts, 

which can be easily identified, because they reside on the surface. One such intertext, for 

example, is Taras Shevchenko whom Svitlychnyi quotes both directly and indirectly. 

Among other poets whom he quotes and to whom he alludes are Bohdan-Ihor Antonych 

and Pavlo Tychyna.

In order to identify and analyze intertext as well as structure its theoretical model, 

Plett proposes to consider intertext as sign. Basing himself on the assumption that signs 

are parts of codes, which have beside signs another component, rules, Plett 

conceptualizes intertextuality according to the following code components: material 

(repetition of signs, i.e, quotation); structural (repetition of rules); and material-structural 

intertextuality, which he considers the most common occurrence.

3.2 Types of Intertext

In Plett’s model there exist different types of intertext, such as quotations, structural 

repetitions, literary allusions and pseudo-intertext.79 As far as I am able to ascertain, the 

intertexts linking Svitlychnyi and Franko are for the most covert quotations and literary 

allusions, although there appears one case of structural repetition. Thus, my subsequent 

discussion will focus on quotation and literary allusion.

Quotation represents a material kind of intertextuality because it reproduces a 

textual sign. Plett views quotation as one concept and only briefly discusses its subtypes:

78 Plett, “Intertextualities,” 6.
79 Plett, “Intertextualities,” 7.

56

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



overt and covert. He proposes to analyze quotation from two angles: its grammar and its 

pragmatics (functional and perceptional). The grammar (structure) of quotation depends 

upon the following structural elements: the quotation text, the pre-text, and the quotation 

proper. It must be analyzed according to the following guiding principles: quantity,
o/%

quality, distribution, frequency, interference, and markers of quotations.

As for quantity o f quotation, there exists a great variability: it is usually just 

several words or sentences, and more rarely larger selection of texts. As for quality, the 

quotation may either pass from the original text to the target text unchanged—as it does 

in scientific, scholarly, and judicial texts—or, as in the case of poetic texts, can be 

reshaped and supplied with a new meaning. The latter often occurs with epigraphs. Plett 

proposes to analyze such intertextual deviation according to its “surface structure” and 

“deep structure.” Some of the transformations that can occur in the former are addition, 

subtraction, substitution, permutation, and repetition. In “deep structure” deviation can 

entail the transformation of meaning or several levels of meaning that need to be

o i
interpreted by the recipient.

The other criteria of the structure of quotation, distribution and frequency, are 

simple, at first sight. But they become more complex when interrelated with other 

features. In terms of distribution, two positions in the text are very important for the 

understanding of the entire work when supplied with quotation: the beginning (title, 

motto and/or first sentence) and the final position (concluding aphorism). As for 

frequency, depending on the amount of quotation in the text, the context o f the text where 

the quotations occur can be stronger than the quotations themselves, if  there are only few

80 Plett, “Intertextualities,” 8-9.
81 Plett, “Intertextualities,” 9-10.
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quotations. Alternately, if  there are many quotations, the context can be assimilated into 

the multiplication of quotations’ contexts. In such a case, the structure of the text is called 

collage and the procedure—montage.82

Another criterion is interference. This is a conflict between the quotation-text 

context and the pre-text context, e.g., when quotation and context differ in terms of 

language, dialect, etc. Sometimes quotation is translated into the language of a target text. 

Such a process aims at assimilation of the quotation to its new context and reduces 

interference.83

The last structural criterion of a quotation are markers, which help to distinguish 

the quotation from the new context. There exist overt and covert markers because there 

are overt and covert quotations. Plett offers a scale of distinctness of quotation markers: 

they can be (1) explicit, i.e., they indicate quotation directly by a verb, standardized 

formula and/or by naming the source), or (2) implicit, but manifested on a graphical level 

(inverted commas, colons, italics and/or empty spaces) which could be very ambiguous,

84or (3) non-existent. There is also a special class of misleading and pseudo-markers.

As Plett states, “it is up to the recipient’s “quotation competence” to decide 

whether or not a quotation is quotation. The quotation competence is especially 

challenged when a text lacks both explicit and implicit quotation markers. In this case the 

quotational character of linguistic segment only emerges on the basis of “pragmatic 

presupposition,” which—besides the communicating individual—includes the concrete 

evidence of the pre-text as well.”85

82 Plett, “Intertextualities,” 10-11.
83 Plett, “Intertextualities,” 11.
84 Plett, “Intertextualities,” 11-12.
85 Plett, “Intertextualities,” 12.
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The pragmatics of quotation signifies the communication of quotations. It is often 

the case that the receiver may or may not notice the quotation, depending on how the 

author of the text presents it. For this reason, states Plett, both must possess sufficient 

knowledge of literary history. According to him, the reception of quotation texts does not 

proceed evenly but is delayed due to “quotation thresholds.”86 Because of this, the 

process o f perceiving where quotation occurs in a text proceeds in three stages: noticing 

of a quotation within the text; identifying the quotation; and integrating the quotation into 

the text. If the quotation cannot be integrated into the text, the unity o f a work o f art 

ceases to exist. However, in some cases, it may concur with the author’s artistic 

intentions.87

Sometimes, when quotations become well-known, they become autonomous

language units, i.e., aphorisms. However, devoid of original pre-text, they may become

“dead metaphors.” For this reason, they have to be revitalized.

As stated earlier, Svitlychnyi’s sonnets often begin with epigraphs, i.e., brief

excerpts cited from other works. Plett’s model does not address this type of overt

quotation, because the epigraph always stands outside the text proper. However, another

critic, Patricia Tallakson, suggests that the epigraph while “distinct” from the text is still

“a part of the text.” She also identifies the challenge that the reader may encounter in

terms of determining the relationship between the text and its epigraph:

Unlike a typical quotation, which dwells in the midst of the text, 
illuminating one point in the argument, the epigraph’s unique positioning 
prior to the body of the text highlights particular ideas, words, or images 
and thereby guides the reading of the entire argument. In essence, its 
shadow falls across and affects the reading of the text it precedes. This

86 Plett, “Intertextualities,” 15.
87 Plett, “Intertextualities,” 16.
88 Plett, “Intertextualities,” 17.
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shadow looms large because it is formed not only by the body of the 
epigraph but also by the scholar, philosopher, or poet, and textual source 
from which it is taken. Like all citations, the epigraph creates an 
intertextuality and a dialogue with another author.89

Taking into consideration Tallakson’s explanation, it can be argued that an 

epigraph does much more than reflect the quoted author’s “reputation of power and 

wisdom,” to borrow a phrase from Tom Reedy.90 In fact it can be treated as a quotation 

whose primary function is, according to Tallakson, to control the reading and meaning of 

an entire text and to help the scholar establish an ethos.91

Let us now consider the sixth part of Svitlychnyi’s Gs, which is titled “Ars 

Poetica” and consists of only three sonnets. In this part, I propose, Svitlychnyi intimates 

his poetic choices by using a title that is in itself a quotation and by his choice of 

epigraphs.

3.3 Svitlychnyi’s “Ars Poetica”

The title of this part makes reference to one of the earliest poetic theories, the Ars Poetica 

of Horace, an outstanding Latin lyric poet and critic. In this work Horace introduces 

himself as both a poet and critic. As Edward Hirsch states in his critical essay “Poet’s 

Choice,” the Ars Poetica “is an eloquent defense of liberty at a time when freedom was 

imperiled in Rome. Horace speaks of art and ingenuity, of the poet’s need to fuse unity

89 Patricia Tallakson, “Epigraph: Citation as Authorial Guide,” Abstract, The Citation Functions: Literary 
Production and Reception, by The (In)Citers, Roundtable discussion at the University o f Tulsa’s 1998 
conference, “The Sociomaterial Turn: Excavating Modernism,” held March 5-7, 
http://english.ttu.edU/kairos/3.l/coverweb/ipc/epicite.htm (accessed 15 Jun 2005).
90 Tom Reedy, “Ethos and the Use of Citation as Revision,” Abstract, The Citation Functions: Literary 
Production and Reception, by The (In)Citers, Roundtable discussion at the University o f Tulsa’s 1998 
conference, “The Sociomaterial Turn: Excavating Modernism,” held March 5-7, 
http://english.ttu.edU/kairos/3.l/coverweb/ipc/epicite.htm (accessed 15 Jun 2005).
91 Tallakson, “Epigraph: Citation as Authorial Guide,” Abstract, 
http://english.ttu.edU/kairos/3.l/coverweb/ipc/epicite.htm (accessed 15 Jun 2005).
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and variety, to delight as well as to be useful. He wittily defends the usefulness of artistic 

constraints and the necessity for creative freedom.”92 I believe that, following Horace’s 

example, Svitlychnyi’s eponymous part of Gs encapsulates his own poetic choices and 

manifests his ideas concerning the importance of artistic freedom. The reader acquainted 

with Horace’s work, will recognize that Svitlychnyi is also introducing himself as a poet 

and critic and alluding to the political situation in his own country.

The genre of the sonnet approaches an idea, a thought, or an issue from two 

dialectical perspectives. The issue is posed in the first eight verses, be they organized into 

an octave or two quatrains. The issue is then in some way reconsidered, resolved or 

contradicted in the last six verses, be they organized into a sextet or two tercets. 

Svitlychnyi’s sonnets are no exception. Let us consider the first poem of his “Ars 

Poetica,” which bears the simple title “Sonet” [Sonnet] and is preceded by an epigraph 

taken from a sonnet by Aleksandr Pushkin, which I quote in full:

COHET
Scorn not the sonnet, critic 

Wordsworth

CypoBbiH f la m  He npe3npan coHeTa;
B hcm neap .ntooBii fleTpapKa miHBan;
Mrpy ero jhoohji TBopeu MaKoeTa;
H m C K opony Mbicjib KaM oaHc odneK aji.

M b nauiii amt njiewseT oh no3Ta:
BopacBopT ero opyaneM irsopan.
Koraa Baajni ot cyeTtioro CBeTa 
ripiipoabi oh pHcyeT Hueaji.

n o n  ceHbto rop TaBpmtbi OTjtaneHnow 
rieBeu JliiTBbi b pa3Mep ero cTecneiiHbm 
C bOH MeHTbl MfHOBeHHO 3aKJUOMaJl.

SONNET
Scorn not the sonnet, critic 

Wordsworth

Stem Dante did not scom the sonnet;
Petrarch poured his burning love into it;
Macbeth’s creator loved its game;
Camoens poured his grief within its form.

Even in our days it captivates the poet:
Wordsworth has chosen it as his tool.
When far from deceiving light,
He sketches the ideal of Nature.

In the shadow of Taurida's mountains.
The singer of Lithuania, bounded by its norms. 
Surrendered his dreams into its form.

92 Edward Hirsch, “Poet’s Choice,” Washington Post 5.8 (2003), Abstract, 
http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/wp-dyn?pagename=article&contentId=A21687- 
2003Jun5&notFound=true (accessed 11 May 2005).
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Y nac cme e r o  l ie  3nana aeBbi. Here, it was not yet known by maidens,
Kax zuta H ero  yac flenbBnr 3a6biBan When Delvig was already forgetting for its sake
r e K 3 a w e T p a  C B sm eH H bie H a n e B b i.9"’ The sacred rhythm of hexameter.

In turn, Pushkin’s sonnet has an epigraph drawn from a sonnet by William 

Wordsworth, in which he admonishes critics not to scorn the sonnet and also enumerates 

those poets who, in his opinion, were master sonneteers:

SCORN NOT THE SONNET, CRITIC

Scorn not the Sonnet; Critic, you have frowned,
Mindless o f its just honours; with this key 
Shakespeare unlocked his heart; the melody 
O f this small lute gave ease to Petrarch's wound;
A thousand times this pipe did Tasso sound;
Camoens soothed with it an exile’s grief;
The Sonnet glittered a gay myrtle leaf 
Amid the cypress with which Dante crowned 
His visionary brow: a glow—worm lamp,
It cheered mild Spenser, called from Faeryland 
To struggle through dark ways; and, when a damp 
Fell round the path of Milton, in his hand 
The Thing became a trumpet, whence he blew 
Soul-animating strains—alas, too few!94

By referring to Pushkin’s sonnet and, thus, alluding to Wordsworth’s, Svitlychnyi 

underscores the manner in which Soviet sonneteers trivialized the genre. He also 

communicates his reasons for choosing this kind of poetry. Let us consider Svitlychnyi’s

text in full:

COHET SONNET
Cypoewu JJatm He npe3upaji conema. Stem Dante did not scorn the sonnet.

0 .  nyundH O. Pushkin
0 ,  flaHT He 3HeBaacaB coHera. Oh, Dante did not scorn the sonnet.
MaTeMaTHHHHH acaHp— coHeT. A mathematical genre is the sonnet.
CoHeT BaroMHH, sue craneT. The sonnet is important like a stiletto.
B hi'm Bona CTapTy, npyacHicTb 3aeiy, Within it are the w ill to take-off, the elasticity o f  flight,

93 Aleksandr S. Pushkin, Sobraniie sochinenii. V 10-ti tomakh. T.2. Stikhotvoreniia 1825-1836 [Collection 
o f Poetry. In 10 Volumes. V.2. Poetry o f the Period 1825-1836], (Moskva: “Khudozhestvennaia literatura,” 
1974), 219.
94 William Wordsworth, Poetic Works. With Introduction and Notes, 15th ed., ed. Thomas Hutchinson 
(London: Oxford University Press, 1971), 206.
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CKyjibmypHa ^ijiirpaHb paKeT, A sculptural filigree o f  rockets,
LLto, cnpami Heoa, cnpami jieTy, That long for the sky, thirsting to fly,
CnimaTb 3 nnaHera Ha ruuiHeTy That hasten from planet to planet,
rioB3 HenpuKaaHicTb komct. Past the restlessness o f  comets.

A HaM npHriHcaHO aieTy But to us has been prescribed a diet
I3 KaHTiB, on i nieTeiy O f cantos, odes and piety,
BereTepbaHCbKHii BiHerpeT! A vegetarian salad!

Arie... naHO 3 aBToprrreTy. Still... it’s a panel o f  authority.
I flaHT He 3HeBa>KaB coHeia. And Dante did not scorn the sonnet.
I mh He npoTH. napM-Ter! (G s:  69) And we are not averse to it. [Let us have] Parity!

As we see, Svitlychnyi views the sonnet as a type of poem that can be incisive, 

vigorously elastic and exact, rather than the medium for panegyric praise. In this poem he 

rejects the praise of officialdom, which was required by Socialist Realism. His 

expectations are presented in the first eight lines. The problem in this sonnet is posed in 

the first tercet and even spills over into the first line of the second tercet. The surprise 

turn occurs only in the last two lines, where he calls for parity. By making this call, 

Svitlychnyi reserves for himself the right to write sonnets that do not conform to the 

poetry of praise practiced by his mainstream colleagues.

An epigraph by Svitlychnyi leads us directly to Pushkin and indirectly to 

Wordsworth, thus opening up the possibility of more covert types o f intertextuality in his 

poetry.

3.4 Literary Allusion

Overtly, on the level of direct quotation, the epigraph in the first sonnet of Svitlychnyi’s 

“Ars poetica” does not lead to Franko. I believe, however, that this sonnet makes a 

literary allusion to Ivan Franko’s sonnet from the collection Sonety, which begins with 

the verse “Kolys’ v sonetakh Dante i Petrarka” [In Sonnets Once Did Dante and
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Petrarch].95 Before developing this argument, it is necessary to consider the poetics of 

literary allusion as proposed by the Israeli scholar Ziva Ben-Porat.

According to Ben-Porat, allusion is often taken for granted because it is such a 

common feature of language. Literary critics base their usage of this term more on 

intuition rather than a clear notion of what “allusion” signifies: “Critical intuition 

implicitly conceived o f literary allusion as an indirect reference to a known fact to be 

found in works of literature.” However, the term “literary allusion” is misleading, firstly 

because it seems to imply that such allusions occur only in literature and secondly 

because it implies that all allusions operating in a literary text belong to this class. Such 

implications are by all means false. However, the problem is that “literary allusion” has 

not as yet been clearly defined by scholars. Thus, the theory of allusions remains implicit. 

The critical works that already exist only deal with allusions in their specific context and 

rather intuitively.96

Ben-Porat defines literary allusion as “a device for the simultaneous activation of 

two texts.” Such activation can be achieved through the manipulation of a special signal: 

a sign (simple or complex) in a given text characterized by an additional larger “referent” 

(an alluding text). The scholar proposes to call such a signal “a marker,” i.e., the element 

or pattern belonging to another independent text. The marker is commonly used for 

activation of independent elements from the evoked text, which are never referred to

poetry o f Ivan Franko will be quoted according to this edition in the following manner: (5: page).
Ziva Ben-Porat, “The Poetics of Literary Allusion,” PTL: A Journal fo r  Descriptive Poetics and Theory

95 Ivan Franko, Sonety [Sonnets] (Kyiv: “Dnipro,” 1984), 39. Subsequently, in the text o f this thesis the 
poetry o f Ivan Franko will be <

Ziva Ben-Porat, “The Poetic 
o f  Literature 1 (1976): 105-6.
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directly. Such elements of indirect reference are a common base o f all allusions and 

usually lead to a larger scholarly discovery.97

The process of actualizing a literary allusion starts with the recognition of the 

marker and ends with the formation of intertextual pattern. Ben-Porat specifies that the 

reader has to perceive the existence of a marker before any further activity can take 

place.98 The process of actualizing a literary allusion can be summarized in four steps:

1. Recognition o f  a Marker in a Given Sign. Ben-Porat states that such recognition 

presupposes the identification of the marking elements as belonging or related to 

an independent referent text. Such identification does not depend on formal 

identity. “A distorted quotation or a unique noun in a new declension are 

examples of markers that are recognizable as belonging to a certain system in 

spite of a new form.” For this reason Ben-Porat proposes to distinguish between 

“the marker” (the marking elements as they appear in the alluding text) and “the 

marked” (the same elements as they appear in the evoked text). The marker and

99the marked can also be formally identical, e.g., an exact quotation or a name.

2. Identification o f  the Evoked Text. This stage appears as a result of the first stage.

3. Modification o f  the Initial Local Interpretation o f the Signal. Such modification is 

usually a result of the interaction between the two texts and reveals the formation 

of at least one intertextual pattern. The local interpretation of the marked must be 

different from that of the marker because of the different context. The pattering of

97 Ben-Porat, “The Poetics o f Literary Allusion,” 107-8.
98 Ben-Porat, “The Poetics o f Literary Allusion,” 109-10.
99 Ben-Porat, “The Poetics o f Literary Allusion,” 110.
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the two independent interpretations yields the modified version needed for the 

fuller interpretation of the alluding text.100

4. Activation o f  the Evoked Text as a Whole, in an Attempt to Form Maximum 

Intertextual Patterns. Here, attention is paid to the further activation of the 

elements, which are hidden and may lead to a larger discovery.101 

According to Udo J. Hebei, allusions help us observe the development o f literary 

history and literature itself, as well as to engage into a study of an internal dialogue 

between the authors: “ .. .allusional studies [or deja of the texte general] with a firm 

footing in intertextual theory may not only (reconstitute a text’s verticality, but may also 

allow for the study of a text’s metatextual dimension as manifestation of its active 

participation in the ongoing dialogic process of literary history.”102

Keeping in mind these theoretical discussions on the pattern of discovery of 

literary allusions, I will proceed with my consideration of Franko’s presence in 

Svitlychnyi’s poetry of incarceration. But first it is necessary to describe the method I 

devised for juxtaposing texts by Svitlychnyi with Franko’s. When I became familiar with 

Svitlychnyi’s sonnets, I intuitively felt that there was a relationship between the two 

poets. Upon rereading Franko’s sonnets, which I had read long ago, I noticed 

considerable similarity in the topics broached by both poets in their prison oeuvre. For 

this reason, I chose the sonnets where each author addresses a related topic and 

juxtaposed them. Then I sought to identify the markers in Svitlychnyi’s sonnets that 

intimate Franko’s “Tiuremni sonety.” The latter—according to the theory of

100 Ben-Porat, “The Poetics of Literary Allusion,” 110-11.
101 Ben-Porat, “The Poetics of Literary Allusion,” 111.
102 Udo J. Hebei, “Towards a Descriptive Poetics o f  Allusion,” in Intertextuality, ed. H. F. Plett (Berlin: 
Walter de Gruyter, 1991), 158.
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intertextuality—can be designated as Svitlychnyi’s “pre-text.” On the basis of the 

identified markers, I began to study the manner in which Svitlychnyi’s sonnets revoke the 

sonnets o f his nineteenth-century predecessor.

Thus, for example, I propose that “Sonet” in Svitlychnyi’s “Ars poetica” employs 

a metaphorical allusion to activate Franko’s sonnet “Kolys’ v sonetakh Dante i Petrarka” 

[In Sonnets Once Did Dante and Petrarch]. Let us now juxtapose and compare both 

sonnets:

I. O p a n K O

KojiHCb b coHeTax flaHTe i IleTpapKa, 
UJeKcnip i CneHcep KpacoTy cniBajiH,
B (})opMy MancTepHy, m o b  pi3b6.neHa Mapxa, 
CBOK) JIK)60B, MOB IJiyM-BHHO, BJIHB3J1H.

Ty Hapxy HiMpi b Men nepeKyBann,
Kojih 3H5Lnacb naTpioTHHHa CBapxa; 
"naHUHpHHfi” ix cohct. ax Kanpan, rapxa, 
JIhpi icpacxy KpoBi JiiodHTb i 6jihck crani.

HaM, xn i6op o6aM , m o 3 MeneM n on a ra ?  
Flpniiflecb HOBy 3pooMTH nepeKOBy: 
riaTpioTHHHHH Men nepexyBaTH

Ha ruiyr—odjiir 6yziymnHH opaTH,
Ha cepn , mo6 jkhto Bcatb, bchttb ocHOBy,
Ha bhjih—MHCTHTb CTaiiHK) aBrwoBy. (S: 39)

COHET
I. CBiTJIHHHHH

Cypoebiit JJaum He npe3upan conema.
0. nyuiKin

O, JlaHT He 3HeBaacaB coHeTa.
MaTeMaTHMHHH >KaHp COHCT.
COHCT BarOMHH, b k  c t h jic t .

B HiM bo jib  c rrapT y , npy>KHicTb 3Jieiy,

CxyjibnTypHa 4>ijiirpaHb paicer,
Lllo, cnparjii He6a, cnparai JieTy,
CnimaTb 3 iuiBHeTH Ha ruiBHeTy 
ri0B3 HenpHKaBHicTb KOMeT.

A  HaM npnnncaH0  a i c r y  
13 KaHTiB, o r  i n ieT eT y  
BereiepbBHCbKHH Bi'HerpeT!

Ane... naHO 3 aBTopHTeiy.
1 ]IaHT He 3HeBa»caB coHeTa.
I m m  He npora. riapn-TeT!

I. Franko

In sonnets once did Dante and Petrarch, 
Shakespeare, and Spenser, all of beauty sing.
In forms, like goblets o f the highest mark,
They poured their love in phrases glittering.

The Germans forged those goblets into swords 
When they expressed their patriotism stark.
Their “armored sonnets” like their corporals bark, 
The lust o f blood and steel is in their words.

But what have peasants with such swords to do? 
We need new weapons for our coming strife.
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Our people’s swords must be reforged anew

Into a plough—to till the fiiture scene,
A sickle—to reap harvests for new life,
A fork—to make Augean stables clean.103_____________

According to Ben-Porat’s model, the process of identifying literary allusion 

begins with the identification and isolation of the marker signal and the marked signal. I 

propose that the former, in this case, are the references in Svitlychnyi’s introductory 

poem of “Ars poetica” to JJanm (verse 1), comm  (verse 2), A hom (verse 9). The marked 

signal in Franko’s sonnet are its references to e conemax ffanme (verse 1), Hem (verse 9). 

When we compare the marked and the marker signals, each has its own independent 

existence: Svitlychnyi is more interested in praising the qualities of the sonnet as a genre 

than in enumerating the most prominent sonneteers. His predecessor, on the other hand, 

discusses the transformation of Dante’s and Petrarch’s love sonnet into a patriotic genre 

in the hands of German sonneteers. Svitlychnyi’s sonnet, by means of its epigraph, a 

direct quotation, explicitly follows in the steps of Pushkin and implicitly Wordsworth, to 

contribute toward the tradition of defending the sonnet genre. Franko, as is evident, also 

contributes toward this tradition. However, he adds one more component by musing on 

the service that the sonnet could play in Ukrainian literature. Herein lies the similarity 

between Svitlychnyi and Franko: both poets seek to discover the proper role o f the sonnet 

genre for their own nation, which is inclusively expressed through the first-person plural 

pronoun in the dative. Compare and contrast Franko’s question in verse 9—Hem, 

xjiidopodem, u\o 3 Menem nonamu—with Svitlychnyi’s declaration in the first tercet: A

103 Cited according to anonymous translation taken from the pilot internet project “Ivan Franko—writer, 
thinker, citizen” of Ivan Franko National University of L’viv. The supervisor of the project is Orest Stiahar. 
http://www.franko.lviv.ua/ifranko/english/fromjprison_sonnets.htm (accessed 25 Jun 2005).
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h o m  npunucam d ie m y /13 Kcmmie, od i niem em y... In essence, both poets are concerned 

with the function of various poetic genres in their current culture. Franko suggests that 

the patriotic mode of the German sonnet is premature for Ukrainians in the Austro- 

Hungarian empire, because they still need to do much spade work. Svitlychnyi’s 

statement, on the other hand, indirectly leads to the question: “How can “we” struggle if 

we consume a diet of panegyric genres?” Both poets covertly draw the reader’s attention 

to the predominantly low quality of the literature available. In Franko’s sonnet this is 

conveyed through the metaphor of “the Augean stable,” and in Svitlychnyi’s through the 

metaphor of the meatless fare. By ironically posing the question what can peasant- 

farmers do with the sonnet, Franko introduces an agricultural metaphor with a double 

edge. One edge of this metaphor intimates that Ukrainians need not limit themselves to 

folkloric genres, whereas the other intimates that there is need to cultivate one’s own 

literary field.104 Svitlychnyi, in turn, proposes the image of the punitive stiletto—a 

metaphor for sharp, critical poetry that can offset uncritical writings, such as odes and 

cantos.

The other two sonnets in Svitlychnyi’s “Ars Poetica” are titled “Kliasychnyi 

virsh” [Classical Verse] and “Verlibr” [Vers Libre]. These titles suggest a contradiction. 

At first, it might appear that Svitlychnyi will prefer vers libre rather than the classical 

verse. I propose that the author treats each type with parity, and his manner o f allowing 

two contradicting modes is delivered with a great degree of irony.

Let us consider the sonnet “Kliasychnyi virsh” first:

104 I thank Dr. Natalia Pylypiuk for this idea.
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KJWCHHHHH BIPUI
Ees KOMQbidbi y  napoda 

YMepmennemcn ceo6oda.
HiKOJiaeB

TBapfliHCbKa BunpaBKa iaeV. 
riapaa phmobbhhx ayMOK.
CTona b crony, pjmox b paaoK 
Kap6yK)Tb hmdh i xopeT

CBiii uepeMOHiajibHHM xpox.
CjioBa— Ha BHuiKiji! y  Kape l'x!
B KaTpeH csaBiiTbHi eMnipei 
Po3KyMepaBJieHnx oapox!

EKCTa3H B PHTM! HaiLXHeHHa B UHKJ1H.
nia Meip po3xaa6aHHx, He3BHKJinx
PvoaTH TBepao, hk b crpoio,

KOMaHaHHM PHTM, CTaTyTHHH p03M ip.
A 3a jiipHHHHH BiacTyn—po3CTpia, 

niaawM 3paaHHKaM b 6ok>. (Gs: 70)

CLASSICAL VERSE
Without an order, 

the freedom  o fpeop le  pa sses  away.
Nikolaev

A military bearing of ideas.
A parade of rhymed thoughts.
Goose step after goose step, file after file,
Enchase the iambs and trochees

Their ceremonial march.
Words—to the muster! Line them up in formation! 
[Place] into quatrains the rebellious empyreans 
Of the overflowery baroques.

Ecstasies into rhythm! Inspirations into cycles.
The disheveled, unaccustomed ones 
Trim decisively, as if into ranks,

The commanding rhythm, the decreed measure.
And execute each lyrical digression 
Like a base traitor in battle.

As we can see, Svitlychnyi starts with a description of the rigid norms and terms 

that a poem needs in order to be considered “classical.” From one perspective the poem 

describes the rules of a classical poem. From another it could also be argued that 

Svitlychnyi metaphorically depicts the Soviet practice of regimenting artistic creativity. 

He ironically compares the poem to an army: “rBapzuHCbKa BunpaBKa iaei” [a military 

bearing of ideas], thus suggesting that Soviet authors do not select ideas independently, 

but rather rhyme them into a parade. Everything has been decided above, as in the 

military. With the phrases “napazt pHMOBaHnx jryMOK” [a parade of rhymed thoughts], 

“d o n a  b  CTony, pjmoic b pjmoic” [goose step after goose step, file after file] Svitlychnyi 

might be poking fun at Soviet official culture, which he then compares to the harness of 

classicism constraining a luxuriant and playful baroque.

I propose that Svitlychnyi’s “Kliasychnyi virsh” also makes a literary allusion to 

Franko’s sonnet “Kolys’ v sonetakh Dante i Petrarka.” Let us compare both poems:
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ik'krk K J If lC H H H H H  B IP IU
I . <X>paHKo I. CBiTJIHHHHH

Ee3 KO.\iandbi y  iiapoda
yMepmejisiemcR ceododa.

HixojiaeB
KoJiHCb b coHeTax /faHTe i nerpapKa, fBapflificbKa BiinpaBxa iae'i.
LLleKcnip i CneHcep KpacoTy cniBanH, napan pHMOBaHux ayMox.
B <jx>pMy MaiicTepHy, mob pi3b6jieHa napxa, Crona b crony, paaox b paaox
CB0K5 J1K360B, MOB ILiyM-BHHO, BJIHB3JTH. KapoyiOTb rm6h i xopei'

Ty Hapny HiMui b Men nepei<yBann, Csifi uepeMOHijuibHHii xpox.
Kojth 3Hanacb naTpiornwHa CBapxa; C/iOBa—Ha BHUiKin! y  xape Vx!
'TlaHUHpHHH” i'x coHeT, hk Kanpan, rapxa. B xarpe.H cBaBijibHi eMnipei'
JIhlii xpacxy xpoBi jnoSnxb i Sjihck crajii. Po3KyMepaBJieHHx Saporc!

HaM, xjii6opooaM, mo 3 MeneM nonara? Excra3n— b phtm! HaaxHeHHa b uhicjih.
rtpufiflecb HOBy 3po6nTn nepeKOBy: nin MeTp p03XJIfl6aHHX, He3BMKaHX
naTpioTHMHHH Men nepexyBaTH PyoaTH TBepao, ax b  crpoio,

Ha ruiyr— o6jiir 6ynymnHH opara, KOMaHflHHM pHTM, CTaTVTHHM p03Mip.
Ha cepn, mo6 mchto xcaTb, xchttb ochobv, A 3a jiipHHHHM Biacryn—po3CTpin,
Ha BHJ1H---HHCTHTb CTaMHK} aBriHOBy. flx nianHM 3paaHHKaM b  6010.

Even though Svitlychnyi does not repeat any signs from Franko, he relies on military 

metaphors that evoke his predecessor’s imagery, especially in the second quatrain. 

Compare and contrast Franko’s reference to the “military character of a sonnet”— 

“IJaHifUpHuii ” ix comm, hk Kanpcui, capita,/ Jluvu Kpacxy xpoei jnoGumb i 6jiuck cmcuii— 

with the following phrases from Svitlychnyi’s sonnet: B mmpen ceaeijibui eMnipei/ 

Po3KynepmjieHux dapoK!—and—Py6amu meepdo, sik e cmpoio. Svitlychnyi 

crossreferences Franko’s military imagery by stating that the genre o f the sonnet cannot 

withstand baroque deviations from the classical norm. In Franko’s own words, the sonnet 

likes only the color o f blood and the lustre of steel. In Svitlychnyi’s sonnet the military 

imagery is conveyed through the disciplining of ecstatic baroque verses into quatrains 

and the trimming of disheveled lines.

7 1
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In both “Sonet” and “Kliasychnyi virsh” Svitlychnyi alludes to yet another sonnet 

by Franko, one which begins with the verse “Sonety—se raby. U formy puta” [Sonnets 

Are Slaves. In the Fetters of Form]:

I. O paH K O

C oH era— c e  paoK. Y  <j)opMH n yra  
CBO oiflH a ayM Ka b h h x  TpeMTHTb 3aKyTa, 
FIpHMipeHa, bk M ipaioTb p exp yra ,
I b ymcjjopM T ax, bk peKpyr, ynxH yT a.

CoHeTH— ce naHH. B h h x  MHOib Bin pony 
ripHnnymeHO jmn <})opM; b o h h  BHrony, 
nOXCHTOK KHHyTb, 1H06  JIOBHTH MOay:
Ce rapHMM ubit, mo He npHHOCHTb nnoay.

Pa6H fi naHH! ExcTpeMH ca CTpinafOTb.
HecMini me ix nornxm, ix peni,
Bo cboT c h jih  m e pa6n He 3HaiOTb.

“npocTyiica! B pan!” Xaon b xaona, naeni b 

nneni
THeTb craHyTb, cBiaoMi oaHoi' Me™,
}K h b i, rpi3H i, orpoM H ii' coHe™... (S: 19)

I. Franko

Sonnets are slaves. In the fetters o f form 
Free thought trembles enchained,
Measured as recruits are measured,
Squeezed into the uniform like the recruits.

Sonnets are masters. For form’s sake, the thought 
Has been muffled in them for ages; forsaken 
Was profit and gain in pursuit of fashion.
They are pretty flowers which bear no fruit.

Slaves and masters! The extremes meet.
Their gazes, their speeches are still timid,
For the slaves do not yet know their strength.

“Forward march! Straighten the rows!” Choice of 
men, shoulder to shoulder,
Soon they will become aware of their common goal, 
Living, formidable, enormous sonnets.105

In “Kliasychnyi virsh” the marker is the phrase “CTona b CTony, pjwoic b pswoK,” 

which evokes the marked structure in verse 9 of Franko’s sonnet: “Xnon b xnona, nneni b 

nneni.” Once again, Svitlychnyi, like his predecessor, marshals a military theme to 

convey the idea that the structure of a sonnet is very rigid, and that the discipline it offers 

is akin to the discipline observed in the army.

Let me note at this point that, by all appearances, Svitlychnyi’s Russian epigraph 

in “Kliasychnyi virsh” might be a mystification. I have not found any poet called 

Nikolaev. This can serve as an example of another type of intertext, the pseudo-quotation. 

Plett indicates that pseudo-intertextuality (i.e., when a text refers to another text, which

105 Cited according to Assya Humesky, “Sound Expressivity in the Poetry o f Ivan Franko,” Slavic and East 
European Journal vol. 27 (1983): 246.
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does not exist) is considered the climax of the fashion of post-modernism.106 Patricia 

Tallakson also draws attention to the phenomenon of pseudo-epigraphs, purposely coined 

by an author. Giving an example from Middlemarch by T. S. Eliot, Tallakson states that 

the tradition of providing epigraphs-mystifications arose with the attempt to undermine 

the power of the tradition that upholds the epigraph as an argument from authority.107

In “Kliasychnyi virsh” Svitlychnyi introduces the conflict in the second quatrain 

and expands on it in the first tercet, when the voice calls for severe disciplinary measures 

against disheveled, unusual, ecstatic forms. The second tercet ends by recommending a 

more radical approach toward any deviation from the norm (A 3a JiipnHHHH BincTyn— 

p03CTpin/ JIk nifljiHM 3paflHHKaM b 6010). This sonnet is a good example of the tensions 

in Svitlychnyi’s collection of sonnets. While practicing a highly disciplined form of 

writing, the sonnet, Svitlychnyi acknowledges that classical verse is a tyrannical form.

In this particular sonnet, there is a double reversal. On the one hand, Svitlychnyi 

seems to be praising the sonnet’s form of incarceration. In this, he has many literary 

predecessors. Let us consider, for example, Wordsworth’s “Nuns Fret Not at Their 

Convent’s Narrow Room”108:

Nuns fret not at their convent’s narrow room 
And hermits are contented with their cells;
And students with their pensive citadels;
Maids at the wheel, the weaver at his loom,
Sit blithe and happy; bees that soar for bloom,
High as the highest Peak of Furness—fells,
Will murmur by the hour in foxglove bells:
In truth the prison, into which we doom 
Ourselves, no prison is: and hence for me,
In sundry moods, ‘twas pastime to be bound 
Within the Sonnet’s scanty plot of ground;

106 Plett, “Intertextualities,” 26.
107 Tallakson, “Epigraph: Citation as Authorial Guide,” Abstract, 
http://english.ttu.edU/kairos/3.l/coverweb/ipc/epicite.htm (accessed 15 Jun2005).
I0S William Wordsworth, Poetic Works. With Introduction and Notes, 15th ed., ed. Thomas Hutchinson 
(London: Oxford University Press, 1971), 199.
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Pleased if some Souls (for such there needs must be)
Who have felt the weight of too much liberty,
Should fmd brief solace there, as I have found.

In this sonnet, Wordsworth compares the genre of the sonnet with a prison that assists 

souls, which are lost thanks to unlimited liberty and deficiency of stable form. This 

positive prison provides, in Wordsworth’s own words, a comforting “solace.” As I have 

suggested earlier, it is precisely this type of solace, which Svitlychnyi seeks during his 

physical incarceration.

On the other hand, Svitlychnyi, however, also condemns any limitations placed 

upon the poet. It would therefore appear that to him the only acceptable limitations are 

those poetic rules he chooses for himself.

In Gs, the last sonnet of “Ars Poetica,” is titled “Verlibr” [Vers Libre] and begins 

with an epigraph drawn from Vladimir Maiakovskii’s “Neokonchennoe” [Unfinished], 

which I cite here only in part:

[HEOKOHHEHHOE1
I

JIk)6 ht? He juoSht? 51 pyKH JiOMaro 
u nanbUbi

p a 3 6 p a c b iB a io  paanoM aB W H  

TaK p B yT  3 a r a a a B  h  n y cK a to T

no M aio

BeHHHKH BCTpeHHbIX po M au ieK

riycKan ceannbi odHapyacHBaeT CTpn>KKa h opHTbe
riycTb cepedpo roaoB Bbi3BaHHBaeT

yHMOK)
Haaeiocb Bepyto b o b c k h  He npH.neT 
k o  MHe no3opHoe 6jiaropa3yMHe [ . . . ]  109

[UNFINISHED]

She loves me=loves me not. My hands 1 pick 
and having broken my fingers

fling away
So the first daisy-heads one happens to flick 
are plucked and guessing

scattered into May 
Let a cut and shave reveal my grey hairs 
Let the silver of the years ring out

endlessly
Shameful common sense I hope I swear 
Will never come to me [... ]11

109 V. E. Kholshevnikov, sostavitel’, avtor statei i primechanii, M vslvooruzhennaia rifinami: 
Poeticheskaia antologiiapo istorii russkogo stikha [A Thought, Armored with Rhymes: Poetical 
Anthology on the History of the Russian Poem], 2nd ed. (Leningrad: Izdatel’stvo Leningradskogo 
universiteta, 1987), 405.
110 Anonymous translation taken from the internet poetry collection o f V. Maiakovskii. 
http://www.mayakovsky.com/maya/unfinished-en.htm (accessed 25 Jun 2005).
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In this poem the lyrical voice of the Russian futurist proclaims that he prefers the state of 

craziness (i.e., the natural elements of free verse) over disgraceful prudence. In the text 

proper of “Verlibr” Svitlychnyi gives an example of his idea of the parity, for which he 

clamored in the first sonnet:

BEPJIIEP VERS LIBRE
Hadeiocb, eepyio! Bo sent He npudem Shameful common sense I  hope I  swear

Ko MHe no3opHoe ojiaeopasy.uue. Will never come to me.
B. MaJIKOBCKHH V. Maiakovskii

HyprvtOTb npucrpacTi 6e3 Jiaay— Passions whirl at random—
I pHTM TpilUHTb. ?LK He OVJIO And rhyme cracks, as if  there were no
Topauii'B i Eyanbo. Horaces or Boileaus.
Cnixifl cjiiB AHKTye BJiaay. Spontaneous words establish rules.

UiyMHTb KacraribCbKe axcepeno. The Castalian spring foams.
KaHOHH AHxaioTb Ha jiaaaH. - Canons are at their last gasp.
Ha 3jio A<i>iHaM i riajuiaaaM To spite Athena and Pallas
Po3mhjio, 3ariH.no, 3Mê O Were washed away, flooded and swept off

Bci pHMH. pHTMH, UHKJ1H, CTpOljlH. All rhymes, rhythms, cycles, strophes.
riapHac— Ha rpam KaxacTpocjiH, Parnassus is on the edge o f  a catastrophe,
Craxin xc He TBepe3ie. The natural forces are not sobering up.

Hypiye Blip, HaoxHeHHHii, n’aHHH. The vortex roars, inspired, drunk,
Bepjii6pn! BuibHi rpoManxHH Verses libres! Free citizens of
Pecny6niKH FIoe3ia! (Gs: 71) The Republic o f Poetry!

This poem stresses the possibilities offered by free verse, a kind of writing where 

spontaneous, natural forces eradicate the formal rules of classical poetry. In an ironic tone 

akin to the one in the preceding text, “Classical Verse,” the voice of this poem describes 

the main principles of vers libre. In the closing tercet he designates free verses as citizens 

in his republic. It is plausible that Svitlychnyi might be referring to the dissidents of the 

Soviet Union, who were often silenced or executed for transgressing established norms.

Svitlychnyi’s praise of vers libre is not written in free verse. This leads me to 

posit the question whether the contradictions inherent in the second and third poems of 

Svitlychnyi’s “Ars poetica”—contradictions that result from their ironic stance, one
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which I cannot fully resolve here—are not an allusion to the bifurcated nature of Franko’s 

own prison cycle, which consists of both “Tiuremni sonety” and “Vol’ni sonety”?

3.5 Conclusion

Plett, relying on Charles Grivel, states that no text exists in isolation but is always 

connected to a “universe of texts.” He also maintains that every new text is somehow 

related to previous texts and becomes also a precursor of subsequent texts; in other words 

it is simultaneously post-text and pre-text. Consequently, every text is always subjected 

to a process of repetition. It exists as a perennial interplay between identity and 

difference. It is this phenomenon that constitutes its intertextuality.111

Both Plett’s understanding of intertextuality and Ben-Porat’s discussion of literary 

allusion have allowed me to discover the manner in which Svitlychnyi’s sonnets are part 

o f a larger “universe of texts.” In this chapter I have attempted to show that Svitlychnyi’s 

prison sonnets contain multitudinous intertextual references, both overt and covert, to 

world literature. Among the covert references, I have identified Wordsworth and Franko. 

I have also discovered a pseudo-intertext in the epigraph to “Kliasychnyi virsh.” To be 

sure, all the intertexts in Svitlychnyi’s sonnets are of equal significance because they 

uncover his literary horizon. In this project I decided to focus strictly on the intertexts 

linking Svitlychnyi and Franko as imprisoned poets.

111 Plett, “Intertextualities,” 17.
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CHAPTER 4.

The Intertextual Relationships between 

Franko’s and Svitlychnyi’s Sonnets of Incarceration.

Here they guard the foundations, but the foundation 
O f all foundations—the language o f the human heart, 
And liberty, and thought they despise like rags.

Ivan Franko (5: 41)

[...] The bucket, peephole 
and bars soldered up forever. 
Wake up, shaker o f foundations! 

Ivan Svitlychnyi (Gs: 24)

4.1 Discussion of Common Themes in Franko’s and Svitlychnyi’s Prison Sonnets

In this chapter I will compare the manner in which Franko and Svitlychnyi address the 

reality of prison: their description of the search; their attitudes toward guards, judges, 

officials, and the regime in general; and finally the manner in which they treat women in 

their poetry. The goal of this exercise is to identify the intertexts in Svitlychnyi’s sonnets 

of incarcerations that allude to those by his famous predecessor.

The sonnet involves a stable frame and a rigid rhyme scheme. Creating a sonnet is 

akin to living in prison: both the sonneteer and the prisoner must function within limited 

space and work under strict restrictions. The intellectual discipline required to write 

sonnets can offer a means of escaping from the spiritual and intellectual degradation of 

imprisonment. Writing sonnets under such conditions is both a challenge and a form of 

defiance. I suggest that this is why Franko organizes his collection into “prison sonnets” 

and “free sonnets.” And this might be the reason why Svitlychnyi’s introductory part in 

Gs simultaneously alludes to—as the polysemy of the adjective kamemyi suggests—the 

restrictive and degrading environment in prison as well as the privileged ambience of 

artistic performance.
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In their sonnets Franko and Svitlychnyi simultaneously describe and distance

themselves from the harsh reality around them. They create their own world, a special

chamber, which paradoxically is a liberating prison, because it is framed by cultural

traditions and accepted norms, rather than by human brutality. A key toward

understanding their sonnets is located in this very special chamber, one that can be

accessed only by a well-read audience.

The sonnets of both poets inhabit an entire universe of texts. At the same time,

however, they also address the reality of prison and include much vocabulary from the

language of prisoners. In fact, Franko is credited with introducing into Ukrainian poetry

lexical material that, until his time, was considered non-poetical. As Hanna Popadynets’

recently stated in an article about the collection From Peaks and Lowlands:

I l o e T  C M ijlH B O  B B O H H T fc y  I IO e T H H H y  T K a H H H y  “ H e n o e t H H H y  J ieK C H K V " — TO  

n o J i i T H H H y ,  e K O H O M in H y , t o  n o o y T O B y .  E a r a T O  c n i B  T a i c o r o  T H n y  s s lb j i s i k k  

O p a H K O B i  B  y K p a 'iH C B K y  n o e 3 i i o  y B i H u u i H  B n e p i n e .  H i  C M ij iH B i  

e K c n e p n M e H T H  H e  B H K JT H K aioT B  B p a a c e H H J i j m c o H a H c i B , — H a B n a K H , b o h h  

a K T H B i3 y io T b  H H T a ir b K y  y B a r y  h  c n p a B J u n o T b  e c r e T H H H H H  e^eicr 
H e c n o z r iB a H K H , mo e B 3 a r a j i i  0 3 H a K 0 i o  n o e T H H H o r o  H O B a T o p c T B a .

The poet boldly introduces into the poetic fabric “non-poetic vocabulary,” 
be it political, economic and everyday. Many such words, owing to 
Franko, entered Ukrainian poetry for the first time. These bold 
experiments do not create the impression of dissonance; on the contrary, 
they activate the reader’s attention and produce the aesthetic effect of a 
surprise, which altogether is a sign of poetic innovation.

A contemporary of Franko put it differently in 1910:

T h m ,  cMOpm, 3aayxa, nymeBHi MyKH, 3HacHnyBaHHH Boni j h o z i h h h , —

B C b O , npoTH Horo SyHTyeTbca jnoncbica ayMKa,—OTce HacTpih TiopeMHHX 
coHeTiB Opamca... TijibKH t o h  3 MOHce 3po3yMiTH i’xHio noHBy, x t o  3Hae 
5KHTTJI Hamoro napo^a, cxijibKH HaHKpaxrmx c h h Ib , HaHHijibHinmx,

112 Hanna Popadynets’, “Zhanrotvorcha i styletvorcha rol’ avtolohichnoho slova u zbirtsi Ivana Franka 
Z vershvn i nyzyri" [The Genre-creating and Style-creating Role of the Author’s Word in the Collection of 
Ivan Franko From Peaks and Lowlands], (Drohobych: Drohobych Ivan Franko State Pedagogical 
University), http://www.franko.lviv.ua/nd_ch/66-l.doc (accessed 14 Jun 2005).
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iHTejiireHTHHX yMiB i HaidBijjOMiuiHx o ^ h h h u b  i3 -n i .11 c iub ctK oi' CTpixn  
TpaTHTB MapHO HaiiKpam i JiiTa y  TiopM ax no cen i no t o h  61k K opnoH y.113

Rot, stench, stale air, spiritual tortures, the rape of the individual’s will, 
everything against which human thought rebels. All this represents the 
mood of Franko’s prison sonnets... Only those will understand their 
appearance, who know the life of our people and how many of our best 
sons, the most prominent, intelligent minds and best known villagers 
waste the best years of their life in prisons on both sides of the border.

The legacy o f Franko and subsequent poets notwithstanding, the tenets of

Socialist Realism frowned upon the incorporation of non-poetic material into poetry and,

especially, genres like the sonnet. Svitlychnyi, who had no hope of being published after

his second incarceration, chose to reflect upon his prison experiences with appropriately

colloquial vocabulary. In my subsequent discussion I will suggest that Svitlychnyi was

inspired by Franko’s example. But before I marshal my evidence, I propose to consider

his sonnet “Son” [Dream], which appears in the first part o f Gs, “Kamemi motyvy,” and

which draws attention to the harsh details of a cell’s interior in order to emphasize the

predicament of its inhabitant.

COH Dream
I. CBiTJIHHHHH I. S v itly ch n y i

FI oamie duemu c o h . . . I  saw an astonishing dream...
I. 0paw<o I. Franko

KyMH o jtecHy i o myro. My relations to the right and left.
A uiyM! A rain! A man! A LUKBan! What noise! A hubbub! An uproar! A squall!
A CMix i rpix? JJeB’jmiH Ban!- To laugh or cry? A decuman wave!
BenHKe TaiHCTBO Beprny a, I am imparting a great sacrament,

TocreH crryBafo HanoBan, I make my guests imbibe,
rocTeii Hacnyio i Bimuyio, I treat the guests and wish them well,
rynmo, oparra, po3KomyK>. I party, my brothers, surrendering to pleasures.
I... npocanaiocb. KapHaBan And then... wake up. The carnival

3aKiHMeHO. riapama, “bImko” is finished. The shit bucket, peephole
i rpaTH, BnaaHi HaBinHO. and bars soldered up forever.
flixmoM, po3xnryBaH ochob! Wake up, shaker o f foundations!

113 Antin Krushelnytskyi, Ivan Franko. Poeziia [Ivan Franko: Poetry] (Kolomyia, 1910), 112.
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Hinoro. flKOCb nepeSyny. It is fine. I will live through it somehow.
13 Honi 3HOBy Haiine mony, And at night people will come again.
I Bee m oc noMHetbCJi 3 h o b . (G s : 24) And my [party] will begin again.

The epigraph to this sonnet is from the first verse of Franko’s frequently anthologized 

“Kameniari” [The Stone Crushers]. In this poem the speaker sees himself at the head of 

thousands of enchained workers whose task is to cut a road through granite rock. The 

speaker acknowledges that they are not heroes or epic warriors, but slaves who have 

freely put on chains to become servants of liberty, mere stone crushers making the way of 

progress (“Hi, mh hcbojie>hhkh, xoh aoopoBijitHO b3juih/ Ha ce6e nyra. Mh paSaMH BOJii 

CTanh:/ Ha rnjiaxy nocryny mh jihui xaMeHapi” [No, we are slaves, although we freely 

took/ The bonds upon ourselves. We became the slaves of liberty:/ On the path of 

progress we are merely stone crashers.])114 The speaker also acknowledges that 

recognition of their labour and their community’s happiness will occur only after their 

deaths.

The epigraph from “Kameniari” allows us to posit that the party in the dream of 

Svitlychnyi’s speaker is attended by fellow dissidents (kumy, as he calls them) who are 

also prisoners of conscience. And, as we can see, the poem’s dreamer wakes up to 

discover that there is no one else in the cell, but a parasha (shit-bucket, according to the 

language of English-speaking prisoners), peephole, and permanently soldered bars.

The image of the parasha reappears in “Samota” [Loneliness] where it serves to 

emphasize, once again, the prisoner’s solitude and the hopelessness of his situation:

114 Ivan Franko, Vybrani tvory u triokh tomakh [Selected Works in Three Volumes], uporiadnyk A. A. 
Kaspruk (Kyiv: Vydavnytstvo khudozhn’oi literatury “Dnipro,” 1973), 1: 86.
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CAMOTA LONELINESS
I. C b i t j i h h h h h I. Svitlychnyi

riapauia. fpaTH. CriHH roni. A shit bucket. Bars. Naked walls.
I caM th— Bobchh neper. C hau And you are like a God’s thumb. Sit
I HiHoriciHbKO He hcuh And expect nothing
I3 3arpaTOBaHOi Boni. From freedom behind bars.

Th caM TyT. CaM. lOieHH d cyan You are here alone. By yourself. Curse and judge
fpHMaCH, KnHHH, npHMXH flOJli--- The grimaces, the jeering, the caprices o f fortune—
Myxci Hi paaomi, Hi 6 oJii No outside joy or pain
He npo6 HBaioTbCB c h m h . Can force their way in here.

Th— caM. Th— caM, th caM 3 C0 6 0 1 0 ! You are alone. You are alone, alone with yourself!
TaTH 0 6  criHy t o jio b o io . Strike your head against the wall,
K p h h h , &n arafi, Mopayiics, iu ih h ,— Yell, beg, suffer, call,—

A Bia niailoMy ao Biaooro And from dawn till dusk
HeapeMHe oko Haa T0 6 0 1 0 The vigilant eye over you
BiabMaero rannae, m o b  c h h . (Gs: 26) Blinks like a wall-eye, like an owl.

In my opinion, “Son” and “Samota”—when taken together—offer covert 

allusions to the first sonnet in Franko’s prison collection:

•k'k'k
I .  O paH K O

Ce zum ru m y, i CMyTKy, i 3rrxaHHB,
THi3ao rpHvKi, i 3oncyrra, i m vkh!
Xto TyT bbiKuiob, 3ttinH i 3y6n, h pyxn,
CnHHH ayMKH, i peni, i daacaHHa!

KyKijib Tyr nontOTb 3 acHTa, BHflaerbca,
Ta piBHonacHO cbIjkhh  3aciBaioTb;
Flo naparpatfiaM npaBzty BHM ipsioTb,

Ane nenpaB.ua i 6e3 Mipa juieTbCfl.

TyT crepejKyTb o c h o b , ane ocHOBy 
Y cix  o c h o b — JHoacbKoro cepua m obv,
I BOJlfO, H MHCJlb 3HeBaacyiOTb, BK apaHTB.

Bh, mo nonaBuiH b 3anaaHio Ty, xTiaH 
HaiiTH b Hifi aioacbKHH 3m hcb  i aroacbKi uiai,—  

Lasciate ogni speranza,— mobhb JfaHTe. (5: 41)

I. Franko

This is a house o f weeping, sorrow, and sighing,
A nest o f distress, of depravity and of suffering!
You, who entered here, clench your teeth and fists, 
Halt your thoughts, and talks, and desires!

It seems that they grind the tare out of the rye here, 
And at the same time they sow new [rye];
They measure justice here according to articles o f lawr, 
But injustice flows without measure.

Here they guard the foundations, but the foundation 
O f all foundations—the language of the human heart, 
And liberty, and thought they despise like rags.

You who, having fallen into this abyss, wanted 
To find here human sense and human goals,
Lasciate ogni speranza,—said Dante.

In Franko’s sonnet the lyrical voice portrays prison and, by extension, the legal system as 

a site of injustice, where the most important social foundations—“the language of the
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human heart,/ And liberty, and thought...”—are systematically destroyed. The lyrical 

voice concludes that it is impossible to escape prison’s dehumanizing effect and quotes— 

in part—Dante’s exhortation from the Divine Comedy: “Leave every hope behind, Ye, 

who enter here.” These words are evoked in Svitlychnyi’s “Samota,” in the line Cudu/1 

HiHoziciubKO He otcdu/ I3 3arpamoecmoi eojii, which declares the prisoner’s sense of 

hopelessness.

However, if  we read from this perspective Svitlychnyi’s sonnet “Son,” we may 

discover that his speaker acquires a new dimension. Let us recall that when the latter is 

awakened, the guard calls him a “shaker of foundations.”115 Thus, besides engaging in 

irony, a tool Svitlychnyi wields dexterously, the lyrical voice makes an allusion to 

Franko’s opening sonnet, by countering the prisoner’s perspective with that of the 

institution. In the eyes of Soviet officialdom, it is the dissenting dreamer who undermines 

the foundations o f society. The stark details of the cell remind him of his situation.

In “Zavzhdy v’iazen’” [Always a Prisoner] Svitlychnyi argues that actual prisons 

are nothing but extensions of what already exists in everyday life. Thus he expands on the 

theme of hopelessness, which Franko introduced in “Se dim plachu, i smutku, i 

zitkhannia” [This Is a House of Weeping, Sorrow, and Sighing] with the help of a quote 

from Dante’s Divine Comedy.

3AB5K#H B’JBEHb ALWAYS A PRISONER
I. Svitlychnyi I. Svitlychnyi

CaMi co 6 i 6yayeM  uopM H, W e bu ild  our o w n  prisons,
Caiwi b hhx noTiM xcuBeMO, A n d  w e  liv e  there afterw ards,
CaMi c e 6 e  crepexceMO. W e guard ea ch  other.

115 This image is repeated in another sonnet o f Svitlychnyi, titled “Quod Licet Jovi, Non Licet Bovi” [From 
Latin: What Is Permitted to Jupiter Is Not Permitted to the Ox]: Hy xto th npora BJiaflH? rHH,na./ XotIb
ochobh noTpacTH!!” [Well, who are you against the regime? A nit./ You wanted to shake the foundations!!] 
(Gs: 20).
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B>xe TKjpeM—TbMa, i b nopMax— k>pmh. Already the prisons are countless, and in prisons 
there are hordes o f people.

A mh— Hinoro. }KeHeMO And we do nothing. [We] build
3a MypoM Myp, 3a MypoM Myp mh. Wall after wall, wall after wall we stand.
CySoTHHKH! ABpann! LLTrypMH! [We conduct] Subbotniks! Rush jobs! Stormings!
Bx<e H MH— He mh. Boho caMO And we are no longer ourselves. It has

Tax cxaaaoca; rax noBeaoca So happened on its own, so come about,
I rax BeaeTbca 3aaBHa h aoci. And so it has been going on from ancient times till now.
Cnino HapomxeHi b TsopMi, Bom blind in prison,

KoMy nocxapxcHMOCb? Ha xoro? To whom will we complain? Against whom?
Ha nopTa nHCoro? Ha Bora? The dam devil? God?
TtopMa 5K— cboh. I mh— caMi. (Gs: 30) The prison is ours. And we are all alone.

Both Franko and Svitlychnyi address the brutal searches to which they are 

subjected, expressing disgust at the soldiers who conduct them. Franko’s antipathy 

towards guards (and officialdom in general) is shared by Svitlychnyi. Let us compare 

Franko’s “Hei, opysaly nas nemov khudobu” [Hey, They Registered Us Like Cattle] with 

Svitlychnyi’s introductory poem in Gs, “Shmon” [The Search]116:

UIMOH
iBaH OpaHKO IBaH CBiTJIHHHHH

Ten, onncaiiH Hac, hcmob xyaooy: Ctoio—ax M a ra  Hapoanaa:
I Ha3By, h  Bix, i pier, i bck) noaody, Be3 TpycHxiB, 6e3 naHTanoH.
Boaocca, oni, 3y6n, Bci npHMiTH— ToHiriciHbxo, sx AnoaaoH,
Tenep xoh b BiaeHb Hac Ha ropr roHiTe! Be3aHHHHH. A cepxcaHT 6e3 MHaa

Ten, ootuyxanH Hac, hcmob SaHaum: noai3 y poT, y a<})eapoH.
Bci xHuieHi, bcio oaixc, bcio ocody, flnabHye, crepBO, mod Sauwaa
Hoxci, tkdthdh, i rpouii, Bcto 03ao6y AHTHpeXCHMHOCTH He 3BHaa
3a6pajiH—xoh b Typeubxnil paii Beane! f  Hi3aa xpaMoan. IIImoh e uimoh.

Hy, o t Tenep m h  HH<rri! Tayni-rayni! Cep>xaHT lUMOHae no nopaaxy
Hoxci, 03ao6n Pi cxapdn Harni 3 h3mm. I xoxcHy aaTxy, xo/khv cxaaaxy,

116 The noun “shmon” implies a rather brutal form of “search” and “frisk.” To the best of my knowledge 
there is no exact equivalent in English. For a description o f a “s h m o n see the book by Ivan Kostrov, 
which appeared on the internet under the title I  ravnodushno smotriat nebesa: Zapiski zakliuchennogo [The 
Heavens Watch Emotionless: Prisoner’s Notes], Kostrov’s book may be downloaded from: 
http://www.media-objektiv.com/spezproekts/book/17.php
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T ux  BaM He B35m> SaHztHTCbKHMH pyKa.\in!

1 po3Bejin Hac y  anapiaMeHTH 
Zlep>KaBHi. 3jiHinHi TyT Bci KOMnniMeHTH!
CajioH, inanbHH, cnanbH s h c ... — Bee BKyni. (5:43)

I K05KCH pyOHHK, KOvKeH MOB,

IilTaHH, TpycH, MaTHK), Kanoini, 
HeMOB— napnoH— uiyxae Bouii,
T a  HopTa n y x n o ro  3HaHtuoB. (Gs: 17)

* * *

Ivan Franko

H ey , th ey  reg istered  us lik e  cattle:
O ur n am e, our a g e , our h e igh t, and the entire b od y , 
O ur hair, e y e s , teeth , a ll m arks—
M ig h t as w e ll  drive  u s to  the m arket in  V ien n a .

H ey , th ey  search ed  u s a s i f  w e  w ere  bandits:
A ll  our p o ck ets , c lo th es , the entire p erson ,
K n iv es , to b a cco , and m o n ey , a ll our adornm ents 
T h e y  rem oved . M igh t a s w e ll  lead  us to  
T urkish  paradise!

N o w  then w e  are c lean! F o o ls , fo o ls!
O ur k n iv es , adornm ents and treasures are still w ith  us, 
T h o se  y o u  can n ot rem o v e  w ith  crim inal hands!

A n d  th ey  separated  u s , lea d in g  us to ou r  state room s. 
H ere a ll co m p lim en ts are superfluous!
T h e  liv in g  ro o m , d in in g-room , b ed room , and sh .. 
[bucket] are a ll togeth er  [in  o n e  p la ce].

THE SEARCH 
Ivan Svitlychnyi

H ere  I  stand, nak ed , as I was b o m ,
W ith o u t b r iefs , w ith o u t pan ta loon s,
E x a c tly  lik e  A p o llo ,
S h a m ele ss . A n d  th e  corporal

G o t in to  m y  m outh , m y  anus.
H e  w a tch es , the scou n d rel, so that the b a c illu s
O f  d issen t d o e s  n o t m ake its
N e s t  o f  revo lt. A  search  is  a search .

T h e  corpora] sea rch es inch  b y  in ch  
E v ery  patch , e v e r y  crease ,
E v ery  sea m , e v er y  stitch ,

T h e  p an ts, the b r iefs , the pucker, the g a lo sh e s ,  
A s  i f  lo o k in g  for— b e g  your p ardon— lice , 
B u t, h e  g o t  fou n d  noth in g  but a  d a m  d ev il.

Both poems detail the invasion of privacy that transpires during the prison search. Neither 

Franko nor Svitlychnyi avoids vulgar vocabulary. Although Franko coyly abbreviates his 

vulgar designation for toilet (cpanmH [shit bucket]), he intends it to be read in full, as the 

metre of the poem suggests. Svitlychnyi, in turn, uses a rather vulgar term to refer to the 

search itself ( iu m o h ) .  But when the lyrical voice describes the body search, he resorts to a 

medical term (cupedpon), which is drawn from the Greek. This tension between prison 

argo and the formal language of the anatomy class is highly ironic in its compliance with 

the “classical” rules of the sonnet.117

117 It can be said that Svitlychnyi’s choice o f genre builds on the legacy of the Ukrainian “Neoclassicists.” 
Where he departs from his modernist predecessors is in his willingness to introduce vocabulary from the 
lower registers when addressing certain realities.
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Let us now consider Svitlychnyi’s sonnet “Vidbii” [Retreat] where the lyrical 

voice states that his sonnets will not be understood by his judges and those who conduct

searches:

R E T R E A T
iBaH CBiTJIHHHHH Ivan  S v itly ch n y i

Bam m u ehm iu  nporpec— vianumb To see eternal progress means
npommoM xijibKOX zodm fo r  several hours

jicumu emiiiM OKummmi. to lead an eternal life.
Jlfoi'3a Mime/ib Luisa M ichel1,8

BiztoiK— HKOro Ym bihSoio? Retreat—what kind o f retreat do they want?
Bcrynae myna mn b npaBa, Deep night assumes its power,
1 Ti-uua— cipa, hokhbb— And silence— grey, dead—
CBHHueM. Bifloiii? Xa-xa! PaSoY Is like lead. Retreat! Ha-ha! It is the

Ko6hjih coh. TboY npaBa Dream o f a skewbald mare. Your right
Ha wecTb i ri/tHicTi. Bci 3 toSohx To honor and dignity are all with you:
Ix He BinoHTH. Phtm ztBodoto They cannot be taken away. The rhythm o f a duel
riyjtbcye b cepui, i cnoBa— Pulsates in the heart, and the words—

He 3pajpKyBaHi i He 3paztHi— Unbetraying and unbetrayed—
OopMywDTb crpo^jH, He ninBJtaaHi Shape the strophes, independent o f
LLlMOHanbHHKaM i c y n ia M . Searchers and judges.

Kynae BapTa 3a zmepHMa, The guards doze behind the doors,
A BiHHiCTb—3opaHa, He3pnMa— And eternity— starry, invisible—
flJiHBe, i MHTb u—tboh. (Gs: 23) Floats, and its instant is yours.

The second stanza of this sonnet—“Your right/ To honor and dignity are all with you:/ 

They cannot be taken away...”—constitutes a literary allusion to Franko’s sonnet which 

begins with the verse “Hei, opysaly nas nemov khudobu.” In that sonnet the lyrical voice 

proclaims in the first tercet: “Fools, fools!/ Our knives, adornments and treasures are still 

with us,/ Those you cannot remove with criminal hands!”

Svitlychnyi does not reproduce Franko and thus his imagery is very different. 

Both he and his predecessor consider searches a brutal intrusion. Franko sees in them the

1181 could neither locate nor identify the original text from which this passage by Luisa Michel is drawn. 
Thus, my translation is based on the Ukrainian version provided by Svitlychnyi. Michel was a socialist 
heroine of the 1871 Paris Commune.
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destruction of both dignity and creative impulses. In the sonnet that begins with the verse 

“Zamovkla pisnia. Chy zh to li, svobidnii” [The Song Has Grown Silent. Should She, a 

Free Bird], the prisoner’s voice wonders whether he should be describing the indignity of 

searches, and compares them to the barbaric destruction of a nightingale’s nest:

***
iBaH <l>paHKo

3aMOBKjia nicHfl. Mh xc  to  Th, CBoSiAHin, 
3ojiOTOKpuniH mauiui, t v t  BiTaTH,
B Tin 3anaaHi noHypifi, HenpHBiTHin, 
f le  hojiobIk noTonTaHHH, npoKjiaTHH?

Mh xc Th orHflHHH o6pa3 toh nncara,
A k crpa>K BCTpoMJiae cbo'T Jiann mLum 
B mok) KHUieHio, h o 6 o th , b nocniaHiM 
Py6eub oaexd i nocniflHi ujm bth?

T iothdh, oroHb, nanip i ojiiBeub—
Ocb Horo BJiacTb iiiyKae TaK nnjibHeHbKO,
LU,o Bimjia 6 a>K b HyTpo To6i, 3aaeTbcx.

I MOBKHe nicH H . TaK i cojiobchko 
BTiKae Bis rHi3aa, hhckjuit, aeub,
Kojih JiK)flCbKa pyna Tx aotopKHeTbCH. (S: 58)

Ivan Franko

The song has grown silent. Should she, a free 
Bird with golden wings, hover here,
Over this depressed, morose abyss,
Where the human being is trampled down, cursed?

Should she depict that repugnant image 
How the guard sticks his coppery paws 
Into my pockets, my boots, into the last 
Hem o f my clothing and my last rags?

Tobacco, fuel, paper and pencil—
This is what the authorities look for so thoroughly 
That it seems they would crawl into your entrails.

And the song grows silent. Just as the nightingale 
Flies away from the nest, nestlings, eggs,
When a human hand touches them.

In Gs, besides describing the physical search (see “Shmon,” above), Svitlychnyi 

also addresses the invasion of one’s “own thoughts.” In “Vichnyi shmon” (Eternal 

Search), as the title suggests, the lyrical voice intimates that what goes on in prison is 

merely a continuation of what goes on in life outside:

BIHHHM UIMOH ETERNAL SEARCH
I b s h  C b it j ih u h h h Ivan Svitlychnyi

He Ti, cepacaHTe, Bate mMOHariH, 
Th npora h h x  CMapKan c c h , 
CneuHaTpeHOBaHi h o ch  
BHHHDxyBann KpHMiHanH,

Different people, corporal, have searched me, 
Compared to them, you are a snot-nosed kid. 
Specially trained noses 
Have already sniffed out the crime.

PeaaicropH— canoBHi ncH, 
1 ueH3opH, crrapi iuaKann,

They are the editors— functionary dogs, 
And censors, old jackals,
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He b 3aai, b  3anyMax myKaiiH,
A me h aM3Topn i<pacn

B LmBinbHOMy... Ta uiKoaa h npaui. 
CooaHHH Tpya nia xBicT co6aui.
A Moxce... TaM oauHJib HeMa,

I Hac Ha noHT S epyT b napeM H e.

Bo mo h k  CKaacyTb: “J J ino T e x i H S ,
I cnam  HiKyuH,— n  nycra TiopMa.” (Gs: 18)

They searched not in my ass, but in my concepts. 
They are also the [self-appointed] lovers o f beauty

Wearing civilian attire... I’m sorry for their labour. 
Rubbish work brings no success.
But what if... there is no bacillus there,

And they scare us in vain.
‘Cause what if someone says: “It is a shady deed, 
There is nowhere to send, and the prison is empty.”

The prisoner in this sonnet turns the tables on the sergeant conducting the search. He 

suggests that various functionaries and critics—whom he equates with dogs and 

jackals—are more experienced than he is in conducting searchers.

Let us recall Franko’s introductory sonnet, where the voice maintains that prison 

authorities and the entire legal system have nothing to do with the observance of liberty 

for they destroy the “foundation/ Of all, the language of the human heart.” Let us also 

recall the sonnet that begins with the verse “Hei, opysaly nas nemov khudobu.” In both 

texts the authorities dehumanize prisoners, treating them like cattle. Svitlychnyi’s 

“Vichnyi shmon” can be viewed as a literary allusion to Franko’s prison sonnets, one that 

reverses his predecessor’s perspective, by treating prison staff and Soviet functionaries as 

dogs and jackals. Such reversals in the poetry of Svitlychnyi are one aspect o f his ironic 

style.

Iryna Dobrians’ka, comparing Franko and Svitlychnyi, states: “ B o h h  [ c o h c th  I. 

CBmiHHHoro Ta I. OpaHKa], 3peuiTOK>, cTBopmioTt. y3aram>HK)K)HHH o6pa3 

yKpaiHCBKoro noJifrB’jBM, h k h h  6yB ozmaKOBO HeSesneuHHM jjjix 6ym>-flKoY iMnepi'f—  

h h  t o  aBCTpiHCBKo'i, mh t o  pociHCbKoi” [They [the sonnets o f Svitlychnyi and Franko], 

create the summative image of the Ukrainian political prisoner, which was equally
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dangerous for any empire, be it the Austrian or the Russian one].119 Dobrians’ka is 

correct to the degree that both empires viewed themselves as the foundation of society— 

osnovy, to cite Franko’s and Svitlychnyi’s lyrical voices. However, the critical reader 

should note that Franko’s incarceration lasted two months and that he was able to publish 

his prison sonnets. Svitlychnyi, on the other hand, was a prisoner for eleven years. His 

poetry, moreover, was published in Ukraine only after the USSR began falling apart.

In the sonnet that begins with the verse “Nezriachi holovy nash vik klenut’” 

[Blind Heads Curse Our Epoch], Franko asks himself why power is better respected than 

the law:

'k'k'k
iBan OpaHKO

He3pam" to/ iobh Haui Bin mieHyrb,
B KOTpiM, roBopsTb, nepea npaBOM cnna, 
A necHiii ayMui nepeTjm Kpurta,
A npaBay it bojuo, hk 3Bipa, aceHyrb.

Ta mo )K to— npaBO? IlpaBO— c e  jihili c u n a . 
A c u n a — npaBO, c e  3 b k o h  n p n p o a n .
B hchtti aHtii cuna noMHTb nepeuiKoan,
JXo Jieiy B rop y  po3nycKae Kpuna.

Ta mo He ce— cuna? JIhlu n ’scrryK Ta 3 6 pya? 
A cepua Bamoro oroHb cbhth h ,
A ayMKa, mo c b It h  h o bI 6yaye,

A Boni BamoT 3ani3Hi Kpuna,
A nepeKOHaHb, npasflH S jihck npKHH—
Mh 5k ce He TaKonc Henponama cnna? (S: 24)

Ivan Franko

Blind heads curse our epoch,
In which, they say, power precedes the law,
And honest thought has its wings cut short,
Whereas justice and freedom are driven away like a 
beast.

So what is the law? The law is only power.
And power is the law, this is the law of nature.
In life, only power removes obstacles,
And lets wings spread to the flight upward.

So what is power? Just a fist and a weapon?
But what about the sacred fire o f your heart,
And the thought that constructs new worlds,

And the iron wings o f your freedom,
And convictions, the bright lustre of justic 
Is not this also an unconquerable power?

Svitlychnyi broaches the theme of power in “Mefisto—Favst” [Mephistopheles— 

Faust] which, as I argued in Chapter II, treats these two entities as part of one continuum. 

Let us consider the poem:

119 Iryna Dobrians’ka, “Pratsia nad slovom—tse styl’ ioho zhyttia,” 154.
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MEO>ICTO— <DABCT 
(H oB i Bapiaixii' Ha cra p y  TeMy) 
iBaH C bitjihhhhh

Tlpucenma MuKo.ni JlyKauteei, 
yKpa’iHCbKOMy inmepnpemamopoei 

femeeozo "®aecma. ”

Mem, Mhkojio, oinbuue no BnoaoSn Me<})icTO<f)e.nb.
BiH npHHaidMHi He KpyTHTb x b o c t o m  i BHcnoBjnoeTbca 
cojinacJiOHCbKH npocTo:

y  Koro CHJia, b Toro Bjiaaa...
BaaoiHBO u(0 , oafiny»:e xk .

A OaBcr cjiyxae i MOBHHTb. Mh, m o b jih b , 3 iHuioro Ticia 
3JiiruieHi, xona 3Hae hc, reMOHCbxa xtyiua, 
h h c  cajio VcTb, xi6a He tax? (Gs: 83)120

MEPHISTOPHELES— FAUST 
(New Variations on an Old Theme) 
Ivan Svitlychnyi

Dedication to Mykola Lukash, 
the Ukrainian interpreter 

o f Goethe's “Faust."

Mykola, I like Mephistopheles more.
At least he does not wag his tail, and he 
expresses himself simply, like a soldier:

He who has the might, possesses power... 
It is the what that matters, not the how.

Whereas Faust listens and keeps silent. He 
claims to be made not o f the same mould, 
although he, a demoniacal soul, knows whose 
food he eats, does he not?___________________

Svitlychnyi praises Mephistopheles for his candid admission: “Y Koro cnjia, b 

Toro B Jiaaa .../ BaaoiHBO iqo, 6aii,n;y)Kexk” [He who has the might, possesses power.../ It 

is the what that matters, not the how]. By implication, Faust in the eyes of Svitlychnyi 

represents those intellectuals who turn a blind eye to the excesses of the Soviet regime, its 

use o f totalitarian power, its threats, its negation of morality or—to phrase it in Franko’s 

terms—its placing power ahead of the law.

A remarkable difference between Franko and Svitlychnyi is the manner in which 

their lyrical voices treat prison guards and injustice in general. The former, ever the 

revolutionary, is overtly angered by injustice. In Svitlychnyi’s sonnets, on the other hand, 

the speaker accepts his lot with humour and ironic distance. The judges, who tried him, 

elicit disdain from Svitlychnyi. Let us consider Franko’s sonnet, which begins with the 

verse “Iak ia nenavydzhu vas, vy mashyny” [Oh, How Much I Hate You, You Are 

Machines] and Svitlychnyi’s “Zhalisnyi sonnet” [A Sorrowful Sonnet]:

120 This short text performs the role of epigraph to the section “Mefisto—Faust” [Mephistopheles—Faust] 
in UmtS, in accordance to Svitlychnyi’s Kd—V.
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ik'k'k

I. OpaHKO

a HeHaBHawy Bac, bh MauiHHH,
Ifro TpeTe KocTi, pBeTe cepue b rpyaax, 
B6nBaeTe >khbvk) ayrny b jhoahx 
I nofiM KaaceTe: “Ifio jk, mh He BHHHi!

Hac Ha TaKi 3aBeneHO npyjKHHH,
M h MycHMo! B caMux He pa3 bch cyTb, ax, 
ByHTyeTbCH... Ta mo poonTb! H e oyab, ax, 
y  Hac thx nyT, CTaHOsnma, poflHHH...”

51k h HeHaBHflx<y Bac, Aoopi, m npi,
LlJ,o cjiyxcHTe HenpaBfli, nitutOTi—
Mh c/iy>KHTe y  3.iin, hh b aoopifi sip i!..

H i, Ti, m o b floSpiii sip i cnyxcaTb,— Ti 
HeHaBHCHi Mem b HaiidLnbmiH Mipi, 
flic Ha padi tim riyTa 30-nori.

5KAJIICHHH COHET 
I. CBiTJlHHHHii

YMiii cynzuo cboto ncajiiTH,
TflHCKi rpixH homv npocTH,
Ta >k BiH JuoztHHa, bk i th; 
y  Hboro He ziOMa nciHKa, juth.

1m Tpeda rpom eii npHHecTH,
1 Tpeda— Hiae npaBzm niTH—
3 JiaiiHa codanoro 3yMi™
JHepncaBHHH 3J10HHH flOBeCTH.

X ofiB  6 h th b tIh mxypi 6yTH?
B ayry cbIh ropd i coBicTb rHyTH? 
CoSana aojut! 3po3VMin

I He TonnH 6arHo b 6 ojioto,
^Cajtifi cyzmio cb oto , aocroTy  
R k mh xcaitieMO noBiil.

• k 'k 'k

I. Franko

O h, h ow  m uch I hate you , you are m achines 
That grate the bones and tear apart the heart,
Y ou  kill the liv ing  soul in people  
A nd then say “W ell, w e are not guilty!

Our springs have been  so  set up,
W e must! Our entire essence
R ebels not o n c e ... But what can you  do! I f  only w e
had no fetters, positions, fa m ilie s ...’’

Oh, h ow  m uch I hate you , w ho are kind, generous, 
W ho serve injustice, m eanness,
W hether you  serve in  good  or bad faith!..

N o . T hose w ho serve in  good faith, those 
A re m ost hateful to me,
L ike golden chains on  a slave.

SORROWFUL SONNET 
I. Svitlychnyi

Learn to p ity your judge,
Forgive h is mortal sins,
A fter all he is  a human, like yourself;
H e has a w ife  and children at hom e.

H e needs to bring them m oney,
A nd has to— one can’t conceal the truth—
B e  able to transform d og ’s shit 
Into a state crime.

W ould you  like to be in  h is shoes?
T o bend your back and conscience?
It’s  a  dog’s lot! Understand

A nd w ith your feet do not press m ud into a swam p, 
P ity your judge, just 
L ike w e p ity whores.

The first-person voice in Franko’s sonnet turns this work into the invective o f a prophet 

who stands apart from the community. The speaker in Svitlychnyi’s sonnet maintains an 

ironic stance throughout by addressing the self in the second-person. In this manner he 

makes the reader a participant, something that, as a rule, does not occur in Svitlychnyi’s 

collection. Notwithstanding these differences, his argument that the judges act the way
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they do because they must support their families (“He has a wife and children at home./ 

He needs to bring them money...”), appears to be a literary allusion to the arguments 

posited by officials in Franko’s sonnet (“ ‘But what can you do! If only we had no fetters, 

positions, families...’ ”).

In the sonnet that begins with the verse “Ni, vy ne maly zhliadu nado mnoiu!” 

[No, You Did Not Watch over Me!], Franko’s speaker reflects on the manner in which he 

was charged and tried, accusing his judges for using the law to cover up their unjust 

behaviour:

'kie'k
Ibsh <X>paHKO

Hi, bh He Manw 3rmay nano mhoio!
X o h  o k o  b o k o  bh  He c m u ih  craTH ,
He CMixiH cboi ripaBflH HaM CK33ain—
Bh niflcrynoM nofiunn mb fie3 Soto!

LfloS HaH 6e3CHJIbHHM, xopHM noKa3aTH 
3Bipany CHJiy, bh uooob hi'hhoio 
Hanajiw mb, mob bobk 3a 3BipHHOto,
Bh HaTyBajiH Ha nopo3i xaTH.

Bh npaBa cropoaci? Hi, npaBo b Bac 
JIhlh ihht, kotphm 6e3npaB’B 3aKpHBaecb! 
CyniTb MeHe, Ta Bac ocyaHTb-nac!

Hexafi Tenep 6e3CHJibHO po36HBaecb
Min tcpHK o 3HMHi CTiHH, npemHb pa3
BiH B upB ecb , i Bain coh moto 3JiBKaccb. (S: 70)

Ivan Franko

No, you did not watch over me!
Although you could not appear vis-a-vis,
[And] did not dare tell us your truth—
You beat me in an ambush without a battle!

To show over a weak, sick human 
Bestial power, you at night time 
Attacked me, like a wolf attacks an animal,
You stalked me on the threshold of my house.

You are the guardians of the law? No, your law is 
Just a shield, with which you cover up injustice! 
Judge me, and time will be your judge!

Let my scream now break powerlessly
Against cold walls, but once
It escapes, your sleep will be terrified by it.

The speaker in Svitlychnyi’s sonnet “Provyna” [Guilt] does not speak about his 

particular case, but intimates that his individual fate is part of a larger panorama of 

repression. He accuses the whole society of behaving like obedient slaves and for tacitly 

approving political persecution throughout the history of the USSR:
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IIPOBHHA
I s a H  CBiTJlHHHHH

GUILT
Ivan Svitlychnyi

S{ b h h sh , 5 p arre. B c i m h  b j ih h i .  

H am  rp ix  cyztHTHMyrb bIkh 
3a  SepiiB , 3a C ojiobkh,
3a  HopHi, 3raHb6/ieHi, 3jiohhhhI

I am  g u ilty , brothers. W e  are all guilty . 
O ur sin  w ill b e  ju d g ed  b y  the centuries  
F or the B erias, for S o lo v k y ,
F or the dark, d ish onored , crim inal,

rteperBajiTOBaHi poKH,
3 a  Kyui iCTHHH Hi3HHMHi,
3a  Te. luo yHTepn npHHHHHi 
HaM KacrpyBanH ji3hkh,

C on stantly  raped years,
F or m ea n in g less , ta ste less  truths, 
F or the fact that in san e  un derlings  
Castrated our o w n  ton gu es,

3a  uoBoaHi b KaTiBHax pe6pa. 
3a  peaSijiiTaHCbKi xcepTBH,
3 a  H e6o, rpaTaMH p a 6 e ,—

For the ribs, g o u g ed  in  torture cham bers, 
For the v ic tim s o f  rehabilitation ,
For the sk y , darkened w ith  prison  bars,—

C yaiTb MeHe. C yaiTb 6e3 3hhxckh,
CyfliTb----51 BHHeH— xoh mo “ bhiukh”
M eH e, a 3aouHO h c e 6 e . (G s: 3 3 )

Judge m e. Sen ten ce  m e  w ith ou t reduction ,
I am  g u ilty . S en ten ce  m e  e v en  w ith  the death  p en a lty , 
[S en ten ce] m e and s im u lta n eo u sly  y o u rse lv es .

Both Franko and Svitlychnyi include in their prison collections sonnets written to 

women. In “Vol’ni sonety” and “Tiuremni sonety” Franko dedicates respectively four 

and three sonnets to a woman. Svitlychnyi addresses a woman in eleven sonnets and two 

poems (counted according to the most inclusive edition of Svitlychnyi’s oeuvre, UmtS). It 

is here that the most striking differences between the two poets surface. These differences 

are probably predicated by the cultural norms and literary conventions prevalent in their 

respective epochs. These differences might also reflect the individual disposition of each 

author toward the women in their immediate environment.

Let us first consider Franko’s attitude toward women. His sonnets dedicated to the 

topic of love, are dominated by a romantic mood. For him women are either objects of 

intimate desire or treacherous enemies. He has several sonnets devoted to his mysterious 

lovers. He never treats women on par with men and is often perplexed by them. Witness, 

for example, the sonnet that begins with the verse “Zhinoche sertse! Chy ty lid studenyi” 

[A Woman’s Heart! Are You a Frozen Ice]:

92

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



rk'kic
iB aH  <l>paHKO

)KiHone cepue! Mh t h  ni/i cryaeHHH,
Mh 3anauiHHH, wyaoBHH ubi't  b c c h h ?

Mh CBiTjio Micflua? OroHb CTpauieHHHH, 
m o  HHLUHTb B e e?  Mh  TH HK THXi CHH

HeBHHHOCTi? Mh «k toK crar bochhhh.
Llfo no no6 im  Kfime? Mh repnn,
Mh po>k'i njTOHHLQ? AHren t h  Hazt3eMHHH 
Mh aeMOH j i io t h h  3 nemia rmdnHH?

Mh m  6 ’euica t h ?  .Axa TBoa jik>6ob?
3  mo B ip H u i?  Mh m  jk h b c u j?  Moro 6a>K aem ? 
B wiM 3MiHHe t h ,  a  b  niM nocn'HHe? M o b !

T h  OKeaH: m b h h u i i noTorniaeui;
T h  pan, aofiyTHH 3a urny o k o b .

T h  JiiTo: rpieui Bpa3 i rpoM OM  y6HBaeui. (S : 2 5 )

'k'k'k
Ivan Franko

A woman’s heart! Are you a frozen ice,
Or a fragrant, beautiful spring blossom?
Or moonlight? A dreadful fire
That destroys everything? Are you like the peaceful
dreams

O f innocence? Or like that military flag 
That calls to victory? Do you bring forth thorns 
Or roses? Are you a celestial angel 
Or a ferocious demon from the depths o f  hell?

What makes your heart beat? What is your love like? 
What do you believe? What guides your life? What do 
you desire?
When are you instable and when constant? Tell me!

You are an ocean: you allure and sink [me];
You are paradise, obtained in exchange for freedom.
You are summer: you warm up at once and kill with a 
thunderstorm.

Svitlychnyi dedicates a number of prison sonnets to his wife, Leonida (L’olia), his 

sister Nadia, and various women friends, members of the Generation of Sixties. There are 

no love sonnets in his prison collection. Although his speaker addresses women and talks 

about them, his vision is hardly romanticized. A woman is an equal partner, a friend. He 

treats women as colleagues, not as objects of desire. Let us consider the sonnet “Ty vsim, 

chym lysh mohla, bula meni” [You Have Been All You Could Be to Me], in which 

Svitlychnyi expresses his appreciation for the moral support he has obtained from his 

wife:

* * * * * *

IB aH  CBiTJIHHHHH Ivan Svitlychnyi

T h  BciM , m h m  j i h u i  M o rjia , 6 y j ia  M em : 
S y r ia  B ejiH K ozm eM  i S yxm eM , 
fapaH T O M  “ 6 y a e M — n e p e f iy a e M ,”  

B y jia  p o c H H o io  H a K aM em

Y o u  h a v e  b e e n  a l l  y o u  c o u ld  b e  to  m e :  
Y o u ’v e  b e e n  m y  E a s t e r  a n d  m y  e v e r y d a y ,  

M y  g u a r a n to r  o f  “ w e ’ll  g e t  o v e r  i t ,”

A  d r o p  o f  d e w  o n  a  s to n e

I KaMeHeM— T B epanM  KopynAOM . 

A  pyK H , T y ro  3 a n a M a m ,—

A n d  a  s to n e — s o l i d  c o r u n d u m . 

A n d  y o u r  a r m s ,  t i g h t l y  w r a p p e d —
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HeMOB naim ABa xpnna MeHi Like the wings o f a gull—around me
Han AyponoMOM BejiemoAHHM. [To protect me] from the deception o f  the world.

Eyjia 3HT3HueK3 i Jlanoio, You were my dove and my Lada,
3KHBHueto Ha paHy, BJiaAoro— Balsam on my wound, my power—
G ahh okj Ha bcb i Bee. The only one for everything.

I khm To6i— He 3HaK>!— Syra me, And—I do not know—whom else should you be.
K oah  xpyre aoneRcbKe HyTpume When harsh life’s viscera
Hac HopTOBHHaMH Hece. (Gs: 104) Cany us along devilish crevices.

Worthy of note in this context is the fact that Svitlychnyi’s title for the collection he 

amended while in exile, Kozhen den ’—Velykden ’, alludes to this particular sonnet.

In the sonnet “Mo'im liubaskam” [To My Beloved Women], Svitlychnyi rejects 

literary heroines deified by the great sonneteers Dante and Petrarch, in order to elevate 

his own friends and fellow dissidents: Lada (Svitlychnyi gives his wife, Leonida, the 

name of a pagan Goddess), Mykhailyna Kotsiubyns’ka, Svitlana Kyrychenko and Halyna 

Sevruk:

MOIM JIIOEACKAM 
iB aH  CBiTJIHHHHH

JIaypn cnaBHi! SeaTpine!
Born Hi b npo<])Lnb i aH^ac!
A  xaii Barn! BnSaHTe, a— nac.
9l TpHMl" BMpy H BOCKpeCHy TpHHi,

A He 3po6jiro KyMHpa 3 Bac. . 
Ee3>KHBHi BH, 60 )KHCT0 -BiHHi,
Bh i/ieanbHO-WHJiiHHi,
Hexaii b h — cynep, excTpa-KJiac,

A b  M e H e  Jlaaa—aan Bor ih u ih m !  

KyMH i nlaxyMKH... rpiiUHHH,
^Ik 3 paio BHrHaHHM AaaM.

3a cnoBO-ycMiuiKy MHxaci,
Ta Cbi'th, Ta r a n m m — Bac a,
Y c ix  Bac raMy30M BizwaM. ( U m tS: 63)

TO MY BELOVED WOMEN 
Ivan Svitlychnyi

Glorious Lauras! Beatrices!
Goddesses in profile and full face!
Have it your way! Forgive me, but I’ll pass.
I will die and resurrect three times

But will not idealize you.
You are lifeless, divinely eternal,
You are ideally idyllic,
Let you be super, extra class,

But I have Lada—may others be so fortunate! 
Relatives and relations... I am sinful 
Like Adam expelled from paradise.

For a word or a smile of Mykhasia,
And Svita, and Halynka—I will 
Give up all o f you altogether.
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Svitlychnyi also has a sonnet titled “Epitafia” [Epitaph], dedicated to Ivan 

Franko’s granddaughter, Zinoviia, who, under the regime’s pressure, recanted her views

and betrayed her dissident colleagues:

EniTAO>m (3IHI OPAHKO) EPITAPH (TO ZINA FRANKO)
iB aH  C bitjih h h h h Ivan Svitlychnyi

MmHVJIH 3aXBaT i 3aB3HTTfl, Enthusiasm and courage have passed.
HaTXHeHHfl, caM03a6yTTfl, [Along with] Inspiration [and] self-oblivion,
I rpiM He BjiapHB no nyrrji, And thunder has struck not for a good purpose,
A Ha raHb6oBHme-po3n’flrrfl But onto disgrace, crucifixion

Th KHHyna cbo€ >khtth. You have thrown your life.
I nyiuy rBamroM pByrb Ha uiMarra And your soul is tom apart forcefully
CaivionoKajiHHfl npoKnarra, By the curses o f  self-repentance,
CaMOnpOKJlbOHHl KaflTTH. By the repentance o f  self-curses.

Ane MMHae Bee. Ocane But everything passes. Passion
I BmyxHe npHcrpacTb i nocan a. and disappointment will settle and calm down,
06pa3a h rniB, po3nyKa h jiKDTb. [Along with] the insult and rage, the despair and fury.

Ta TijibKH He BocnpecHe Bnana But the fallen soul will not resurrect:
Tfyuja: th b Hei' HarunoBana, You have spit at it,
A iHUli 3BHKJ1H H Te)K IUlIOfOTb. (Gs: 48) And others, having grown accustomed, also spit.

In this sonnet, Svitlychnyi condemns Zinoviia Franko the way he would condemn 

any man for unethical behaviour.

4.2 Conclusion

In this chapter I have compared and contrasted the topics Svitlychnyi and Franko broach 

in their prison oeuvre. I have focused in greater detail on the reasons that led each 

prisoner to turn to the sonnet and the “prison-related” themes in their oeuvre, such as 

guards and injustice, brutal prison searches, the prison environment and its interior. To a 

lesser degree I have also considered the differences in the manner in which each author 

treats women. A detailed study of the topic is outside the scope of this paper. For my 

purposes, however, it is interesting to note that the critic Alan Nadel allows the
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possibility that literary allusions can serve as a revocation of the pre-text, as well as a 

form of criticism: “Literary allusions, in other words, are a covert form of literary 

criticism, in that they force us to reconsider the allude-to text and request us to alter our 

understanding of it.”121

I propose, therefore, that Svitlychnyi’s prison sonnets, while revoking Franko’s 

poetiy of incarceration, subtly criticize his predecessor, particularly when it comes to his 

poetic treatment of women.

121 Alan Nadel, “Translating the Past: Literary Allusions as Covert Criticism,” Georgia Review 36 (1982): 
650.
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Concluding Remarks

In this thesis I have attempted to flesh out the relationship between two legendary figures 

in the history of Ukrainian culture, the twentieth-centuiy dissident and literary critic, Ivan 

Svitlychnyi, and the nineteenth-century poet, prose writer, political activist and thinker, 

Ivan Franko. The relationship between their sonnets of incarceration has been mentioned 

by several critics, but has never been analyzed textually. Mine is the first attempt to 

define the nature of this relationship and to present the critical tools that might help us 

discuss the relationship without engaging in theories o f influence.

My analysis has sought to identify hidden literary allusions in the works of 

Svitlychnyi, which point to Franko’s prison sonnets as a form of pre-text. This pre-text is 

implicitly an object of critical praise and inspiration, especially when it comes to 

Franko’s revolutionary stance, a stance attenuated by Svitlychnyi’s ironic distance. It is 

also an object of dispraise, especially when it comes to Franko’s attitudes toward women. 

By extension, Svitlychnyi’s allusions to Franko on this topic are also a criticism of an 

entire tradition of love sonnets.

There are many overt intertexts in Svitlychnyi’s oeuvre. I decided to focus on the 

covert intertexts leading to Franko, precisely because Svitlychnyi never acknowledged 

his famous predecessor’s prison sonnets. The motives behind this can be the subject of 

further study. I believe that Svitlychnyi’s poetry is most deserving of scholarly attention.

In the preliminary course of my investigation, I discovered that Svitlychnyi did 

not have control over the publication of his poetry, be it in the West or in Ukraine. We 

will probably never know the nature of his original vision for the collection at the time he 

began writing sonnets in prison or at the time he surrendered them to the courier. The
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only tangible document of his vision, which is included in Appendix I, reflects his views 

from 1980-81. My comparison shows that the posthumous edition of 1994 is close, but 

not completely true, to that vision.

Svitlychnyi’s poetic prison “diary” represents a critic’s attempt to channel his 

creativity into a new genre, after being forbidden to write and publish literary criticism. 

In Gs he criticizes the poets who accept politically imposed guidelines. The only rules 

Svitlychnyi accepts are those he chooses for himself. By experimenting with the sonnet, 

Svitlychnyi defiantly chooses his own “prison.” Thus, he frees himself from the site that 

subjects him to spiritual and intellectual degradation.

Literary allusion to Franko’s prison sonnets in the poetry o f Svitlychnyi 

represents only one aspect o f intertextuality. My introduction to the similarities and 

differences between his sonnets and Franko’s can serve as a starting point for further 

comparisons and, among others, toward a study of the sonnet in Ukrainian literature. 

With the exception of a brief section devoted to the Ukrainian sonnet in Ihor 

Kachurovs’kyi’s work Strofika, there is no significant discussion in Ukrainian 

scholarship devoted to the sonnet of incarceration, let alone comparative research on the 

Ukrainian prison sonnet and its counterpart in world literature. I envision this 

comparative analysis as a starting point for future research.

Ivan Svitlychnyi was one of the main literary critics of Ukraine’s samvydav. His 

choices and deliberate separation between critical and creative activity was a new 

phenomenon for Ukraine of the 1960s-80s. At this time there was no clear distinction 

between critical and creative work; consider, for example, the fact that the Writers’ 

Union also included critics among its members. As an example of this phenomenon, we
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can mention the journal Radians ’ke literaturoznavstvo, which was a joint publication of 

the Ukrainian Institute of Literature and the Writers’ Union of Ukraine.

Svitlychnyi was the first critic to observe the boundaries between criticism and 

poetic activity. For this reason, it would also be rewarding to research the manner in 

which the institution of official literary criticism functioned in Soviet Ukraine of 1960s- 

80s and to compare and contrast it with the practices of dissident authors.

Although there have been histories of literary criticism in Ukraine, in which more 

recent material has been included, no one has studied the institution of literary criticism 

as it functioned in the underground, especially in the period between 1960 and 1986.1 am 

particularly interested in comparing and contrasting the practices o f dissident critics with 

those of official Soviet critics. I am also interested in comparing the Ukrainian case with 

the Russian one. Ukrainian literary scholars have barely looked at the role o f the critic 

during the Soviet period, while Slavists have not engaged in comparisons between 

Russian and Ukrainian critics within the USSR.
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Appendix I.

Appendix I comprises a Xerox copy of the corrections that Svitlychnyi wrote on the 

pages of Gratovani sonety in approximately 1980-81, while in exile in the Gorno-Altaisk 

region of the USSR. This copy, which never saw the light of day as a separate 

publication, survived in the family archive of the poet and has been provided for this 

research by the courtesy of Nadia Svitlychna, his younger sister. Svitlychnyi named this 

redaction “Kozhen den ’— Velykden ”
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Ibqh CoiTnnMHMM npHftiuoa b yxpaiH cbxy n liep aT y p y  a f lo - 
HBMMMHW, MaOyTb, HaHlHTQHCMBHilUB pyCVHplXOBaHOro KpatO, 
HKMfi, nonpw ue. abb yxpai'HcbxoMy pyxoel o n o p y  xinbxa bh- 
aHaMHux iMBH. KpiM CelTnnMHoro, xonnuiH boro  Ibbhb A3to0y, Mm- 
Kony PyneHKa, O n ex c ln -T n x o ro , I ao He bcI, tb n a n e x o  hb bcIx 
mh ft 3HaeMO.

HapoAMBcn lean CBimHMHHft y  1929 pop! Ha flyraHOiHHi; y 
1962 poLii aaKiHHHB cpinonorlMHHM (paxynbTBT XapxIacbKoro 
yHlaepcHTBTy I Aonxnft Mac no TOMy npaqxiBao y-cnaaHMwoeoMy 

■alAAtoMHCTHryTy moBo a HBBcni a . AH- V PG F. Hu w h AW» flan »rcw-3 
top e  im u ia a u ' WHR'Da h  DamdHd, Henaotio"ont 6 niKOga iio rB na 
■9axuAl (AH1T- CyMaiiHfe/n e , !97?r Mr 4 ). Syo to ko ik HayxoBHMcniB- 
poOiTHMKOM iHCTMTyTy niTepatypM AH ypcp t BlnnoBiAanbHHM 
cexpeTapeM wypHany PndnHCbKe nimopamypo3HaBcmBQ.

A na hbbaobsI H ayxoaa xap''epaCBirnH M H oro oOipBanacn.BiH 
yaiHUiOB y xoncpnixT 3 BIh o a Iaobhm  k b pIbhhutbom IHCTMTyTy 
M0B03H8BCTBa b nm aH H i opierrrauiT u h o ro  BMBHoro aaxnaA y. 
3oxpeM a a AinflHui cnoflHHUTBa. T hm MacoM ax  ocpiui^Ha aihih 
iucTHryry- BH3HaManacn hb  HayxoBWMH, a  nonWMMHMMu xpw- 
t b pIbmh: xoHxpBTno b yxnaAaHHi cnoBHHKiB poC neno  H aronoc 
(BipHitue cxaaaTM — H am ry aan o ) Ha TOMy, m o cninbH e b 
yxpalHCbxiH I pocincbKiH Moaax, CBiTnHMHHh cnyuiHo aaaw aa, 
m o 38BAPHHH cnoaHHxiu ho Tax y  cpixcaulT cn lnbH oro. nx bIa - 
MlHHoro, Cow Ann tbxmx cn ia , hk a o d a , oahbkobhx b o6 ox Moaax, 
y cnoBHHxax ho 6 y n o  6  i noTpeOn.

3 a  KpMTHXy pycHCplxaulftHOI niHfi iHCTHTyTy M0B03HBBCTBB I 
3a BHCTynn npoTM apemTla I H83axoHHHx cyAlo nan a Ihmbmm 
yxpaiHcbxoi xynbiypM to aa npvmeiHtcTb ao  nomnpoHHR caM- 
BHAaaHol nlTepaTypM CBlmwMHoro a ycix  naaBaHvix ycTBHosax 
3BtnbHBHO 3 poCOTM, I TO Ha38BX<AH 9. OCiaiOMHO.

"floBrnfl Mac, — n n m e b UHtoaaHOMy amctI a o  BawaHa

7



§ Ss a « ?5  s  I  X i  ® 2 * “ 5 a. Q. 5  a
c  sc J
-  5 cy Z S ©

5 B-fo  g
3 2  s  « ga  2 t: =® c x ,s 
c  Q» as 

o  x  x
S  .  X  J  3n  X 2  X

w 1 * s3 (0 <0h y
s ’ i i l
§ i = i "  * 2  7 - 8 2 §
5 «•- s

I ®  S I  i

S 3 *  5— o

w 5; B S 
* £ S ? 
ffl T  £  2

112

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Bo
nl

 
(7 

pc
ml

B 
Ta

Oo
pl

B 
cy

B
op

or
o 

pe
wH

M
y 

I 
5 

po
nl

a 
aa

cn
aH

H
H

). 
Po

 
ap

eu
iT

i 
To

ro
 

po
ny

 
Ca

irn
nM

H
or

o 
aw

e 
He 

np
yK

ya
ar

iM
.

B
ln

fiy
aa

e 
ya

'na
HB

HH
B 

b
 n

ep
M

Cb
xn

x 
Ta

Co
pa

x 
Ha 

Y
pa

nl
. 

M
ei

yo
na

B
- 

re
an

o.
 

ox
om

b 
fl 

H
an

py
xy

Ba
nH

 
6.

 
a 

to
 

fi 
H

an
oc

lo
an

ii 
Ha 

H
bo

ro
,



a  u>

3

a &

d n O

3  ?
O v J1 ®0 ?  O * c s J g n

1 1"
1 5-c £ «  
I l s S i  .
Sg 8 agS
a a l s i
? c & * & §1 S g I £3  a as k w a

M i n
O S  ,_  g
•  i  § s  i  
g e 5» |
o ¥ o
§1 5

° a«2 ==  O o

« S  o  i  s  x  »  o 
“ s i S  
e g  ~

= | - g
= ° « x
£ « ? §  o a.>. X  a3 *3 n  C

s  t-

K 5 CL '
S 5 | i  i
s  O C .5

o « >. t- o x s >< >• 
a m  ¥ a  = •

n
a

. _  xo o ff«  8 S-® *  '-_ O O o O x w S «  O C X  - 5  ® S 2
5. = „ e  5; — 2  o ® x¥ 28 9 2 >• 5 c a o

" Ct“  ^ 5  £ o = >•
I s S s l3 c. c

2 = 2 £ m £ O
5  o e  s  

£ 5 S.*
O 9 _ -fu

a — r— _= '=f t s c = “• n . ia = - = ° s n 2 C c 9 x K 
C  :  f i .  O | f  o  i i - i  iffl^ X g ® 5 2 ; '] |iS O  »2

:- f iO s o
X  H HJJ s  o © o s
X 0  H

I* !  £ > c «. o
c  « o
X „  -0 >- 'X

c\o
o s  s  i f  «

i s  •
a  oS X a H

o  X  m x  s
j* 0> X  o :  O 2 S C :  - *C

a  e  □  3  * a  *** x  
^ a p X O r t f * *  ® ® f f  2? i i § 5 & s « f o o  

5  5  *• * © 2  c  = -a
2 S § a - r s - i  = § §
= c 0 2 l = 2 5 x ° I  
=  s c c r (_ S c ® o 5  5 5 ’—*— x  —  8 j  3 35  £  ! ?  T  © s  a  c l  «  3  as 2 3 B 3  » ► O I  , *I C  C  *  . O >» 0  5  n  £  _

•5 1. = a s  2 2 5 . 5  2 
a  3  a  o 2-S  c“|  2o s ^ ff S o 1 Nr S
^ l® o c # I o S > o  ^ § § > 3 ?o5^o 
o : ' § a O e 5  . « J O

“ • p s i S x ^ c ^ "
I i & i 5 . § s * i i s

- S >■ 0 r  i 1 v S  
8  2  3  !  o 5S w r* u *' 2 ‘5 c ‘* S o x  ^

d X h - c j H C n 8*
X C 2— © 

«a

X _ Xo »-
i l lo x
2 X ©

® -  
m H 0  § 2 £U>
a  « x  >• £ Q.* S.*
* 5  x

Off? 02 3 §ae q , 3T 
s  O S’Q> n 2 
c  P  p

0 * 0
5 o «
o f . x
S i u
3 | r i

i s s

X © 
X ©2 j
2 s5 cw O

r io ©
3  r

m ® O *o. o
© K
§4?

1 © 5* x
03

1:1 c

s s
c. a

2 © X n^  0
•s’ u
X O 
X  -Q X © 
X

2 1°  o 
a

’X o  
X c  X o
^  soJ3

X

§1 
X x
o a 
J « ►“«, 
w c a c  
ex x 
a
>s
11 Q. n © >*
2§ 
O .X| oCX a a v

« 2 m o
1° O wx*<*» S a

a c
1 g

I  §°  <3
§!c
§ o
a  x  
x  <0

^ g r r * '  1
S > 5 o °  '. >s
|  ” # § ’5C = 
O S r- >•“  3

g «s(J H O

s §
g O
§.Bo c
* i
U a

s |
1°§ sn

a  .
5
IIo a x

■i s i  c  i2 o ® 9 s ®= ® o 3 £• £ cx c " 5 «
-  3 a *3 O c '5 O O O m jjs  O. 1- n h p
? > .*  " S a-.e

2 ® = 3CO' -  § °  O A2 a
t- ►- ao
■8 * u C 3^  C D -
_ t  5- 2 o =■ xc  5 i  > , c  5 . “ O n a  * 
O £  x _ o S“  5  n s  = a  ao >- n t  2 n £2 o « <0 Q. o •= x  a  ►* a o3 =  o g a  cCD c  S vi  2 ^ o

» n
o e  
c  o  

x  ►- o © ©

El 0 ? 3 ©3 a  
_  aX u.

S o  . 
c ^ a " a ‘.
g B 5 = * 5 g 
2 5 ^  » c 2 o
o S o 5 « — Jr
=rg a 2 ' i 3 o x

c «  >. Je g |  5 
5 o > > J J b « 3  
! 4 3 n O a  O - is? ® o >. Q. ac .® 3 c » r a c > . t f l O

£ • £ £  
S o ®  
0  n  “O n
a ,s x a  o o= a  ®o , “ 
S O .
“ o = o « £
m L-
5 >gX co a x

13- n 3
= 2 «
0 2  C

3 g g 
« 2 2c 2 s
1 2  5
* g §
6 2 * a -  S
* « 0 S  ol1  a ®s £ = 
§ g =
§ i  s— X ^K c ©

2 
® S

» o x  a  © o c  >m 'O
5 0 
a c
1 °  5 c
0 >-o ¥ a

J 5 1- a

I Io >:
S o *• ©
o g
=- §■
h aa
o*©
°IO y
O X j j  a

a

g °C *“ n *© e o  x

C ©

g g
1 3 §•5
" Ix  C  
o  -

s  *S  o
o ,

* 1  o o  
g  a

s “
X «
s o

1 3*u a

11 
I *
S !
a *>•a O
1 2© 0
5 ia O 
CL o  
ffl O  O  
X © »•

113

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



T, Bona nlAHOCHTbcn mba hum cbIaomIctio Toro, mo AieTbcn, a 
:nlna hmuiIbhs cwna Taxoi cdIaom octh noaOaonoHa. Tan 
'BlTnnMHHfl, ya’nsHOHMft nanlanoio cuno to  hombbmcth h 
IHU48HHB. MepeWatOMH COHOTH I CBTMpH'mO 3O0pBMy>OMH Vi 
;ynno 3 narnnABMaMM. cnlflMUMM, cryKaHBMM A Ihujhmh Vi 
inyraMH, nlnHOctubcn mba hqio cboeio nioACbKOio npaBAOto. 
'a  ue hq oca. y  noeaiax uiei 36ipKM e m ocb 6 a ra ro  Glnbuia: y hUi 
IaChbcr BnacHMii cuIt noeTa, nioAHHvi, mo 3fieperna cbok) Ha* 
ilCTb y rpaHHMHlfl CHTyauil nacHiibCTaa.

lean KouienlBOUb

IHTPOflyKUIR

He dnn niodeO.miet cnaeu 
M e p e x e n l m i  Kyuepael 
Oul elpuil Blpwyto n, 
ffna cede, Opamlt won.

T. UiaSMBHKO

rane(5HHH 36K. ABpXtaBHHft 3nOAlv\
I oonoio (Soria e c r e t j .
SKmbubm BMypoBBHHif y cKnen.
R BAMn no ayxa. ToaU ToaH

Ana a  mqhI oikhb bctot.
3 a 6 a r  eacponln i MenoAlft.
I KOMHOHytO, XOM HB B MOAi 
T enep  rpaTOBBHMft cohot.

KoMy? Ana Moro? Ulo as — ro661?
(Iommbb Ann TyOlnbHHx choGIb?
Mm nn« cynoaHx 6Kcn9pTM3?
...I ho My bIh ho MenoAlftHMft,
H^3rpa0nMM wto. werpeMHMM mM U J L —
fnarOHBAî HHH 0CT8TM3M?

I 3 > 3
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— Hy xto th npoTh Dnann? H u iaa . 
XotIb ochoqh norpncTHlI
— A th?  — nvuaio n. — Xto th? 
lUo npaamu Iyuuhm nanaxnAH

I T6UJQU1 MapH Ta XpeCTH?
OchobhJ Xto to6I ix bmabb 
B opeHAy? Xto Ix tbk 3(̂ rHAMB,
llto  BJK0 HO 3MHTb, Hi 3lUJKpe<5TM?

Mobmmuj?  3aulnnno? Hi cnoaa?
Mob KQOMKa bcIocb Ha ocHoeax,
3a npaBO B3HQUJH onaCHHH 63MK^

‘• * 3  KHnaem cnoaa na olifip.
Ta th. mIw iHUJMM|He lOnWep.
I H. MlM Ihwhm. tow He 6mk.

T3
CD

V I
VI

WAfllCHMfl COHET

YMift cynflio  CBoro waniTH,
ThwkI rpixH MOMy npocTH.
Taw oin nioAnna, nK i th; 
y  Hboro noMa wiHKa, A im .

Tm rp e6 a  rpouieR npniiecTti.
I rp e6 a  — hIab npaeAH a Itm —
3  naHHa co6a«ioro ayMim 
flepWaBHHii 3H0HHH AOBeCTM.

XotIb 6 m th b Tifl uwypi 6yTM?
B Ayry caltf ro p 6  i co a ic ib  rnytM? 
C o6a 'ia  nonnl 3po3yMlH

I hb TonMM 6arH0 a 6 ohoto.  
>KaniM cyAAto caoro , AOCTOTy 
Rk mm wanieMo noaiii.
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Ha p ion i Bootcux napmumyp...
I. flpaa

OficinH  MopoKH — xHMepn, 
C H y e ib cn  cy riH b  cn p oK B ona... 
Tywaaie nparnw cia  Mita. 
ripuHHUJKnu KaMepH — noM epn.

I paniOM — oiMHicTb o « n n a! 
3npurhynHcn Mofiecni ccfiepu,
R aopn AOCTOTHicTK) B euepn 
Haq Teneeoweto aivuuna.

A noiiM — Apyra... n 'n ra ... c o ia . 
Xopanw Baxa! Ha an co iax .
Ha plani Bowhx napTMTyp!

A noMlw i  HaMU nir o6noroM  
3aCyTHPi ccpepaMu I BoroM 
OOnynneHMfi TtopoMHHti Myp.

22

BlflBlR

Bauumu bNhuO n po fpec — jnawunib 
npom m ou  Hinbuox io 6 uh 
9*cumu a/ytiuu acummnM.

llvoiaa Mluienb

BIa SIm! — nxoro  Tm oiAfioio?
BcTynBe rn y n a  hIm b npaDa,
I THiua — cipa. HewHBa —
CBHHqeM. BIa 6Ih? Xa-xal PnfioT

KoOmoh coh . TboT npaoa 
Ha MBCTb i rlAuicTb Bci 3 toOoio : 
fx no oIa Cmtm. P mtm ABOCOtO 
nynbcye a C9pui, I cnoaa —

He 3paAwyBaHl t ho 3papHl — 
tbopMyfOTb cTpocfjH, ho niABnaAni 
UlMOHanbHHKaM i cyoiRM.

Kyune oapTa 3a AaepnMa,
A BiMHidb — aopnua, M03pnMa — 
nnHBO, I MHTb Ti — TBOn.
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COH

K>O

f t  G auuu d u B iiu i) c o n .. .
I. (DpaiiKO

KyMH o A o c n y  i o uiyio.
A uiyMt A raMl A uianl A uinuan! 
A cmIx I rpixf fles'hrm'i oanl 
Beniixe TaiticiBo oepuiy n,

rocTovi cnyaato Hanooan, 
ro c re rt Macryio I olnujyio, 
Tynnio. CpaTin, poaxouiyto.
I... n p o c u H a io c b . K ap n au n n

aaKiHMBHo. napauia, "oImko" 
i rparn , Bnanni iibbI'iho. 
ninuoM, posxmyBa'i ochob!

HiMoro. Rxocb nepe6yny.
•^3 homI 3HOBy Hanno nioAy.

I BC6 M06 nOMHBTbCB 3HOB.

24

mm

nAPHAC

H o iieCecax fi eusiey Bota.
M. flepMOMtOB

I Bpaa ill ctIh, ill rp a t, nl cieni. 
j  X iocb iieaiiAMMitiH t^6yAMB 

CbIt KanmmeBiix b'oim-avib,
R paM eB l KnoxoTH I xM enl,

Plvi BliirpaitoBCbKHX Imbbktiib.
MaxnyHCTBO DIhm. neaeceni 
ronoCopoAbKOBl nacxenl 
I CTycIa eac-pBMUTaTHB.

R aphael I mo tI ujmohh ii AoniiT?
Ha Blpio a OyABHb, noOyT. xnonlr —
B Mi3eplK3, AplOHiuiy m i.

Buiyxae cy e m a  TpMBora,
I b iie6ecax n 6aMy Bora 
I 6o>xe cnoao Ha aeMnl.

2
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CAMOTA

CaMoma caMomu, 
Byaon muwi...

B. Ciyc

napaw a. FpaiH. C tIhh roni.
I caM th — Eomhh uepcT. Chqh 
I HiMoriciHbKo He wan 
13 3arpaToBaHoi Boni.

| Th caM TyT. CaM. KneHH f\ cyan 
i FpMMacH, KnHHH, npHMXH noni —

Mywi Hi panom i. Hi Soni 
He npoSnaaioTbcn cionn.

Th — caM. Th — caM?*^ caM 3 co6o io ljl 
TaTH 0 6  d iH y  ronoBoio.
KpHMH, Onaran, Mopnyncn, ktihm, — 

s’
A Bin ninrtoMy n o  ein6oio 
HenpeMMe oko Han to6ok> 

j b in b M a c T o  r n n n a e ,  m o d  cum .

11

26

BlflMAFl

/ it nody/uaio, mo a caimi aco mana 
I tia aOMni Hide hokib canmuHi.

B e e n  YKpa'iHKa

Mob luaieinb, TOMHTb nyMKa ninna:
"Becb coiT — MapHOTa I wana.
LUnana mh nnuap  — MecTb onua:
TpH3yTbcn Bci 3a naflKy inna!

I BinuypaeTbcn woHa,
I npyr nponacTb 3a nony cpi6na.
Becb cbIt rapMOHii i cairna 
He aapTHB Mepsnoro nanna".

Hine Hi CBBTomiB. Hi cam a...
JByiua aacKiMHHTb, 3 t h m h  cmTa.
Ta, ro cnonn . He noBenn

— 3 po3nyKH, 3 Binnato, 3) c ipaxy  — 
floKnacTH qecTb cbokj na nnaxy l 
Bwe xpaine ronoBy xnann. *
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MOBMAHHR

Ifx im n iftilJ  
K p o a 'io  e y c m a  o O h a a n u c b  
I 3 B p u d a n u  —  MOBXQHHflM, 

fleca yxpaiHxa

to
to

CnOBa — o n a  A o6nncTH, A n a  HMHy — 
HypTytotb, pByTbca Ha b sh k . 
npOpBaTHCb B 3ByKl npOpBBTHCb B KpMKl 
Xoh nouianxH t Xom A n a  noMHttyl

A T8M... HQ BtepnttTb epaTHK,
Cnoaa nocxoqyTb, ronyfiMHy 
HaiBHiCTb oycT. HeMa Hi BnMHy,
Hi CTpHMy ?M, a TH MB 3BHK

Tx. cymMx y tboiiS ooaoSI, 
flyuiMTM a 3apOAKy. b yTpo61. 
CMepTsnbHHti 3aujM 0pr — HiMOTa.

Cnoaa K H nnaib . a y x aan i. ropni.
Ta xnanoM ax n ax  H3H« y  ro p n i,
1 Kpos'to aanexnacb ycia .

20

R3MK

— f l iu H  d o  K o s o a  d o a a d a .
~  K o to  d o  K u e a a .  a  k o b o  d o  m to p u u .

( n tn n n y x a n a  po 3 M o ea)

IneM y Khi'b, nx npoqaHU,
K pbb HBTpi, OoaOaq, xpaflbKOMa.
A BOMAb — H3HMHMK, I ABpMQ 
f lo  cxhmh HexpHCTa npwoqami.

BIh 6b3 kIctok! Bin 603 xepMal 
Tpy6HTb peMMCTMMM pBMaMH,
Cine cnoeaMH, ax MeqaMM.
Ho Kmib « a o  ttoro  — TiopMa.

Bin — epeTHK. M oanatb ho 3bhk bUi.
TOW BiAXyCM (iOfO i BMXMHb 
I (Ham y Khib HaonpotuxH.
Ta uo B>xe — niAABBXM 1 63mxm: —'
rioTpifioH Kmib (Sea'aaHXMMl 
Rx H3HxaTMM — CoaobkhI
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3AB>KflH B’R3EHb

CaMl c o 6 l  OynyeM  rtopMM,
CaMl B HHX norlM JKMBBMO,
CaMi c e d e  CTepoweM o.
B w e TKJpOM — TbMB, I D TIOpMaX — IOPMU.

A mm — uiM oro. XtaijeM o 
I 3a MypoM Myp, aa MypoM Myp mm.
j ’ CydoiMMKMt ABpanwt lUTypMHl
j i B w e ft MM — H8 MM. Boho CaMO*

I Tax CKnanocn;*TaK noBenocn,
i j t tax  BeneTbCB«OflaBMa ft ao c I.
!1 Cnirio|Hapon>KeHl a Ttopwl,

KoMy nocxapjKMMOCb? Ha xoro?
| Ha MopTa nMcoro? Ha Bora?
j T»opMa V coon. I mm —  caMi.

c  | i  1u> I I

j

TIOPMA

M u  c a p u a u

B TiopMl, aa rpaTaMM, a H eaont 
Maul npMCHMnacn... itopM a.
Ana mb un. HI rpaT HBMa,
HI BaprM. I BCbOro AOBonl.

I c b It  —  (AHnlR c a M a . .
I niOAM — cTOBnMiUB Moronia 
3  KOKapA3MM, a  cepueM roni; 
KpMMaTb, a  Moaa b hm x h Im b .

flonyAa o^i 3adynM na.
Ha cbIt Tm rnnHyTH hb cnna . *
Bel WAyTb... nOMBTKy MM KlHlJFf•
BlAnymeHHfl rpixta mm cipaTM? 
I rynaioTb o^peO pa-rparH  
Ee30HHHO-3anMl cepun.

z o n l  O o t o n a .  

T. UiBBMBHKO
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B. CHMOHEHKOBI

Ha Te6e Tew BinKpnnM cnpaeyP 
Th He yHHK cboto xpecTa:
TepnKl aropbOBaHi y c ia  
He cnHHHnH KanpaBy cnaey

fln n  BceBKa3iBHoro n e p c ia .
LL(oahh kohboem KpHBaBy 
BeamoAHy, toAHHy po3npaBy 
lA0 MywHMa npaBAa-MCTa.

LUoahr T a e p y e  —  AiTHCb HiAe! ■«* 
JKepuia o cn in n o i TeMipn 
TbIh thIb, TBin c y p ,  TBOE iM'fl.

Th — TyT? R CTynaK>. Hi a B y K y ,.
Th — TyT? Xi6a He Myeui C T y n y f  
...CaMOTHH KaMepa m on.

l i U

u>o

t

44

e . CBEPCTKDKOBI

GereHe! f le  th TaM, GareH e?
Aroe, cyciA si OaoBHCbl 
Rkluo hb b ABepi, to^ r> ^ m h c 4 ^ j 
n o  APBay, Kpi3b bIkho h a o  M ene,

UJo. BapTa? nntoHb i OABepnncb.
3HeBaw fi. Tq ; w — rHAb, rien n ,
To He pnH Te6e h He p n a  moho.
BoHa — Mana. Tow He 6 a p n c b .

6  toct Ann npH n’HTCbKoro M ao: .
"C to  thcrm  poKiB”. Ta! H e M a n o /
R ace, mo HHcnocnaB TocnoA b

(Ta RbonH), Bee Ha CTin bhRm3k>,
Ha CTin... A CTony w i HeMae...
Hm oro. B ee oaho  n p n x o n b .

/V & <&e. G&ilo?

£?<> /vaja ,• Ach . C  0  Ca A* A

(v A "  ^  T iP -O f  V-^-AA. C ^ m 'V  vT

<T^vV-0 
pbvstv-  ̂ j

Cj~e*£ y-i v>> ^Co j
^ yoe_yo yu*.trAA*-^> .

S atJUfi*. (- -yiA* f^-V - •
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y v .
%  REBEflHHA niCHR 

• flt1 Oairnynn lfif

y  colil noiuecTH i aMopy.
H Im othocth I rnyxoTM. 
fla  Mynpl Myunpoto mIhtm 
fllHMytoib nyuii Ggs po3 6 opy,

TaM niCHB, BHiaip DHCOTH,
CboGoah ft npywHoro npocropy, 
lliyrHyna elnbiuiM tuaxoM  aropy, 
y  onpl y  ne6 o! V cbitmI

Pmbkom BlAMaeworo Tina 
Pokobbho aanefiaAlna 
B CBBTift rOTOBHOCTl 0 (})ip,

Ta 6paKOHb€pcbKHM aannoM 3  
niaTHTa — nereHnapmiM neGeAb̂ '* 
ynana HayTiopeMHMft Aalp.

46

'iKo i*e.
B» vyL msr !

0  ^ V .
a s<  ̂Vd-VTA a 1

UUM f 
y  xuf n ^ '7 .  i  ( M  c
yt-*/T *7
Y.CUT e-Co-u’K: „ Y-ro F'^T' V-1̂ "
i  u-pe-Nvâ -*"
J aca.<t^. w-a
3 ^  j ^ ,  ^ ,A )W A /y.>vut

M >tvUA'; 
v̂ A t-*a>yfL\j>S\ W*̂ t-TM.py

vA* c / / . ^  *J-yn> fejCow r K —
QO T aa  ! — i^ y ^ f  Jl

B. CTyCOBI

y  i i a c  i i o u a  lf~r

3BPHB nenpaadu 3a coflow.
T. UJeBMOHKO

Konn TBlft DHCTpaWAaHHH 3HOMHH. •—•
Toon OKpanana ntoGoa, '
To aI Hexaft b MaAy oGmob 
TaubGnHTb TeOa raubCoio 36oMenb,

BlACTynHMUTaa. I 3paA, I 3mob, —
Tod MopMMfl cyA to6I Hi no  mIm .
I tm a  nycT l ft x o h o a h I omI,
Rk a nplpBy, rnnueuj 3hob i shob,

I 6yAyTb rny3M, rnyM, noropA a —
ToGi HaftaHuja naropoAa,
I th^m b npoGM ft r a p i  t o t o b ,

^Th-Hpla^RopAOBn ft C n6ipn 
Hbcthmquj ropAO ca im o  aipH 
B cbokj HeapaAweHy moGcm. -H “7

|fo. 1) \ J
)M)’yv\A6'-CCaV-#s Vco> v\ fK&. C\^

\ K A  C> b
”JJ $ tJM ft ~ KuX ’

Aft
3 t44A.'V*-A\ V*-A tj"w j Oo
f\ fK_>yOm  to
0  \ <re£ <l  *-$ C-X1?Ĥ U-^

• * » * * » .  +s »• - »-> nX/* O i J
i f*'* u ^

^  *• jUwA bSeJToJUvA ?  
(P%^iLtx->r}<> Ou^i «i' k a ^ a .

{- ^  cU 'fr i V 5 r  v ^ 4 u i»
3  a-o-Xa'vo i ^ a^
j ^ L  V '-^a  n ^nno  <h a  7  j 3 ’7-T'
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MHHynH aaxsaT i aaaafm n, 
Hbaxhbhhb, caMoaaOyTTH,
I rplM mb DoapHB ao  nyTTR,
A na raHb6oBMiua-po3n'nrTH

Th KHHyna caoe jtM nn.
I Aymy fttantoM pByib Ha ujMarrn 
CaMonoK^Hi npoKnnTTn, 
CaMonpoanbOHHl KaHnn.

Ana MMHae bcb. Ocnne 
I BinyxHe npncTpacTb I Aocana, 
OSpaaa A thIb. poanyxa fi niorb.

Ta TlnbKH hb aocKpecHB Bnana 
flyiua: th b hb? Hanntoaana,
A iHUli 3BMKnH fi tb>k nntotoTb.

»• I3H

48

Boua

TA PA C  B y n b B A

Tm Myeuj, CMHy? yKpaiHy 
rtntoHApye Mopna TaTapBa,
A MM — XOM HB POCTM TpaDQ.
Mm, naTpioTM, ciim hm m  cnMHy:

A 6m , MoonflB, 6yna xchbb, ^  
CyTyw, Ta TpeOa — Myeui#CMHyf- 
(Ha Mac!) almyTM ( tp o x m I)  cnMHy, 
U4o6 hb  anaTlna ro n o o a .'

A tb m .. .  to m  tua 6yne b h a h o .  
t THBTbCB nOTypt^i^>KB 6MAT10. 
HsaAanMx npenniB KnonyMM,

y  nHMMapM npyTb, nrHBTa.
I HiKOMy MBMa niAHBTH...
Tm Myeiu, CMHy? He mobmm.
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BEIIMKMPI niC T

KpyTHfi pewMM BenHKonocTyl 
Awi CKopoMHoro a ycTa,
Hi cKBapHii 3 ycT. h u n b H y f i  ycTaB 
MaHacTMpiB, mob MapKy TOCTy,

TBopn M onm oy, cBiMKy c t s b ,
TaBpyft KpaMony, bk KopocTy.
B ee n ic f  i n o c n y x , nlcT i n o c n y x , 
riOB3flep>KnMBiCTb i MHCTOTa

C ia p o i AiBH^itfnnx omthmhm —
3  Bepwr, Ta cxhm, Ta eniTHMift. 
la Eotom b niwMypKM He rp a ii ,

3 a  pafi jkmttbm nnaTHTM T p e 6 a |
Bb3 sflaqi. noTiM, 3 nacKH He6a, 
T e6 e  — mojkhhbo — nycTHTb b part.
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MEPHELIb

EuO nOKnOHU
I nnomb cmapaiy ycuupnO.

T. UieaweHKO

Taift iiaftntoiiujMH aopor — Tino 
3 hob aaMaranocn, jtoo aslp,

-  B CTapiM i DttcxnlM^Ha nanlp 
riQgTa^So ace, mo nepee mino.
I cna6He enapa pyx otplp,
I hhkvio e)pa. 3aKOpTino 
Cnoxyc i bhphb — (MopHs pinol). 
Monncb i wph. Monncb I alp.
Mormcbl Monwcbl Hewae Mvipy 
B caMOTHHi aip CBtTy — aHpy 
Pi flMRBOnbCbKOI cyeTMl

>_- Bee Ta w opHaf Hapla ii B l p a *
^  y Bnacyifi nnorl b6mtm 3Bipa

I pyx npeRHCTHft 36epertH.

54

C O H ET 6 E 3 6 0 K H O C T M  ’

UlyHBK> Eo ib , a s n a x o d x y  
Tana, m o  uyp Qouy 0  naiBmb.

T. lileDMOHKO

Eorla HOMa. CaMl iKOHH.
Cropowa porM, cmiepplon 
3axya CBnTO IlHCbMo b k 3 h o h .
CaMl nonH ewe 6’iOTb noxnoHM.
Cania B o n a  —  nx caM o ro H :
Xto xomb Ta ne pypeHb, roHHib 
I pypnuTb OymflMH. 3axoHH 
Bme He HacTapMaTb aa6opon.
C nycrlnn  xpaMH aenenfopHl,
I oMMaHlni BlBpi O nypH l 
Tx nanrnb. CMopIp —  h k  op k h h t

Ha KocTpmuax a cepepHbOBiMMi. 
nanaioTb xpaMH, hI(Sm cdM ...

. , .  KoMy BMRHiaiae op hhx?



n s , -

« in co

O
LLI

5

•5 5

o 
! - .  
5 2
§,•3 
® £* *o 5
S s.
i S
aa
= X
X s
i °£  «O >-*

do
oa

ec<o
C oo >oiq a

j
5 2 2 

•x = e  § 
o S j o  
c  s  n  
S  e  o  a
0  O  —  Xs s „© e 5 £1 o Cl i  o © oa « 2 Qk. c .  q  xo © c 

03 C  <  C

>a
T- §  >  2 2 a > J 2 a  ►- n
s 2 -°
£ & S>- *  a  5  «oj
| SZ  v?

- S c
d  as 
CL Q  

•X  > *>. w O £
5 -0 1 -
j- o G °  S S " S  

X  a n  3

2  s

'2 o . oI- >

S> 3£ <S 
X  C  I

>.z

o ik. —o

u c 

S g
a  *
 ̂2

c  a  a  ©

P Sx  o X ©
s *  
- I*" 5©

*  - 6
 ̂s. iCf £• © e —*- ^

^  o  ta 
X  co= r «

£  x  o

136

Reproduced with permission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



flO
B

PE
!

137

Reproduced with permission of the cop,righ, owner. Funner reproduction prohibited without permission.



<
XXc;

2 sS* x0 o
S I5c o 
CD C

1 i
© Z
o  o  ? * &2 o2 n © •

s=
.c :
Q .©
5
Q
5

cs

M

cs 
x

1 - 
'i’&s
d  a ; 3
2 # -
f  °O Q
“ I
c  .
J  s  Is _  
9 -  x  c  n: 
2 = c c2 <= c g 

x  “
Q . CD
® X * -I- ® tn> 5  5 x

Q .  ( 3  ©  C  
CS

<  3  cn

S U3
. i s

cs
X
X
X
Xc

0 a >X
X 0 a
X .d Q.
0
0

0
c O

X a cs
X >H o
3* X 0

X 2

m

cn

X .
C  cs

X

i a
! s 
l i
*  LO 
O  Xd ©
tE  » so © 
•x  x

J3
H
X
C JOH
X X
cn C

X** c
oX a

X n
c «»
w Q.

O— Q
"?*gO

c ^ t  s  O o - P s a

_  om o 
.  13 0  © ©O q

e l
"'g— K O
& *  |  
a g lq °  c

> s
x

i r 1a C 
x  <-

o. 
o 
0 I— X o ^ 0 .0

a  • :  x
.  s s

>x j  o
S 2 |5 10 2 o ct “5 f8 *

- -  m  « 
C l n  sc  
L . —  > \© as o _ 3" H- CD

138

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Reproduced 
with 

perm
ission 

of the 
copyright ow

ner. 
Further reproduction 

prohibited 
without perm

ission.

' iIi

p o n n
CTATMCTM

UJ
VO

Y c e  p o a n u c a i i a  j b p a n t .  >
B.

y e s  poanMcano, rk hotm:
Komi t rk noBMHeu tm 
H a CUBHy BHMTM, tf ponb BBlftTM 
I po CKaaaTM "aa", pa "npoTw",
Rk noMaraTHCR mbth,
RkI 3Hraar« ft noooporH 
Cninoi ponl nofiopotM,
31 cuqhm  rk t p e  3lftTM.

f le  e n p b , p o  now . p o  c ta u b  p o  6 o io ,“ *» 
B co  8H3HBMBHB HB TOfiOK).
A tp o cb  ho to, a  m ocb  He Taa

(HOTOMH0 CnOBO, JKOCT, MaHepOy),
| ' k  M o p ry  p o n b ,  n p o ip a f t  K a p 'e p a ,
3  T06010  3irpaHMft cneKTaKnb.

C tb tm cth  MHcnnibcn a apTHCTBx,
A poneft b hhx  hbmb... Bohh — 
AKcecyap, pna
flnn eytachoplT. HI npMWpacTb. 1

HI Glnb ipariquol bhhh,
HI nopBHTM — hb pna CTatMCTla. 
Dopep niopbMH I Botom  mhctI, 
fnyxl TOTepI, MOBMymi,

HepBMrH, phGh ~  hI aannaqytb,
HI aacMlioTbcn bcmbk. Optiaqe 
>KMBBTbCB, mo(5 tom  ho 6yno,

C tbtm ctbm  nerKo, c h to , cnaano. 
CiaTHCTOM rpouji nnaTRTb cnpaBno 
3a OTpacil, aa Herpy, aa m o .

62 ‘ Tyr i panl tax noiHaqena iiepoiOlpiie cnoao.

I
I
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COHET

Cypoobiu JJanm ho npasupan coiioma.
O. nyiuxlH

O, flaHT ho 3Hena>KaB coHeTa.
MaTOMaTHMHHfi waHp — COHOT.
Cohot oaroMHH, UK CTHneT.
B h Im Bonn cTapTy. npywHicTb 3neiy ,

CKynbm ypHa cpinirpaHb paKOT, 
lU o, c n p a rn l H e6a, c n p a rn t  n e iy ,
CniiuaTb 3 nnHHBTH Ha nnnHOTy 
riOB3 HenpMKaHHiCTb KOMOT.

A hbm npHnncaHO nieTy 
la KaHTia, o r  I n ieT eT y.
BerOTepbnHCbKHH aiHerpei!

Ane... tw m »-3 aBTopMTOTyJ 
I flaHT ho aneaaw aB  cohot&
I mm ho npoTM. flapM-TeT! «

'9

69
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6 a a  hom shO w  y  t ia p o O a 
y u e p m e n n o m c H  c a o d o d a .

H lKonaEa

■P-03

PoapAlMCbKa BHnpoBKa IabT. 
n apan  pMMOBaHHx t<VM0K-
CTona b d o n y , pnpoK a papoK 
Kapfiytorb hm6m I xopei

Cain uapeMonlnnbHHH xpox.
Cnoaa — Ha BHiuxInl y xape ix!
B Karpen cBaalnbul oMnlpei 
Po3KyMepflBnaHHx Capox!

Ekct83H — b pmtmI HaAXneHnnfo umkam. 
Diq MSTp poaxnafiaHMx, HeaaMKnMx 
PyOaiM TB0PAO, RK B CTPOK),

KOMaHAHMfl pHTM, CTaTyTHMH pOSMlp.
A sa nlpMMHMii Bincryn — p o 3 C T p in ,
Rk niAAHM apaAHHKQM a 6 0 to.

70

BEPfllBP

H a d a t o c t . .  a e p y i o l  B o  b o k o  h b  n p u d o m  
H o  h u b  n o i o p H o a  6 n a i o p o 3 y n t u a ,

B . M bhkobckhB

HypTyraTb npHCTpacii 6aa nany -  
I pm tm  TpliUHTb. Rk ho 6yn o  
TopauiTa I Byanbo.
C tmxIb cn ia  flHKTye- anaA y.

UlyMHTb KacTanbCbKo A>«openo. 
KanoHH AHxaioib Ha n a n a n .
H a 3no AtplHaM i nannaaaM  
PoaMHno, 3anHno, 3Meno

B ci PHMH, PHTMH, UHKflH, CTpOtJjM.
riapnac — Ha rpaHl KaiacipocfcH, 
CTHxIn w He TaepB3ie. M

H y p iy e  bmp. HanxHeHHwR; n'nHHH. 
B epniO pnl BlnbHi rpoMBABHM 
PecnyCnlKH floea in l

V- V. *

[ijL. "I A- <T°oÛ  OfA&As |

ty r ;  &<dy Y<f

3 ! or tS ngM „
^  Ô oVkTunAWA. M <T* vfefttytoM

'A4/JL. j ^ 3^^ '
^  ^  Os^<Tva Y-c»stJkC{rt& , <̂ JT -  Kffr-e-licx .

aa **>•<- -  r°â J>- i v A  «*&&-
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H3MMHHt4bKA BECHA 
-{Rr-n .-C .)—

Bochb paBoopiiyna 
3eneH00 bhbmr.

E. SarpHUbKMM

A pM ana o i tp y  a m e m , 3 p o a ro H y  
3 a c n n n n  e n tr y  p o aM en a , 
B acn o T u n  rplM  Tpy6nTb 3l 3 n a  
H eueH 3ypoQ aH l paaoH H ,

3 e n e H a  o p r ln  a e n a l  
llOBCTani TpaBH pByTb ryAPOHM. 
rpane. smItbkjmh kopaohh,

• OpflHHCbKB apM ln C TeSna.

PyHHOBMmo c h IpIb i n b o p y  
y B p a a  nepeK H H ynocb  h b  B o n y  

I x o fly , xoay  AO flH in p a .

A co h u b  c T a n o  c e p e p  H e6a, 
HoipaflM e.cM a/iHTb. T ax  I TpeG a. 
n o p a  OHoanoHHH... n o p a t

76

nPMM0P030K

B y n a  a e c n a .  S y r ia  o ln n n r a .
I — B o w a  G n aroA aT b  6 y n a .
CnirM p o a c T a n y n n . C n n n B n a  
y  HeOyTTH H B A onra-K pnra .

T o a l  c n ’flHinnfl b Ia  T e n n a ,
HaioHMrt, bk p o a x p tw a  KHnra,
3 GpyHbOK npuHMUJKnMfi kbIt OKriMraa 
I bmuihb GyflHo aauB tna. <-

T a b MopHy HiM 3HeHaubKjTBiTep 
Oiunapvia naM opo33»o bIth ,
ByGvtnay 3aB‘n 3 b , aIbhm -kbIt.

n o M ep K n n ii. b iiGhtm^  M opo30M ,
Mob  G ini cnb03M , n a  n o pH oaeM  
C n a A a e  K B tjA tJT ep n n u x  b It .

Q 3
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VO

M&tPIOTO —
( H o o l  O B p i n M i ?  n a - O T a p y T e m y )

n p u c o n m a  M u n o n i f lyn a u jB B l,  
yHpai'HCbKOMy iH m a p n p a m a m o p o a l  
f o m o  b o z o  "<&aacma".

M eH i, M H K ono, 6 ln b iu e  a o  B no A o G n  M ecp icT O tp en b .
BIh npMHafiMHi He KpyTMTb x b o c t o m  i B H c n o B m o eT b cn  
conflacpO H C bK H  n p o c f o :

y  K o ro  c n n a ,  b  T o ro  Bnana...
BawnHBO mo, daflAywe an.

A  cpaBCT c n y x a e  i MOBHvub. M m, McrnnRB, 3 im i io r o  t Ic t b  
a n in n e H i, xomb 3 H ae  >k , reM O H C bxa A y iu a , 
mmg c a n o  icTb, y i d a  h b  T ax ?
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W:

AHTH-CKOBOPOflA 
(MoHonor MecfjicTocpenH)

Huuaao a  ho OKonamoab, 
Kpom o  xnoGa u aodV[ ,

T. CKOBopofla

P

U\
NJ

Bin HOCHTb BC9s CBOE 3 c o G o k ). 
H o c h , neGopM Ky, h o c h .
I 3BiAKH TM TAKHVi ECM, 
MyppoaaHHm Ha npro a poGoio

Ciae oflHH. Ho t I  mocm!
KoManna Gypo — i 6e3 Goio 
yce, m o  Ha to O I 3 to G o io ,
CaM A oG poB lnbH o b I a a o c h .

Ta me fi noAonyeui 3a MyApy 
TypGoTy. Kaweuj, Hi? A B TyHApy. 
BoAMOAio n a c m  h o  x o t I b ?

raM-ranl Bynw, mo ho  xo tihm ,
I 3 TMXHX ronOBH nOTinH,
A a H ecnyxiB  —  I n o ro i iB .

‘i
•?:

1
88

CAKJlfl

Boho uyoice — I calmoBnady
Bid mfl&d h/6u mpavy a. "ff

PI. B. Fere

BlAKOnH CBiT CTO IT b, BiAKOHH 
HaA Eojkm m  CBiTOM B napa e, 
flapMa h I x to  h o  b I a a o e .
I caKnnl CaKnol O mI k o a o

I a ropnl kIc tk o k j c t b e .
Boho Mywa. Mywa? HiKomil 
BoHa Tm cyxoM BMflpel KohomI 
AroB, MecplCTol fle  tm  e?

Llfo6 enapi caxnn Ha aaBapi?
TaHbfia raKin anMpoHHift onapi. 
ynapb  h o ... cnocoGy aHaflpM.

ynapHBl BojKeBiribHMtf.nanMTb/
3  m opoft 1 caxnl BanoMjjanMTb 
BOfOHb, ^CM^nHTHHa^-d a m m .

89
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n o c n o n H T i

Ta BflaTHe w  n n eM 'n  — n o c n o n n T i.  
He n o c n o n n T i  —  O n a ro n a T b l 
K idKaM M  BMMoiyeHC^ raT b,
KananM( K p o B iio  nonnii^

f l o  c y a y -B ix y  n p o c s ro a rb .
A n o c n o n n T i  —  M annM  CHTi,
A 6 h He n o p o w H b O  B KOpHTi.
P y 6 a io T b  n lc  —  TpicKH n e m T b .

JlBTHTb TpiCKM ~  AydH 3  TplCKaMH^ 
KiCTKH —  i rOrtOBM 3 XiCTXaMM. . 
BiflbOMCbKHH tu a d a u il  A h k h h  c T p e c .

T p im a tb  xpe6T H  i rH yT bca  c h h h m ... 
HiXTO, HiflK, HiMHM H6 CnHHHTb 
JltoAbM H yrHoeHM fi n p o f p e c .

4

92

cbABCT — nPOFPECMCT

A Ha Moni n p o i* p e c y . . .  x t o  T aM ? 
M ecfc lc T o ?  c P a y c T ?  Bee o a h o .
HypTye 3 6 y p e H a  naB H o 
ApincbKa xpoa y  wunax fo ra .

HapxoTMK Bna«H — ax b m h o :
Mh m  6inbiue n’eiu, t h m  6inbuj o x o ia , 
y  fcaiTl —  peCtoax: e p o f io T a !
CaMy (cTopito flaHo

riepeiHaKuiHTb. Bonn neBa,
Pyxa, hk SynaBa cTaneBa, 
flepw aano cnpyweHa a xynax,

B cepqnx h o b h h  nopnflox xpinMTb, 
Becb c b It  36epe nin MynpHii cxineTp. 
BawnnBO iqo. Bafiflywe nx.
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MoriMTBA n o c n o n m u x

R h w o  m b h b  c m a o p u B  B o b , o d n a K o a o  
h b x b O n o c y n e m b c n  I d a c m b m b h I m Ic u b .

n. 3arpe6enbHHH

He cncwyiuaM Hac, ^ o w e , p a e M ,
BroTO BaH U M  n n n  H a c  603 H a c .
I TaK noBctofly, noBCHKMac 
Hac omacnMBmoioTb. Mu rpasM

>Kh t t h , mo npaB M T b cpaHTo'^ac,
I a M n n to a  ho  B n 6 n p aeM ,
I3 p a to  b  p a n  w e  d  n o T p an n n e M .
KOM Bflin t o t o b h x  M acK l

Tan ocTornanM poni d poni,
He HaMH nncaHi. JQoBoni 
CyenapHHx macTb, npoeKTHMX amb!

He Mar) Hac, Eowe, aa xynoGy, 
flKiyo Tm Ha c b o k j  noAofiy 
I oGpaa c b ih  ntoaeii nnoAMB.

94

cyrtEPMEH
(MoHonor MecpicTocbena)

FI npunic h b  Mup, a  m b u .
(Came nncbMo)

llto  eapT MinbdoHM CBMHonaciB? 
riaflHO^BOHM  ̂CBMHed nacyTb.
A th naeiu  Tm cnny, cyTb.
M eia — tm caM, MinbdoHM — 3aci6.

B o a m  —  M lnbfloH M  n o H e c y i b  
C e6e Ha c M e p T b , x p n B aB M d  3aciB .
B n a A y T b  M inbhoH M , a  b  a a n a c i  
HOBl M inbdO H M  H a p o c T y T b .

MinbdoHM — nocnin, cnaSoAyxM,
MinbdoHH — KiHAep. Kipxe, xroxe.
A tm b hmx BWMBnroem xIcthx,

Poctmui xpe6eT b aMopcpHid Maci,
CHary wm tth b  rap M aT H iM  M 'n c i .
BawnMBO m o. Badaywe ah.
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TEOPIfl BlflHOCHOGTM

B c b I t I  a c e  b I h h o c h b .  > K o a h h x  a O c o m o r ia .  
LUo A n n  M8 H8  C B im o ,  cniA M O M y —  n iT b M a.
H p a A lro  paAHH , b Ih n io T y e  m oTM fl,
I H iM o r o .c n in b H o r o  a  H a c  h b m b .
CnlA M O M y 3A a e T b c n ,  1140 b  m b h b  XM wa b a b m b , 
CnlA M H fl M0 HI tm m q S p a n c b K o r o  b q b k b .
A m bhI 3AaeTbCH, m o  sn a M a  Ta n m n M a 
I m o  cniAMHvi xoM e u ia u m u K a .
CnlAMOMy 3AaeTbcn, mo Ann Moro 3AopoB'n
HaA yci xpal i aci MaiepHKH
Cepmo HaHMMnlma TpyAoaa MopaobIh,
A m bhI S A aeT b cn  —  n a an a K H .
XOM8T8, HK XOM0 T0 , H BBC H0 HeBOniO,
Tlnbxn h b  cT p aiiJH a BOHa, n p o K n m a  T topM a. 
CniAMOMy S A ae T b cn , mo n  B T p a n a to  B o n io ,
A m ohI — mo n W H e M aa.
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HOKARHHR

R, 3BHMartHO, BepSm on,
R niflCTynHOl{~3IIOMHHHO 
B ayuiKO ronxH uwraHCbKoi n ls , n« waHbOK.
A c n H T a e T e  mom?  Ta x o t Ib  caMOMHHHO 
KoHTpaCanfloKi b pan npouiMHTHyTb Ha nypHAK. 
fl, 3BMMaHHO, BBp6nton, n, 3BHMartHo, t o  BManaa, 
L14o, 6yBano, nntoBao Ha c b h o b h m x  ntoaeA.
A cnHTaeTe ne? Tato y nac, y b!tmm3hI 
3onoT oT  Mopani rt anwaanvix inert, 
f l ,  3BMMartHo, oop6nion. R , aaHMartHO, flBoropfiHrt. 
Ta IrtGory n caM tm x  rop6ia h o  x o t I b .
A cnHTaeTe: Hy? R aM6lTHHrt i r o p w r t ,
Ta ax Tpe6a, to  a npoWHBy rt 603 ropfiiB.
R , aoHMartHO, a e p 6 m o n .  rp o M an n H M H o  cn ln M H rt,
R npomy, I Monio, i Gnaraio o h h b .
A cnHTaeTe: m o? KpHTH HiMoro rt h Imm m ,
Ta noMHnyrtTe 3a noxaHHHB mbhb.

nOPUIRMW

H e n y w e  m e n p o , a n e  rt' He c x y n o ,
C hthm  ho  (Syneiu, xo«ta rt ho u M p e r n .  

nopuin xniGa, nopuin cy n y ,
HaalTb noBiTpn n o p u in  Tew.
H a e c e  e  HopMH. H a bco e MipH.
BaraTO ? M a n o ?  H e  b TOMy cyTb.
R o p u in  MecTH, n o p u in  alpw 
I n p a B n a  nopuiHMH, m c y n .
nopUirtHi fl03H nBTpiOTH3My 
Ta HOPMBTHBH npaB i CBOSOfl:
RioGHTM OOpUiHMH BlTMH3Hy 
I 3HBTH 3 nosB ony CBlrt iiapou .
K a  <r i-C a 'T ^ -C u , VL-

H A  M AKA-V

MkWVM N\ t U A A ,

103
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mm^ T e p e b a  ^  .
(C.

PenroMyTb xMapH... XMapaM cxpyTHO, 
flonoMyTb 61/ihmh KpuribMM: 
nopal., y  BMpinf.OKax 3MMM 
KpyTMM »103BlflaHHM M apuipyT O M  
>KeHe cBiT-aaoMl. A mm — 
f lc p o D a .  Pip T epnyM H tl, mytHM, 
KopiHHn — a 38Mnto, h!6h cnpyrH ,
A KpoHa — B ropy .fc  rpynbMM — 
f lo  lUKaany, n o  T epnao l n o n l.
HaM nMCTA p a e ,  mm n y 6 H8 M, r o n l ,
A — c to I m o .  MornM 6 , M ornn 6  —
H a M ac w e  TinbKM, n o x n  c K p y iW . —  
TaiSHyTM b B M p i^ ...n e p e 6 yTH ... S  
BrpM saeM oca B rnn6 i BrnM6.

1974

106

H o c T A n n n  .
( JA.

I rpyao-nH l, fl flBOWMnbHl thwhI, 
I ciMKa —  flpoSoTHn cexyH n 
(flaMOKnls mbm Ha BonocKyl), 
fl KypaHTM BiMHOCTH BCeBMUJHl,
I nipaMlnaMH n lcx y  
BiKM 0 BiKM CKOpOnocTMWHi, 
HacymHi x n i6  I cirib, npacTHWHi 
f ln n  n n uap iB  I ana n a c K y n .  
C noB a, bk boThm, cnonsM W Hi,
I M ynpom i BBnMKOkHMWHi, — 
yce — 3a npanMM CMHb-6y3K^-" 
H a BHnyGeubKOMy ysBH unui, «
3a naMopoMHy 3aB'n3b bmujhI 
B TpaaHGoo n'BHOMy coxy.
1974
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MMTyCA a , x

C b  III apMOHUu, noam. 
O. Book

0\NJ

B Ih , CH HV apM O Hi'i, b nomStii 
EBtfcoHlrt cH iTnnx I p y ry m .
Ta n y t U M T b n a a  
KontoMMrt CKperiT xsfcoctraHiCi. 
C noBa cynoM narb tfn . ConnTb 
y  B aannoH ax flHhrapMOHift.
I cHHTbcn OMHcnma aoroH b  Tm 
I BcoKapatoqwn 6 y/\aT.
I, cmh rapxjm ii;, M n \y c a

0? MyCMTb! MyCMTbl), 
MiHne rifpy Ha 6 arH0 i \  
llto6 /nioTo-cyfl>K0 HHx op  cTpam 
Cwftt̂ .ConHOBMx KapaTH>
3ih, chh rapMOHii, n o e t .

0 V \ "  CW-Vr MX) VUXJU (

(^ v \- a x v v  
(3 jTjmp

*Va

A  (? /W lC

«^Vutc-Tp 
(fatAifrtW '

lw u u o ^ ' ^ 5

V£-AK/ '-

>T\* flXAx*- >> d itv* '5— •

108(S«Oj » 'H
dX'-M-” HA

^,'a  — Cb“V>

’ MO ,

Ko-2-C?

MOIM J1IOBACKAM

flaypH cnaBHi! BoaTpiMol 
BorMHi a npoth lnb  I aHt}iacl —X 
A xafi b b m I  BH6 aMT0; — *y-tiac- 
fl tphmI BMpy rt BOCKpocny tptmi,
A ho 3po6ruo xyMHpa 3 oac. 
B03WHBHI BH, 6 o>KHCTO-BiMHi,
Bh IfloanbHo-ioMniMHi,
Haxafl bh — cy n ep , eKcTpa^xnac 
A b MoHo Jlana — oan Bor IhujhmI 
KyMM I nlflKyMKH... fl rpliuHHtf,
Rk 3 para BMrHaHMH ApiaM,
3 a  cnoBo-ycMlumy Mnxaci,
Ta CbIth, Ta ranHHKH — bbc a, 
ycix oac raMy30M BinnaM.
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Appendix II.

Current appendix compares three redactions of Svitlychnyi’s poetic oeuvre: Gratovani 

sonety, which was clandestinely smuggled to the West and published in Munchen in 

1977, Kozhen den ’—Velykden ’, which is the redaction that Svitlychnyi envisioned while 

in exile, in 1980-81, when introducing handwritten corrections on a copy of Gs, and the 

posthumous publication U mene til’ky slovo: Virshi, poemy, poetychni pereklady that 

appeared in Kharkiv in 1994. All the collections contain sonnets that Svitlychnyi wrote in 

incarceration between the years of 1972-77. Apparently, each of the two published 

collections underwent editorial manipulations. Although the second (hand-written) and 

third redactions are bigger and contain other works by Svitlychnyi, besides his sonnets, 

they will be compared bearing in mind the goal of demonstrating structural differences. 

Only Svitlychnyi’s own poetry from the redaction UmtS will be presented in this 

Appendix.1

In this appendix, Koshelivets’ redaction is treated as a default collection, one that 

has the potential to identify works, which were written between 1972 and 77. I have 

arbitrarily accepted its basic structure as the basis for comparison. Sonnets that saw the 

light of day only in Svitlychnyi’s corrections and the Kharkiv redaction are identified 

with a “+” sign. Such sonnets might have been created in this period but did not reach the 

West, or were rejected by Koshelivets’. They also might have been written later. For such 

sonnets the order of Kd—V has been accepted as a default arbitrarily. Those sonnets that 

do not appear in the same place in UmtS have been indicated with an indentation. The

1 As mentioned in Chapter Two of this thesis, the posthumous publication UmtS in addition to Svitlychnyi’s 
own poetry, contains also his translations.

167

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



sonnets or poems that saw the light of day for the first time only in UmtS are indicated 

with a “+” sign and are not indented.

For some of the sonnets, where available, a year of creation is indicated, which is 

taken from Kd—V and UmtS.
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t p a m o e a n i  c o u e n t u K o j ic c h  d e t i b — B e m m d e n b y M e n e  m 'u ib K i i  c n o e o :  B i p u t i ,  n o e M U ,

n o e m u u n i  n e p e i a i a d u

iHTpOAVKLUH— 1973 IiiTpoAyKuifl— 1973

I. KaMCpili M OTIIBIf

InTpoAyKuia— 1973

LLImoh LLImoh LLImoh

BiMHHH U1MOH BiMHHH UIMOH BiMHHH UJMOH

BiAbOMCbKMH uia6am
CaMOTa
riapnac

Q uod L icet Jovi, N on  L icet B ov i Q uod Licet Jovi, N o n  L icet B ov i
TKaJiicuHH coneT TKanicuHH co n er

BeuipHfl MicTepia BenipHH MicTepia B em pna MicTepia

B i'aSi'h BiA^iii BiASiit

C on C on C on

Ilapnac riapnac
CaM O Ta CaM O Ta

BiAbOMCbKHH uia6aui
Q uod L icet Jovi, N on  L icet B o v i
TKanicHHH coneT

BiAlian BiAMan BiAMaii

MoBManna MOBMaHHfl MoBManna

J13HK J13HK J13HK

3aB)KAH B’fl3eHb 3aB>KAH B’fl3eHb 3aB>i<AH B’a3eHb

TiopMa TiopMa TiopMa

,J!^yiueBHHH coneT flyuieBHHH coneT flyiueBHHii cohct

+ “Ko3aubKa roAOBa— na n ani...” + “ I<03aubKa roAOBa— na nani...”

ripoBHHa ripoBHHa npoBH na

ConeT baamhocth ConeT bahmhocth C o n er  BAAMHOCTi

+“B CHTiM T ijii— chthh Ayx”— ns— 1977 +“B CHTiM Tini— chthh Ayx”— ns— 1977
+3a3Apom i— ns—  1977 +3a3A pom i— ns— 1977
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o

la . B iT H im ia

M h— Aep e B a — 1 9 7 4  

H o cT a jib r ia — 1 9 7 4  

+ C k uJ)h  ( c a n n o t  b e  lo c a te d )  

+ J l io 6 n io  B iT M H 3ny...

M h— Ae p e B a — 1 9 7 4  

H o cT a jib r ia —  1 9 7 4

+J1 io6 a io  B iT H H 3ny...

I I .  T p n  C B oG oflu

M o n  cB o b o A a  

C B o S o A a  c u y

C B 0 6 0 A a  CaMOKpHTHKH

M o a  C B o6oA a  

C B o S o A a  c i iy

CBO SoA a CaMOKpHTHKH

M o a  C B oboAa  

C B o b o A a  CHy 

CBOdOAa CaMOKpHTHKH

I I I .  iM C Illli COIICTII I I I .  IiM em ii c o i ic T i i  i iio c b s it ii I I I .  r ic p c o n a j i i i '  i iio c b h t ii

1. J l. CBiTJiHMiiin— 1 9 7 4
2 . J l. C B iT A H m iin— 1 9 7 4
3 . J l. C b 'itjihm ihh— 1 9 7 4

1. J l. CBiTBHMHiH— 1 9 7 4
2 . J l. CBiTJIHHHiH----1 9 7 4

3 . J l. CBirnHWHiH— 1 9 7 4  
+ 4 .  J l. CBiTAHMHiH----1 9 7 4

IO . T a ra p iH y

B . CHMOneiiKOBi— 1 9 7 2

G . C B ep cn o K O B i— 1 9 7 2

J le6 e A H n a  n ic u a  (H . CBiTAHMHin)— 1 9 7 4

B . C T y co B i— 1 9 7 3

E n m u jn a  (3 iH i <DpaiiKo)— 1 9 7 2  

T a p a c  E y n b 6 a

1 0 .  T a r a p iii
B. CnMOHenKOBi— 1 9 7 2  

G . CnepcTiOKOBi— 1 9 7 2  

J leb eA H iia  n ic i ia  (H . CBiTAHMHiH)— 1 9 7 4  

+  HaAiV (CBiTjiHW Hin)— 1 9 7 4  

+ M o in  KyMi— 1 9 7 2

B. C T y co B i— 1 9 7 3  

+B. 3 a x a p iieHKOBi— 1 9 7 7

EniTa(j)ia ( 3 im  d )p a n K o )— 1 9 7 2  

+ n a M ’flTi C . M a M n y p a  

T a p a c  B y n b 6 a

J leb eA H iia  nicHH (H . CBiTAHM niii)— 1 9 7 4  
+  HaAii'(CBiTAHM HiH)— 1 9 7 4

B. CnMOneHKOBi— 1 9 7 2  

B. C T y co B i— 1 9 7 3

G . CBepcTioK O Bi— 1 9 7 2  

+ l la M ’flTi C . M aM M ypa 

+BnnaAKOBHH c o H e r
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+ M o e M y  3eMJiflKoni

+/(H nT H X  (P . M o p o 3 )  

+BHnaAKOBHH c o n e r

J l. C eM H K ium — n s  

+ M . K o u io 6 H n cb K in — n s— 1 9 7 7

+ M o e M y  3eMJiaK0Bi

T a p a c  B y n b 6 a  

F . C eB p y ic  
+ Jlp ocjiaB H a (P . M o p o 3 )

+ M . K ouio6nH C bK iH — n s — 1 9 7 7  

J l. C eM H K ium — n s

+ M oYh  KyMi— 1 9 7 2  

M oYm A iobacK aM  

IO. T a r a p iH y  

+ B .  3a x a p n en K O B i— 1 9 7 7  

E iin a t lh n  (3 iH i (p p a iiK o )— 1 9 7 2  
+J'pa>KHM KaM<nbaBanbe— n s

IV. E e36o> K iii c o i i e m  (1974-1975)

BejiMKHH n icT BejiHKMH n icT

C oH eT  6e36o>KHOCTi

H e p n e p b M epH enb M ep iiep b

BenHKHH n ic T

COHeT 6e36o>KHOCTH C o iie T  6e360>KH0CTH

M eciY M eciY M e c ii

B n ;u i6 a n ,  B oare  ( F .  C eB pyK ) B n A H 6 a n , Eo>i<e (r. C eB p yK )

J lo 6 p e ! J l,o 6 p e! A o 6 p e !

V. Mysn i r p a u i i

r jiH n a TjiHHa TnHHa

P ojih P ojib PoJlb

CTaTHCTH CraTHCTH CTaTHCTH

TjiflAaMi TjiBAaMi PjisiAaMi
A m o  Kozin 6... A m o  KOJIH 6 . . . A m o  KOJIH 6 . . .

K in o
+ K n fl3 b  Ir o p +KHA3b Ir o p

+ “ /l,onoK H  r p a r n c a  b I l le K c n ip a ? ” + “ ,Z(onoKH r p a r a c a  b L U eK cn ip a?”
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+ A n a c io n a T a  (3a IO. MapiiiiimahycoM)—  
n s

M H T yca— 1 9 7 4  
+ A n a c io n a T a  (3a IO. Mapx\im<.imuyco.v)— n s

VI. Ars Poetica

C oH eT C o n e T C oH eT

KnflCHHHHH Bipui lOlHCHMHHH Bipm IOm c h m h h h  B ipui

B e p n i6 p B e p n iS p B e p n ib p

+ “ M o'm  c y n a c n H u i r io e3 iV ...” + “ M oT ii c y n a c iiH n i r io e 3 i i . . .”

+ n o e 3 i a

+ “>1khx im e  3 a 3 n a io  K ap?”
+ C h h  rapM onii' + C h h  ra p M o n ii

+ V it a  b r e v is ,  a r s  lo n g a  (TKh t m  KopoTKe, a +^CHTTJ1 KOpOTKe, a  MHCTeUTBO Biim e
MHCTeUTBO BilIHe)
+ H a B iin o  T p ioaeT H  ic th ? — n s + T p i o n e T - n s

VII. Iljieiiep

C yT iH b CyTiH b C yT iH b

il3HMHHUbKa B ecija Jl3HMHHUbKa B e cu a >l3HllHHUbKa BeCHa

+ B ep e3 H — n s — 1 9 7 8 + B e p e 3 H — n s— 1 9 7 8

ripH M 0p030K ripH M 0p030K ripH M 0p030K

O p e n O p e n O p e n

+ C M epeK a ( c a n n o t  b e  lo c a te d )

+ C o c H a — n s

C jib 0 3 a CnbOTa (C ;ib 0 3 a ) CnbO Ta (C n b 0 3 a )

+ F lp o 3 o p iio . H a n e B u e , o c in b . (r ia n a c o B i
3 a n H B a ci)

+ P o im e n b — 1 9 7 7 + P o H n e n b — 1 9 7 7

O ciH b  y  F ly m i-B o A H u i O c in b  y  n y iu i-B o A H it i O ciH b  y  F ly m i-B o A H u i
+ 3 a B ia — n s + 3 a B in — n s.

+ r ia H a co B i 3a n H B a ci
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VIII. Mcc|hcto—(I>aycT (~1973)

Me<|) i c t o —(h a  b c t — 11s — 1 9 7 3

M c(|)icTO (|)ejih M e(|)icTO (j)ejib M e (|) icr o ( |)c ;ib

P e(|)jieK cii (M o h o jio p (h a n cT a ) PerJmeKciT Pe(j)JieK cii ( M o h o jio t  O a y c T a )

A in n -F a M a e r AiiTH-raM êT A h t h -T  aMJieT

B c e jien cb K a  P o 6 in 3 0 H a A « B c e j ie n c b x a  P o 6 in 3 o n a A a

A n r n -C K o n o p o A a AHTH-CKOBOpOAa
CaKJia C a ic in CaKJifl

(haBCT nOKaBMMHH (baBCT noKaaHHHH O a y c T  iio K a siiiim ii

A hujjiioc A h uiajo c A hujjiioc

r io cn o jiH T i r io cn o jiH T i r io cn o jiH T i

(h a  bct— nporpecH C T (h a  bct— nporpecH C T O a y c T — n p o r p e c  hct

M ojiH TBa nocnojiH T H X M oaH T B a nocnojiH TH X M ojiH TBa nocnojiH T H X

AHTH-CKOBOpOAa

C y n e p M e n C yn ep M eH C y n e p M e n

(h a  b c t  m iio jk h h iih h (haBCT MHOJKHUHHH (hayC T MHOJKHIIIIHH

B c ejien cb K a  P o 6 in 3 0 n a A a

IX. IIo3a coiieraMii

T e o p ia  b I a h o c h o c t h  

Jl. C eM H K iniil 

riOKaflHHH 
riopuiflM H
Th BciM , mum jiH ui M orjia, 6 y j ia  M eni

K o jin  noMepKHyTb 3o p i

Mh AepeBa
H ocT aJiria

M ir r y c a

M oVm jno6acKaM
rioB iH H io KBiTiB S y iu io -M a x p o B o io  

J lp iM a io ib  3aA yM ani (JjpecKH

The section “Poza sonetamy” was removed 
by Svitlychnyi.

N/A
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+  X .  51— A iic i i /j e iiT .

S v i t ly c h n y i  d o e s  n o t  s p e c i f y  th e  s o n n e t s  o f  

th is  c y c l e  in  h is  c o r r e c t io n s .

+1 . “ 51— A H cnaeH T . f lp n  B c ix  3p iK a io cb  B ip n ...”  

+11. “ 51— a w c n a e n T . A b h ?  B h— np aB O B ip n i?” 

+111. “ 51— a h c h a c h t . C e  h o b h h 3 a a a  T e 6 e ? ”  

+ 1 V . “ C t o io  n ia  rpoMOBepjKeHHHM aH a reM ...” 

+ V .  “ 51— a H c n a e n T . I a y n a  aBTOMaTiB...”

+ V I .  “ 51— a h c h a c h t . T a  He 3p ii< a iocb  p o a y . . .”  

+ V 1 I . “ I G y a e T a x :  H en paB i B au ii arepTBH ...”

+  X I .  B a p ia i j i i  n a  B i ic n iB a n i  r en in

+  n a M ’jm iH K  ( r o p a u ie B e )

+ri/ii(l)O H . H m h  SoraM .

+CKOBopoAHHCbKe— (c a n n o t  b e  lo c a te d )  
+ n p o p o K  (n y iU K iiic b K e)— (c a n n o t  b e  

lo c a t e d )

+y n e p io a  p e c T a n p a u ii (Bepan>KiBCbKe)—  

1 9 7 7

+IileBM eH K iB TpmiTHX— (c a n n o t  b e  lo c a te d )  

+ r io 3 a a K  (B epneH iB C bK e)— 1 9 7 8  

+Mn— My>KiinnH  (K in n iH r o B e )

+ r io e 3 if l— n e p e a y c iM , n o H a a  y c e  ( 3a T. 

T a 6 ia 3 e )
+ A p x iM e a  (fIay>KHHKOBe) [ lo n g  p o e m — S P ]  

+ P n a b c b K i OKTaBH [ lo n g  p o e m — S P ]
+ E o sm  ( 3 a  M . Ba>i<aiioM)— ( c a n n o t  b e  

lo c a te d )
+ H B c ra c B e — 1 9 7 8

+51 M3COM BTOMJllOIOCb (13 G . 

MaTy3HBHiiy c a )
“ r io B in H io  KBiTiB G y iu io -  

| M a x p o B o io ...”  ( 3  T . M aH T ypauiB iai)

+ “ A r s  P o e t ic a ” ( 3  T o p a u ia )

+ r iv iH H  B oraM  i3 T paicraT y T . T . n a i([)O n a  
“ 3aKOHH”

+ F lo3aflK  ( 3 a  B epneH O M )— 1 9 7 8  

+ M h — My>KMHHn ( 3 a  K in a m ro M )  

+ M o p H n n  r o p 6  ( 3 a  K in jim ro M )

+ n o e 3 i a — n e p e a y c iM , n o H a a  y c e  ( 3 a  T. 

T a 6 ia 3 e )

“ riOBiHHK) KBiTiB 6yHHO- 

M axp oB O io ...”  ( 3 a  T. M aH T ypauiB iai)
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“flpiiwaiOTb 3aAyMaHi 
(|>pecKH” (3  T. HaHTypaiuBiAi)

+“HaTonTanHX MorHA niMOTHHil CToriH...”(3a 
T. ManTypauiBini)

“/IpiMaioTii 3aAyMani (j>pecKH” 
(3a T. MainypauiBwi)

+  “Tax Bee hc3bhhho!..” (3a T. HairrypaiiJBiAi) 
+ >1 MaCOM BTOMAIOIOCb (3a G. 

MaTy3HBiHycoM)
+ y  enoxy PecTaBpauii (BapiauiV 

Ha TeMy EepaHAte)— 1977
+U1BeTaeBe— 1978 

+3naio caM (3a EoAJiepoM)
+Taxe /KHTTfl (3a Boaac'pom)

+XII. rajiiiMeBe

+H e AOXOAHTb Henanncani ahcth

+CMepTHHKH

Teopia BiAHOcnocri

IloKaanHfl
FIopuiflMM

+rOAOBH

+H e AoxoAHTb Hcnaniicani ahcth 
+CMepTHHKH

+ r  OAOBH
Teopia BiAHOCHocTi
FIopuiaMH
OoKaanHa

+CynaiKa ao naHa peAarcropa— 1975 
+CyruiiKa rpa(j)OMaHa-AeMOKpaTa

XIII. IIoeMii

+Kyp6ac

XIII. IIoeMii
+ApxiMeA (3a IlAy>KHHKOBHM

‘TaAiAeeM”)
+PHAbCbxi 0KT3BH— 1977-78,

+Kyp6ac


